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Investigation of Liquefaction Damage due to the 2011 off the Pacific coast of Tohoku Earthquake

Applicability of the Current Liquefaction Evaluation (Part 3)
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Abstract: In this paper, the liquefaction damage due to the 2011 off the Pacific coast of Tohoku Earthquake

and the comparison with liquefaction evaluation by the current simple judgment using its ground parameter

were examined.
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Tablel. Relationship between D, and degree of liquefaction
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Table 2. Relationship between the P, and degree of liquefaction
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Fig.1 Comparison of P -value (c,,=1.0)
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Fig.2 Comparison of P_-value (c,=0.5)
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Fig.3 Comparison between P, and Dy
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