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ABSTRACT 

Over the past decade, major advances have occurred in both understanding and practice with regard to assessment and mitigation of 
hazard associated with seismically induced soil liquefaction. Soil liquefaction engineering has evolved into a sub-field in its own 
right, and engineering assessment and mitigation of seismic soil liquefaction hazard is increasingly well addressed in both research 
and practice. This rapid evolution in the treatment of liquefaction has been pushed largely by a confluence of lessons and data 
provided by a series of major earthquakes over the past dozen years, as well as by the research and professional/political will 
engendered by these major seismic events. The overall field of soil liquefaction engineering is now beginning to coalesce into an 
internally consistent and comprehensive framework, and one in which the various elements are increasingly mutually supportive of 
each other. Although the rate of progress has been laudable, further advances are occurring, and more remains to be done.  As we 
enter a “new millenium”, engineers are increasingly well able to deal with important aspects of soil liquefaction engineering. This 
paper will highlight a number of important recent and ongoing developments in soil liquefaction engineering, and will offer insights 
regarding research in progress, as well as suggestions regarding further advances needed. 

1.0 INTRODUCTION additional issues of post-liquefaction strength and stress-
deformation behavior also began to attract increased attention. 

Soil liquefaction is a major cause of damage during 
earthquakes. “Modern” engineering treatment of liquefaction- Today, the area of “soil liquefaction engineering” is emerging 
related issues evolved initially in the wake of the two as a semi-mature field of practice in its own right.  This area 
devastating earthquakes of 1964; the 1964 Niigata (Japan) and now involves a number of discernable sub-issues or sub
1964 Great Alaskan Earthquakes. Seismically-induced soil topics, as illustrated schematically in Figure 1. As shown in 
liquefaction produced spectacular and devastating effects in Figure 1, the first step in most engineering treatments of soil 
both of these events, thrusting the issue forcefully to the liquefaction continues to be (1) assessment of “liquefaction 
attention of engineers and researchers. potential”, or the risk of “triggering” (initiation) of 

liquefaction. There have been major advances here in recent 
Over the nearly four decades that have followed, significant years, and some of these will be discussed. 
progress has occurred. Initially, this progress was largely 
confined to improved ability to assess the likelihood of Once it is determined that occurrence of liquefaction is a 
initiation (or “triggering”) of liquefaction in clean, sandy soils. potentially serious risk/hazard, the process next proceeds to 
As the years passed, and earthquakes continued to provide assessment of the consequences of the potential liquefaction. 
lessons and data, researchers and practitioners became This, now, increasingly involves (2) assessment of available 
increasingly aware of the additional potential problems post-liquefaction strength, and resulting post-liquefaction 
associated with both silty and gravelly soils, and the important overall stability (of a site, and/or of a structure or other built 

facilites, etc.). There has been considerable progress in 
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1. Assessment of the likelihood of “triggering” 
or initiation of soil liquefaction. 

2. Assessment of post-liquefaction strength and
 overall post-liquefaction stability. 

3. Assessment of expected liquefaction-induced
 deformations and displacements. 

4. Assessment of the consequences of these
 deformations and displacements. 

5. Implementation (and evaluation) of engineered
 mitigation, if necessary. 

Fig. 1: Key Elements of Soil Liquefaction Engineering 

evaluation of post-liquefaction strengths and stability over the 
past fifteen years. If post-liquefaction stability is found 
wanting, then deformation/displacement potential is large, and 
engineered remediation is typically warranted. 

If post-liquefaction overall stability is not unacceptable, then 
attention is next directed towards (3) assessment of anticipated 
deformations and displacements. This is a very “soft” area of 
practice, and much remains to be done here with regard to 
development and calibration/verification of engineering tools 
and methods. Similarly, there are few engineering tools and 
guidelines regarding (4) the effects of liquefaction-induced 
deformations and displacements on the performance of 
structures and other engineered facilities, and criteria for 
“acceptable” performance are not well established. 

Finally, in cases in which the engineer(s) conclude that 
satisfactory performance cannot be counted on, (5) engineered 
mitigation of liquefaction risk is generally warranted. This, 
too, is a rapidly evolving area, and one rife with potential 
controversy. Ongoing evolution of new methods for 
mitigation of liquefaction hazard provides an ever increasing 
suite of engineering options, but the efficacy and reliability of 
some of these remain contentious, and accurate and reliable 
engineering analysis of the improved performance provided by 
many of these mitigation techniques continues to be difficult. 

It is not possible, within the confines of this paper, to fully 
address all of these issues (a textbook would be required!) 
Instead, a number of important recent and ongoing advances 
will be highlighted, and resultant issues and areas of 
controversy, as well as areas in urgent need of further 
advances either in practice or understanding, will be noted. 

2.0 ASSESSMENT OF SUSCEPTIBILITY 

2.1 Liquefiable Soil Types: 

The first step in engineering assessment of the potential for 
“triggering” or initiation of soil liquefaction is the 
determination of whether or not soils of “potentially 
liquefiable nature” are present at a site. This, in turn, raises 
the important question regarding which types of soils are 
potentially vulnerable to soil liquefaction. 

It has long been recognized that relatively “clean” sandy soils, 
with few fines, are potentially vulnerable to seismically
induced liquefaction. There has, however, been significant 
controversy and confusion regarding the liquefaction potential 
of silty soils (and silty/clayey soils), and also of coarser, 
gravelly soils and rockfills. 

Coarser, gravelly soils are the easier of the two to discuss, so 
we will begin there. The cyclic behavior of coarse, gravelly 
soils differs little from that of “sandy” soils, as Nature has 
little or no respect for the arbitrary criteria established by the 
standard #4 sieve. Coarse, gravelly soils are potentially 
vulnerable to cyclic pore pressure generation and liquefaction. 
There are now a number of well-documented field cases of 
liquefaction of coarse, gravelly soils (e.g.: Evans, 1987; 
Harder, 1988; Hynes, 1988; Andrus, 1994). These soils do, 
however, often differ in behavior from their finer, sandy 
brethren in two ways: (1) they can be much more pervious, 
and so can often rapidly dissipate cyclically generated pore 
pressures, and (2) due to the mass of their larger particles, the 
coarse gravelly soils are seldom deposited “gently” and so do 
not often occur in the very loose states more often encountered 
with finer sandy soils. Sandy soils can range from very loose 
to very dense, while the “very” loose state is relatively 
uncommon in gravelly deposits and coarser soils. 

The apparent drainage advantages of coarse, gravelly soils can 
be defeated if their drainage potential is circumvented by 
either; (1) their being surrounded and encapsulated by finer, 
less pervious materials, (2) if drainage is internally impeded 
by the presence of finer soils in the void spaces between the 
coarser particles (it should be noted that the D10 particle size, 
not the mean or D50 size, most closely correlates with the 
permeability of a broadly graded soil mix), or (3) if the layer 
or stratum of coarse soil is of large dimension, so that the 
distance over which drainage must occur (rapidly) during an 
earthquake is large. In these cases, the coarse soils should be 
considered to be of potentially liquefiable type, and should be 
evaluated accordingly. 

Questions regarding the potential liquefiability of finer, 
“cohesive” soils (especially “silts” and “silty clays”) are 
increasingly common at meetings and professional short 
courses and seminars. There is considerable new field data 
regarding this issue from recent major earthquakes, and this is 
an area in which major changes in both understanding and 
practice are occurring. 

Seed et al. (2003) 2 
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1. Percent Finer than 0.005mm 15% 

2. Liquid Limit (LL) 35% 

3. Water Content (W ) 0.9 x LL 

100 

50
 

35
 

0 

SAFE 

TEST 

NATURAL WATER CONTENT, W (%) 

0.9 X LL 

Fig. 2: Modified Chinese Criteria (After Wang (1979) 
and Seed and Idriss (1982) 

Figure 2 illustrates the “Modified Chinese Criteria” (Wang 
(1979), and Seed and Idriss (1982)), which represent the 
criteria most widely used for defining potentially liquefiable 
soils over the past two decades.  According to these criteria, 
fine (cohesive) soils that plot above the A-line are considered 
to be of potentially liquefiable type and character if: (1) there 
are less than 15% “clay” fines (based on the Chinese 
definition of “clay” sizes as less than 0.005 mm), (2) there is a 
Liquid Limit of LL £ 35%, and (3) there is a current in-situ 
water content greater than or equal to 90% of the Liquid 
Limit. 

Andrews and Martin (2000) re-evaluated the liquefaction field 
case histories from the database of Wang (1979), as well as a 
number of subsequent earthquakes, and have transposed the 
“Modified Chinese Criteria” to U.S. conventions (with clay 
sizes defined as those less than about 0.002 mm). Their 
findings are largely summarized in Figure 3. Andrews and 
Martin recommended: (1) that soils with less than about 10% 
clay fines (< 0.002 mm), and a Liquid Limit (LL) in the minus 
#40 sieve fraction of less than 32%, be considered potentially 
liquefiable, (2) that soils with more than about 10% clay fines 
and LL ‡  32% are unlikely to be susceptible to classic 
cyclically-induced liquefaction, and (3) that soils intermediate 
between these criteria should be sampled and tested to assess 
whether or not they are potentially liquefiable. 

Over the period from 1994 to 1999, a group of approximately 
two dozen leading experts worked to achieve concensus 
regarding a number of issues involved in the assessment of 
liquefaction potential. This group, referred to hereafter as the 
NCEER Working Group, have published many of their 
consensus findings (or at least near-consensus findings) in the 
NSF-sponsored workshop summary paper (NCEER, 1997), 
and the summary article in the ASCE Journal of Geotechnical 
and Geoenvironmental Engineering (Youd et al., 2001). The 
NCEER Working Group addressed this issue, and it was 

agreed that there was a need to reexamine the “Modified 
Chinese Criteria” for defining the types of fine “cohesive” 
soils potentially vulnerable to liquefaction, but no improved 
concensus position could be reached at that time, and more 
study was warranted. 

Two major earthquakes in 1999 then dramatically altered the 
picture. Widespread soil liquefaction occurred throughout 
much of the city of Adapazari in the 1999 Kocaeli (Turkey) 
Earthquake, and widespread liguefaction-induced damages 
also occurred in the cities of Wu Feng, Yuan Lin and Nantou 
in the 1999 Chi-Chi (Taiwan) Earthquake. In all four of these 
cities, significant liquefaction-type damages (including 
settlements and/or partial or complete bearing failures of 
shallow-founded structures) occurred at sites where the soils 
responsible appear to be more “cohesive” than would be 
expected based on the Modified Chinese Criteria. 

There is significant ongoing research with regard to the field 
performance of increasingly cohesive soils in Adapazari; work 
is in progress both at U.C. Berkeley (Sancio, 2003) and at the 
Middle East Technical University in Ankara (Cetin, 2003), 
and more detailed publications can be anticipated in the very 
near future as these efforts are completed. Similarly, studies 
are also in progress by a number of research teams (including 
Stewart, et al., 2003) regarding performance of increasingly 
cohesive soils in Wu Feng, Yuan Lin and Nantou during the 
Chi-Chi Earthquake. 

In the “new” field performance cases in these four cities, it is 
often difficult to reliably discern whether or not soils with 
cohesive fines “liquefied”. Soils with large fines contents do 
not generally exude excess pore pressures rapidly, and so are 
less prone to produce surface boil ejecta than are “cleaner” 
cohesionless soils. 

As a result, soils with significant (and plastic) fines have been 
sampled and then subjected to cyclic testing in the laboratory 
by a number of researchers. This laboratory testing, much like 

Liquid Limit1 < 32 Liquid Limit ‡ 32 

Clay Content2 

< 10% 
Susceptible 

Further Studies 
Required 

(Considering plastic 
non-clay sized 

grains – such as 
Mica) 

Clay Content2 

‡ 10% 

Further Studies 
Required 

(Considering non-
plastic clay sized 

grains – such as mine 
and quarry tailings) 

Not Susceptible 

Notes: 
1. Liquid limit determined by Casagrande-type percussion apparatus. 
2. Clay defined as grains finer than 0.002 mm. 

Fig. 3: Liquefaction Susceptibility of Silty and Clayey 
Sands (after Andrews and Martin, 2000)
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the observed field performance, suggests that: (1) soils of 
higher plasticity may be susceptible to significant cyclic pore 
pressure increase and consequent loss of strength than is 
suggested by the Modified Chinese Criteria, and (2) the 
transition in behavior to soils of even higher plasticity, which 
do not appear to be prone to similarly severe cyclic pore 
pressure generation and strength loss, is gradual (rather than 
abrupt). 
 
Some of the confusion here is related to the definition of 
liquefaction.  In this paper, the term “classic” cyclic 
liquefaction will refer to significant loss of strength and 
stiffness due to cyclic pore pressure generation, in contrast to 
“sensitivity” or loss of strength due to monotonic shearing 
and/or remolding as a result of larger, monotonic (uni
directional) shear displacements.  By making these 
distinctions, we are able to separately discuss “classic” 
cyclically-induced liquefaction and the closely-related (but 
different) phenomenon of strain-softening or sensitivity. 
 
Sandy soils, and silty soils of very low plasticity, tend to 
experience “triggering” of cyclically induced soil liquefaction 
at relatively low shear strains (typically on the order of 3% to 
6%), and the loss of strength can be severe. Soils of higher 
plasticity, on the other hand, may also exhibit loss of strength 
and stiffness, accompanied by increased pore pressures, but 
the pore pressure ratios achieved may be somewhat lower than 
those associated with more “classically” liquefiable soils, and 
the loss of strength and stiffness becomes pronounced at 
somewhat larger shear strains.  In other words, there is a 
transition in behaviors; as soils’ behaviors become controlled 
by fines of increasing plasticity their cyclic behavior becomes 
more “ductile”, and the boundary between soils which are 
potentially susceptible to “classic” cyclic liquefaction and 

60 

those that are not is not a sharp transition. 
 
It is recommended herein that the Modified Chinese Criteria 
be relegated to history, and that we move forward to broader 
consideration of potentially liquefiable soil types.  One 
element of the Modified Chinese Criteria has been clearly 
shown to be flawed, and that is the “percent clay fines” rule 
(e.g.: Bray et al. 2001; Sancio et al.; 2002, 2003).  Percent clay 
fines is less important than the overall contribution of the fines 
to plasticity, and there are numerous cases of liquefaction of 
soils with more than 10 or 15% clay-sized fines.  The other 
elements of the Modified Chinese Criteria (Liquid Limit, and 
water content as a fraction of the liquid limit) both appear 
better directed, but warrant some revision as well. 
 
Post-earthquake reconnaissance efforts (e.g. Bray and Stewart, 
2000) and follow-on studies (e.g. Sancio et al., 2002), clearly 
found ample evidence of liquefaction and ground softening at 
sites where critical soil layers contained more than 15% 
particles finer than 5 mm. As suggested in Bray et al. (2001), 
Sancio et al. (2002), and Sancio et al. (2003), the percent 
"clay-size" criterion of the Chinese criteria and Andrews and 
Martin (2000) criteria is misleading, because it is not the 
percent of "clay-size" particles that is important. Rather, it is 
the percent of clay minerals present in the soil and their 
activity that are important.  Fine quartz particles may be 
smaller than either 2 or 5 mm, but if largely nonplastic, these 
soils respond as a cohesionless material in terms of 
liquefaction under cyclic loading. Accordingly, use of the 
percent "clay size" criterion as is commonly done in current 
engineering practice (e.g.: "Guidelines for Analyzing and 
Mitigating Liquefaction Hazards in California"; edited by 
Martin and Lew, 1999), can be unconservative, because soils 
that are susceptible to liquefaction can be incorrectly classified 

as non-liquefiable. 
 
Figure 4 represents interim 
recommendations regarding 
“liquefiability of soils with 

Applicable for: 
(a) FC ‡ 20% if PI>12%50 
(b) FC ‡ 35% if PI<12% 

significant fines contents.  This may 
evolve further, based on work in 
progress, but is a good summary of
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CH with sufficient fines content that the 
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Zone B: Test if wc ‡ 0.85(LL) 
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ML Zone A: Potentially Liquefiable 7 
CL-ML 

4 if wc > 0.8(LL) 
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LL (Liquid Limit) 

Fig 4:  Recommendations Regarding Assessment of “Liquefiable” Soil Types 

fines separate the coarser particles 
and control overall behavior: (1) 
Soils within Zone A are considered 
potentially susceptible to “classic” 
cyclically induced liquefaction, (2) 
Soils within Zone B may be 
liquefiable, and (3) Soils in Zone C 
(not within Zones A or B) are not 
generally susceptible to “classic” 
cyclic liquefaction, but should be 
checked for potential sensitivity 
(loss of strength with remoulding or 
monotonic accumulation of shear 
deformation). 
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Both experimental research and review of liquefaction field 
case histories show that for soils with sufficient “fines” 
(particles finer than 0.074 mm, or passing a #200 sieve) to 
separate the coarser (larger than 0.074 mm) particles, the 
characteristics of the fines control the potential for cyclically-
induced liquefaction.  This separation of the coarser particles 
typically occurs as the fines content exceeds about 15% to 
35%, with the precise fines content required being dependent 
principally on the overall soil gradation and the character of 
the fines. Well-graded soils have lesser void ratios than 
uniformly-graded or gap-graded soils, and so require lesser 
fines contents to fill the remaining available void space and 
thus separate (or “float”) the coarser particles in a matrix of 
the fines. Similarly, clay fines carry higher void ratios than 
silty particles and so are more rapidly effective at over-filling 
the void space available between the coarser (larger than 
0.074mm) particles; a lesser weight (or percentage) of clay 
fines is required than would be required if the fines were lower 
plasticity silty particles. 

In soils wherein the fines content is sufficient as to separate 
the coarser particles and control behavior, cyclically-induced 
soil liquefaction appears to occur primarily in soils where 
these fines are either non-plastic or are low plasticity silts 
and/or silty clays (PI £ 12%, and LL £ 37%), and with high 
water content relative to their Liquid Limit (wc > 0.85·  LL). In 
fact, low plasticity or non-plastic silts and silty sands can be 
among the most dangerous of liquefiable soils, as they not 
only can cyclically liquefy; they also “hold their water” well 
and dissipate excess pore pressures slowly due to their low 
permeabilities. 

Soils with sufficient fines that the fines control their behavior, 
and falling within Zone A in Figure 4, are considered 
potentially susceptible to “classic” cyclically-induced soil 
liquefaction. Soils within Zone B fall into a transition range; 
they may in some cases be susceptible to liquefaction 
(especially if their in situ water content is greater than about 
85% of their Liquid Limit), but tend to be more ductile and 
may not “liquefy” in the classic sense of losing a large fraction 
of their strength and stiffness at relatively low cyclic shear 
strains. These soils are also, in many cases, not well suited to 
evaluation based on conventional in-situ “penetration-based” 
liquefaction hazard assessment methods. These types of soils 
usually are amenable to reasonably “undisturbed” (e.g.: thin-
walled, or better) sampling, however, and so can be tested in 
the laboratory. It should be remembered to check for 
“sensitivity” of these cohesive soils as well as for potential 
cyclic liquefiability. Soils in Zone C are generally not 
susceptible to “classic” cyclically-induced soil liquefaction, 
but they may be “sensitive” and vulnerable to strength loss 
with remoulding or large shear displacements. 

This is a step forward, as it extends the previous “Modified 
Chinese” criteria to encompass important new field 
performance data (and corollary laboratory test data) from 
recent earthquakes. It should also be noted that there is a 
common lapse in engineering practice inasmuch as engineers 
often tend to become distracted by the presence of potentially 

“classically” liquefiable soils, and then often neglect cohesive 
soils (clays and plastic silts) that are highly “sensitive” and 
vulnerable to major loss of strength if sheared or remolded. 
These types of “sensitive” soils (which can exist in Zones B 
and C) often co-exist in close proximity with potentially 
liquefiable soils, and can be similarly dangerous in their own 
right. 

Appropriate sampling and testing protocols for soils of Zone B 
are not yet well established, and further research is needed 
here. Issues of sample disturbance, and sample densification 
during reconsolidation, and the potential applicability of 
“SHANSEP-like” laboratory reconsolidation approaches to 
offset these potential problems, are not yet well studied. 
Accordingly, sampling and testing of these types of soils may 
produce important qualitative data regarding likely soil 
performance, but it is difficult to rigorously quantitatively 
assess the levels of seismic loading necessary to “trigger” 
liquefaction in these soil types at present. It should also be 
noted that soils of Zone B may sometimes exhibit relatively 
innocuous behavior under cyclic loading in the absence of 
“static” driving shear stresses, but may exhibit much more 
significant softening and pore pressure increase if cyclically 
loaded while also subjected to significant “static” driving 
shear stresses. Accordingly, it appears that cyclic testing of 
these types of soils with non-zero static driving shear stresses 
(á > 0) is adviseable if this is potentially applicable to field 
conditions. 

The criteria of this section do not fully cover all types of 
liquefiable soils. As an example, a well-studied clayey sand 
(SC) at a site in the southeastern U.S. has been clearly shown 
to be potentially susceptible to cyclic liquefaction, despite a 
clay content on the order of 15 %, and a Plasticity Index of up 
to 30% (Riemer et al., 1993). This is a highly unusual 
material, however, as it is an ancient sand that has weathered 
in place, with the clay largely coating the exterior surfaces of 
the individual weathered grains, and the overall soil is 
unusually “loose”. Exceptions must be anticipated, and 
judgement will continue to be necessary in evaluating whether 
or not specific soils are potentially liquefiable. 

Finally, two additional conditions necessary for potential 
liquefiability are: (1) saturation (or at least near-saturation), 
and (2) “rapid” (largely “undrained”) loading. It should be 
remembered that phreatic conditions are variable both with 
seasonal fluctuations and irrigation, and that the rapid cyclic 
loading induced by seismic excitation represents an ideal 
loading type for initiation of soil liquefaction. 

3.0 ASSESSMENT OF TRIGGERING POTENTIAL 

Quantitative assessment of the likelihood of “triggering” or 
initiation of liquefaction is the necessary first step for most 
projects involving potential seismically-induced liquefaction.  
There are two general types of approaches available for this: 
(1) use of laboratory testing of “undisturbed” samples, and (2) 
use of empirical relationships based on correlation of observed 
field behavior with various in-situ “index” tests. 

Seed et al. (2003) 5 



  

   

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 
 

 
 

 

The use of laboratory testing is complicated by difficulties 
associated with sample disturbance during both sampling and 
reconsolidation. It is also difficult and expensive to perform 
high-quality cyclic simple shear testing, and cyclic triaxial 
testing poorly represents the loading conditions of principal 
interest for most seismic problems. Both sets of problems can 
be ameliorated, to some extent, by use of appropriate “frozen” 
sampling techniques, and subsequent testing in a high quality 
cyclic simple shear or torsional shear apparatus. The 
difficulty and cost of these delicate techniques, however, 
places their use beyond the budget and scope of most 
engineering studies. In addition, frozen sampling can be 
infeasible in soils with significant fines content, as the low 
permeability of these can lead to ice expansion completely 
disturbing the soils rather than preventing disturbance. 

Accordingly, the use of in-situ “index” testing is the dominant 
approach in common engineering practice. As summarized in 
the recent state-of-the-art paper (Youd et al.; 1997, 2001), four 
in-situ test methods have now reached a level of sufficient 
maturity as to represent viable tools for this purpose, and these 
are (1) the Standard Penetration Test (SPT), (2) the cone 
penetration test (CPT), (3) measurement of in-situ shear wave 

Fig. 5: Correlation Between Equivalent Uniform Cyclic 
Stress Ratio and SPT N1,60-Value for Events of 
Magnitude MW��7.5 for Varying Fines Contents, 
With Adjustments at Low Cyclic Stress Ratio as 
Recommended by NCEER Working Group 
(Modified from Seed, et al., 1984) 

velocity (Vs), and (4) the Becker penetration test (BPT). The 
oldest, and still the most widely used of these, is the SPT, and 
this will be the focus of the next section of this paper. 

3.1 SPT-Based Triggering Assessment: 

3.1.1 Existing SPT-Based Correlations 

The use of the SPT as a tool for evaluation of liquefaction 
potential first began to evolve in the wake of a pair of 
devastating earthquakes that occurred in 1964; the 1964 Great 
Alaskan Earthquake (M = 8+) and the 1964 Niigata 
Earthquake (M » 7.5), both of which produced significant 
liquefaction-related damage (e.g.: Kishida, 1966; Koizumi, 
1966; Ohsaki, 1966; Seed and Idriss, 1971).  Numerous 
additional researchers have made subsequent progress, and 
these types of SPT-based methods continue to evolve today. 

As discussed by the NCEER Working Group (NCEER, 1997; 
Youd et al., 2001), one of the most widely accepted and 
widely used SPT-based correlations is the “deterministic” 
relationship proposed by Seed, et al. (1984, 1985). Figure 5 
shows this relationship, with minor modification at low CSR 
(as recommended by the NCEER Working Group; NCEER, 
1997). This familiar relationship is based on comparison 
between SPT N-values, corrected for both effective 
overburden stress and energy, equipment and procedural 
factors affecting SPT testing (to N1,60-values) vs. intensity of 
cyclic loading, expressed as magnitude-weighted equivalent 
uniform cyclic stress ratio (CSReq). The relationship between 
corrected N1,60-values and the intensity of cyclic loading 
required to trigger liquefaction is also a function of fines 
content in this relationship, as shown in Figure 5. 

Although widely used in practice, this relationship is dated, 
and does not make use of an increasing body of field case 
history data from seismic events that have occurred since 
1984. It is particularly lacking in data from cases wherein 
peak ground shaking levels were high (CSR > 0.25), an 
increasingly common design range in regions of high 
seismicity. This correlation also has no formal probabilistic 
basis, and so provides no insight regarding either uncertainty 
or probability of liquefaction. 

Efforts at development of similar, but formally 
probabilistically-based, correlations have been published by a 
number of researchers, including Liao et al. (1988, 1998), and 
more recently Youd and Noble (1997), and Toprak et al. 
(1999). Figures 6(a) through (c) show these relationships, 
expressed as contours of probability of triggering of 
liquefaction, with the deterministic relationship of Seed et al. 
from Figure 5 superimposed (dashed lines) for reference. In 
each of the figures on this page, contours of probability of 
triggering or initiation of liquefaction for PL = 5, 20, 50, 80 
and 95% are shown. 

The probabilistic relationship proposed by Liao et al. employs 
a larger number of case history data points than were used by 
Seed et al. (1984), but this larger number of data points is the 
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result of less severe screening of points for data quality, and so 
includes a number of low quality data. This relationship was 
developed using the maximum likelihood estimation method 
for probabilistic regression (binary regression of logistic 
models). The way the likelihood function was formulated did 
not permit separate treatment of aleatory and epistemic 
sources of uncertainty, and so overstates the overall variance 
or uncertainty of the proposed correlation. This can lead to 
over-conservatism at low levels of probability of liquefaction. 
An additional shortcoming was that Liao et al. sought, but 
failed to find, a significant impact of fines content on the 
regressed relationship between SPT penetration resistance and 
liquefaction resistance, and so developed reliable curves 
(Figure 6(a)) only for sandy soils with less than 12% fines. 

The relationship proposed by Youd and Noble employs a 
number of field case history data points from earthquakes 
which have occurred since the earlier relationships were 
developed, and excludes the most questionable of the data 
used by Liao et al. The basic methodology employed, 
maximum likelihood estimation, is the same, however, and as 
a result this correlation continues to overstate the overall 
uncertainty. The effects of fines content were judgmentally 
prescribed, a priori, in these relationships, and so were not 
developed as part of the regression. This correlation is 
applicable to soils of variable fines contents, and so can be 
employed for both sandy and silty soils.  As shown in Figure 
6(b), however, uncertainty (or variance) is high. 

The relationship proposed by Toprak et al. also employs an 
enlarged and updated field case history database, and deletes 
the most questionable of the data used by Liao et al. As with 
the studies of Youd et al., the basic regression tool was binary 
regression, and the resulting overall uncertainty is again very 
large. Similarly, fines corrections and magnitude-correlated 
duration weighting factors were prescribed a priori, rather than 
being regressed from the field case history data, further 
decreasing model “fit” (and increasing variance and 
uncertainty). 

Overall, the four prior relationships presented in Figures 5 and 
6(a) through (c) are all excellent efforts, and are among the 
best of their types.  It is proposed that more can now be 
achieved, however, using more powerful and flexible 
probabilistic tools, and taking fullest possible advantage of the 
currently available field case histories and current knowledge 
affecting the processing and interpretation of these. 

3.1.2 Proposed New SPT-Based Correlations: 

This section presents new correlations for assessment of the 
likelihood of initiation (or “triggering”) of soil liquefaction 
(Cetin, et al.; 2000, 2003). These new correlations eliminate 
several sources of bias intrinsic to previous, similar 
correlations, and provide greatly reduced overall uncertainty 
and variance. Figure 6(d) shows the new correlation, with 
contours of probability of liquefaction again plotted for PL = 5, 
20, 50, 80 and 95%, and plotted to the same scale as the earlier 

correlations. As shown in this figure, the new correlation 
provides greatly reduced overall uncertainty. Indeed, the 
uncertainty is now sufficiently reduced that the principal 
uncertainty now resides where it belongs; in the engineer’s 
ability to assess suitable CSR and representative N1,60 values 
for design cases. 

Key elements in the development of this new correlation were: 
(1) accumulation of a significantly expanded database of field 
performance case histories, (2) use of improved knowledge 
and understanding of factors affecting interpretation of SPT 
data, (3) incorporation of improved understanding of factors 
affecting site-specific ground motions (including directivity 
effects, site-specific response, etc.), (4) use of improved 
methods for assessment of in-situ cyclic shear stress ratio  
(CSR), (5) screening of field data case histories on a 
quality/uncertainty basis, and (6) use of higher-order 
probabilistic tools (Bayesian Updating). These Bayesian 
methods (a) allowed for simultaneous use of more descriptive 
variables than most prior studies, and (b) allowed for 
appropriate treatment of various contributing sources of 
aleatory and epistemic uncertainty. The resulting relationships 
not only provide greatly reduced uncertainty, they also help to 
resolve a number of corollary issues that have long been 
difficult and controversial, including: (1) magnitude-correlated 
duration weighting factors, (2) adjustments for fines content, 
and (3) corrections for effective overburden stress. 

As a starting point, all of the field case histories employed in 
the correlations shown in Figures 5 and 6(a) through (c) were 
obtained and studied. Additional cases were also obtained, 
including several proprietary data sets. Eventually, 
approximately 450 liquefaction (and “non-liquefaction”) field 
case histories were evaluated in detail. A formal rating system 
was established for rating these case histories on the basis of 
data quality and uncertainty, and standards were established 
for inclusion of field cases in the final data set used to 
establish the new correlations. In the end, 203 of the field 
case histories were judged to meet these new and higher 
standards, and were employed in the final development of the 
proposed new correlations. 

A significant improvement over previous efforts was the 
improved evaluation of peak horizontal ground acceleration at 
each earthquake field case history site. Specific details are 
provided by Cetin et al. (2001, 2003). Significant improve
ments here were principally due to improved understanding 
and treatment of issues such as (a) directivity effects, (b) 
effects of site conditions on response, (c) improved attenuation 
relationships, and (d) availability of strong motion records 
from recent (and well-instrumented) major earthquakes.  In 
these studies, peak horizontal ground acceleration (amax) was 
taken as the geometric mean of two recorded orthogonal 
horizontal components. Whenever possible, attenuation 
relationships were calibrated on an earthquake-specific basis, 
based on local strong ground motion records, significantly 
reducing uncertainties. For all cases wherein sufficiently 
detailed data and suitable nearby recorded ground motions 
were available, site-specific  site response analyses were 
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performed. In all cases, both local site effects and rupture-
mechanism-dependent potential directivity effects were also 
considered. 

A second major improvement was better estimation of in-situ 
CSR within the critical stratum for each of the field case 
histories. All of the previous studies described so far used the 
“simplified” method of Seed and Idriss (1971) to estimate 
CSR at depth (within the critical soil stratum) as 

� amax � � s v �
CSRpeak = ���� � �� �� � ( )rd (Eq. 1) 

g s ¢Ł ł Ł v ł 

where
 amax = the peak horizontal ground surface acceleration,
 g = the acceleration of gravity, 
sv  = total vertical stress, 
s¢v  = effective vertical stress, and
 rd  = the nonlinear shear mass participation factor. 

The original rd values proposed by Seed and Idriss (1971) are 
shown by the heavy lines in Figure 6(a). These are the values 
used in the previous studies by Seed et al. (1984), Liao et al. 
(1988, 1998), Youd et al. (1997), and Toprak et al. (1999). 

Recognition that rd is nonlinearly dependent upon a suite of 
factors led to studies by Cetin and Seed (2000) to develop 
improved correlations for estimation of rd.  The numerous light 
gray lines in Figures 7(a) and (b) show the results of 2,153 
seismic site response analyses performed to assess the 
variation of rd over ranges of (1) site conditions, and (2) 
ground motion excitation characteristics. The mean and +1 
standard deviation values for these 2,153 analyses are shown 
by the heavy lines in Figure 7(b). As shown in Figures 7(a) 
and (b), the earlier rd proposal of Seed and Idriss (1971) 
understates the variance, and provides biased (generally high) 
estimates of rd at depths of between 10 and 50 feet (3 to 15 m.) 
Unfortunately, it is in this depth range that the critical soil 
strata for most of the important liquefaction (and non-
liquefaction) earthquake field case histories occur. This, in 
turn, creates some degree of corresponding bias in 
relationships developed on this basis. 

Cetin and Seed (2000, 2003) propose a new, empirical basis 
for estimation of rd as a function of; (1) depth, (2) earthquake 
magnitude, (3) intensity of shaking, and (4) site stiffness (as 
expressed in Equation 2). 

Figure 8 shows the values of rd from the 2,153 site response 
analyses performed as part of these studies sub-divided into 12 
“bins” as a function of peak ground surface acceleration (amax), 

(a) (b) 

Fig. 7: Rd Results from Response Analyses for 2,153 Combinations of Site Conditions and Ground 
Motions, Superimposed with Heavier Lines Showing (a) the Earlier Recommendations of Seed 
and Idriss (1971), and (b) the Mean and + 1 Standard Deviation Values for the 2,153 Cases 
Analyzed (After Cetin and Seed, 2000). 
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site stiffness (VS,40ft), earthquake magnitude (Mw), and depth 
(d). [VS,40ft is the “average” shear wave velocity over the top 
40 feet of a site (in units of ft./sec.), taken as 40 feet divided 
by the shear wave travel time in traversing this 40 feet.] 
Superimposed on each figure are the mean and + 1 standard 
deviation values central to each “bin” from Equation 2. Either 
Equation 2, or Figure 8, can be used to derive improved (and 
statistically unbiased) estimates of rd. 

It is noted, however, that in-situ CSR (and rd) can “jump” or 
transition irregularly within a specific soil profile, especially 
near sharp transitions between “soft” and “stiff” strata, and 
that CSR (and rd) are also a function of the interaction between 
a site and each specific excitation motion. Accordingly, the 
best means of estimation of in-situ CSR within any given 
stratum is to directly calculate CSR by means of appropriate 
site-specific, and event-specific, seismic site response 
analyses, when this is feasible. As the new correlations were 
developed using both directly-calculated rd values (from site 
response analyses) as well as rd values from the statistically 
unbiased correlation of Equation 2, there is no intrinsic a priori 
bias associated with either approach. 

This represents an important improvement over all previous 
SPT-based “triggering” correlations. All prior correlations 
had been based on use of the “simplified” rd of Seed and Idriss 
(1971) for back-analysis of field performance case histories, 
and were as a result unconservatively biased relative to actual 
case-specific seismic response analysis. These previous 
methods could be used in forward engineering so long as the 
“simplified” rd was used to assess CSR, but could be 
unconservative if used in conjunction with (1-D or 2-D or 3
D) seismic response analyses (as they often are for 
“important” projects such as dams and other critical facilities.) 
The new correlations, on the other hand, can be safely used in 

conjunction with project-specific dynamic response analyses 
without introducing bias. 

In the new correlations proposed herein, in-situ cyclic stress 
ratio (CSR) is taken as the “equivalent uniform CSR” equal to 
65% of the single (one-time) peak CSR (from Equation 1) as 

CSR = (0.65) � CSR (Eq. 3)eq peak 

In-situ CSReq was evaluated directly, based on performance of 
full seismic site response analyses (using SHAKE 90; Idriss 
and Sun, 1992), for cases where (a) sufficient sub-surface data 
was available, and (b) where suitable “input” motions could be 
developed from nearby strong ground motion records. For 
cases wherein full seismic site response analyses were not 
performed, CSReq was evaluated using the estimated amax and 
Equations 1 and 2. In addition to the best estimates of CSReq, 
the variance or uncertainty of these estimates (due to all 
contributing sources of uncertainty) was also assessed (Cetin 
et al., 2001). 

At each case history site, the critical stratum was identified as 
the stratum most susceptible to triggering of liquefaction. 
Only one critical stratum was analyzed at any one site, and in 
many cases two or more SPT borings were combined jointly 
to characterize a single critical stratum. When possible, 
collected surface boil materials were also considered, but 
problems associated with mixing and segregation during 
transport, and recognition that liquefaction of underlying strata 
can result in transport of overlying soils to the surface through 
boils, limited the usefulness of some of this data. 

The N1,60-values employed were “truncated mean values” 
within the critical stratum. Measured N-values (from one or 
more points) within a critical stratum were corrected for 

d < 65 ft: 

* 
max w s ,40¢Ø - 23.013- 2.949�a + 0.999�M + 0.016�V ø 

Œ1+ 
* 

œ 
0.104 �(-d+0.0785�V + 24.888)Œ s, 40¢ œ

* º 16.258 +0.201�e ß (Eq 2)r (d,M , a ,V ) = – sd w max s,40¢ e r
Ø - 23.013- 2.949�a max + 0.999�M w + 0.016�Vs
*
,40¢ ø d
 

Œ1+ 
* 

œ
 
Œ 0.104�(0.0785�Vs,40¢+ 24.888) œ
º 16.258 +0.201�e ß 

d ‡‡  65 ft: 

*Ø - 23.013- 2.949�a max +0.999� M w + 0.016� Vs,40¢ ø 
Œ1+ 

* 
œ 

Œ s ,40 ¢ œ0.104�(-65+0.0785�V +24.888)
* º 16.258 + 0.201�e ß r (d,M , a ,V ) = - 0.0014� (d - 65) – sd w max s,40¢ e rØ - 23.013- 2.949�a +0.999� M + 0.016� V* ø d 

max w s,40¢Œ1+ œ 
0.104�(0.0785�V +24.888)Œ s ,40¢ œº 16.258+ 0.201�e

* 

ß 
where 

0.850 0.850se (d) = d � 0.0072 [for d < 40 ft], and se (d) = 40 �0.0072 [for d ‡ 40 ft]
rd rd 
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(a) Mw‡6.8, amax£0.12g, Vs,40 ft. £525 fps  (b) M w‡6.8, amax £0.12g, Vs,40 ft. >525 fps 

(c) Mw<6.8, amax £0.12g, Vs,40 ft. £525 fps  (d) Mw<6.8, amax £0.12g, Vs,40 ft. >525 fps 

Fig. 8: Rd Results for Various “Bins” Superimposed with the Predictions (Mean and Mean –– 1ss) Based 
on Bin Mean Values of Vs,40 f t , Mw, and amax (continued…) 

Seed et al. (2003) 11 



      

      

   

 

 

 

 
    

 
 
 

 
    

 
 
 
 

 
 

 (e) Mw‡6.8, 0.12< amax £0.23g, Vs,40 ft. £525 fps (f) Mw‡6.8, 0.12< amax £0.23g, Vs,40 ft. >525 fps 

(g) Mw<6.8, 0.12< amax £0.23g, Vs,40 ft. £525 fps (h) Mw<6.8, 0.12< amax £0.23g, V.s,40 ft. >525 fps 

Fig. 8: Rd Results for Various “Bins” Superimposed with the Predictions (Mean and Mean –– 1ss) Based 
on Bin Mean Values of Vs,40 ft , Mw, and amax (continued…) 
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(i) Mw‡6.8, 0.23< amax, Vs,40 ft. £525 fps (j) Mw‡6.8, 0.23< amax, Vs,40 ft. >525 fps 

(k) Mw<6.8, 0.23< amax, Vs,40 ft. £525 fps (l) Mw<6.8, 0.23< amax, Vs,40 ft. >525 fps 

Fig. 8: Rd Results for Various “Bins” Superimposed with the Predictions (Mean and Mean –– 1ss) Based 
on Bin Me an Values of Vs,40 ft , Mw, and amax 
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overburden, energy, equipment, and procedural effects to N1,60 

values, and were then plotted vs. elevation. In many cases, a 
given soil stratum would be found to contain an identifiable 
sub-stratum (based on a group of localized low N1,60-values) 
that was significantly more critical than the rest of the stratum. 
In such cases, the sub-stratum was taken as the “critical 
stratum”. Occasional high values, not apparently 
representative of the general characteristics of the critical 
stratum, were considered “non-representative” and were 
deleted in a number of the cases. Similarly, though less often, 
very low N1,60 values (very much lower than the apparent main 
body of the stratum, and often associated with locally high 
fines content) were similarly deleted.  The remaining, 
corrected N1,60 values were then used to evaluate both the 
mean of N1,60 within the critical stratum, and the variance in 
N1,60. 

For those cases wherein the critical stratum had only one 
single useful N1,60-value, the coefficient of variation was taken 
as 20%; a value typical of the larger variances among the 
cases with multiple N1,60 values within the critical stratum 
(reflecting the increased uncertainty due to lack of data when 
only a single value was available). 

All N-values were corrected for overburden effects (to the 
hypothetical value, N1, that “would” have been measured if 
the effective overburden stress at the depth of the SPT had 
been 1 atmosphere) [1 atm. » 2,000 lb/ft2 » 1 kg/cm2 » 14.7 
lb/in2 »  101 kPa] as 

N = N � C (Eq. 4(a))1 N 

where CN is taken (after Liao and Whitman, 1986) as 

0.5
1 

CN = 
s’v 

(Eq. 4(b)) 

where s’v is the actual effective overburden stress at the depth 
of the SPT in atmospheres. 

The resulting N1 values were then further corrected for energy, 
equipment, and procedural effects to fully standardized N1,60 

values as 

N = N � C � C � C � C (Eq. 5)1,60 1 R S B E 

where CR = correction for “short” rod length, 
CS = correction for non-standardized sampler 
        configuration, 
CB = correction for borehole diameter, and 
CE = correction for hammer energy efficiency. 

The corrections for CR, CS, CB and CE employed correspond 
largely to those recommended by the NCEER Working Group 
(NCEER, 1997; Youd et al., 2001). 

CR 
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Fig. 9: Recommended CR Values (rod length from point 
of hammer impact to tip of sampler). 

Table 1 summarizes the correction factors used in these 
studies. The correction for “short” rod length between the 
driving hammer and the penetrating sampler was taken as a 
nonlinear “curve” (Figure 9), rather than the incremental 
values of the NCEER Workshop recommendations, but the 
two agree reasonably well at all NCEER mid-increments of 
length. 

CS was applied in cases wherein a “nonstandard” (though very 
common) SPT sampler was used in which the sampler had an 
internal space for sample liner rings, but the rings were not 
used. This results in an “indented” interior liner annulus of 
enlarged diameter, and reduces friction between the sample 
and the interior of the sampler, resulting in reduced overall 
penetration resistance (Seed et al., 1984 and 1985). The 
reduction in penetration resistance is on the order of ~10 % in 
loose soils (N1<10 blows/ft), and ~30 % in very dense soils 
(N1>30 blows/ft), so CS varied from 1.1 to 1.3 over this range. 

Borehole diameter corrections (CB) were as recommended in 
the NCEER Workshop Proceedings (NCEER, 1997; Youd et 
al., 2001). 
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Table 1: Recommended Corrections for SPT Equipment Energy and Procedures 

CR (See Fig. 9 for Rod Length Correction Factors) 

CS For samplers with an indented space for interior liners, but with liners omitted during sampling,

                                                                                           (Eq. T-1) 

With limits as 1.10 £ CS £1.30 

S 

N1,60
C  = 1+ 

100 

CB Borehole diameter Correction (CB)
 65 to 115 mm 1.00

 150 mm 1.05 
200 mm 1.15 

CE 

E 

ER
C = 

60% 
(Eq. T-2) 

where ER (efficiency ratio) is the fraction or percentage of the theoretical SPT impact hammer 
energy actually transmitted to the sampler, expressed as % 

• The best approach is to directly measure the impact energy transmitted with each blow.  
When available, direct energy measurements were employed. 

• The next best approach is to use a hammer and mechanical hammer release system that has 
been previously calibrated based on direct energy measurements. 

• Otherwise, ER must be estimated.  For good field procedures, equipment and monitoring, 
the following guidelines are suggested:

 Equipment Approximate ER (see Note 3) CE (see Note 3) 

-Safety Hammer1  0.4 to 0.75 0.7 to 1.2 
-Donut Hammer1  0.3 to 0.6 0.5 to 1.0 
-Donut Hammer2  0.7 to 0.85 1.1 to 1.4 
-Automatic-Trip Hammer  0.5 to 0.8 0.8 to 1.4
 (Donut or Safety Type) 

• For lesser quality fieldwork (e.g.: irregular hammer drop distance, excessive sliding 
friction of hammer on rods, wet or worn rope on cathead, etc.) further judgmental 
adjustments are needed. 

Notes: (1) Based on rope and cathead system, two turns of rope around cathead, “normal” release
      (not the Japanese “throw”), and rope not wet or excessively worn. 
(2) Rope and cathead with special Japanese “throw” release. (See also Note 4.) 
(3) For the ranges shown, values roughly central to the mid-third of the range are more 

common than outlying values, but ER and CE can be even more highly variable than the
 ranges shown if equipment and/or monitoring and procedures are not good. 

(4) Common Japanese SPT practice requires additional corrections for borehole diameter
 and for frequency of SPT hammer blows. For “typical” Japanese practice with rope
 and cathead, donut hammer, and the Japanese “throw” release, the overall product of 
CB x CE is typically in the range of 1.0 to 1.3. 
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Corrections for hammer energy (CE), which were often 
significant, were largely as recommended by the NCEER 
Working Group, except in those cases where better 
hammer/system-specific information was available.  Cases 
where better information was available included cases where 
either direct energy measurements were made during driving 
of the SPT sampler, or where the hammer and the 
raising/dropping system (and the operator, when appropriate) 
had been reliably calibrated by means of direct driving energy 
measurements. 

Within the Bayesian updating analyses, which were performed 
using a modified version of the program BUMP (Geyskens 
et al., 1993), all field case history data were modeled not as 
“points”, but rather as distributions, with variances in both 
CSR and N1,60. These regression-type analyses were 
simultaneously applied to a number of contributing variables, 
and the resulting proposed correlations are illustrated in 
Figures 6(d) and 10 through 12, and are expressed in 
Equations 6 through 12. 

Figure 10 shows the proposed probabilistic relationship 
between duration-corrected equivalent uniform cyclic stress 
ratio (CSReq), and fines-corrected penetration resistances 
(N1,60,cs), with the correlations as well as all field data shown 
normalized to an effective overburden stress of s’v = 0.65 atm. 
(1,300 lb/ft2). The contours shown (solid lines) are for 
probabilities of liquefaction of PL=5%, 20%, 50%, 80%, and 
95%. All “data points” shown represent median values, also 
corrected for duration and fines. These are superposed 
(dashed lines) with the relationship proposed by Seed et al. 
(1984) for reference. 

As shown in this figure, the “clean sand” (Fines Content � 
5%) line of Seed et al. (1984) appears to corresponds roughly 
to PL»50%. This is not the case, however, as the Seed et al. 
(1984) line was based on biased values of CSR (as a result of 
biased rd at shallow depths, as discussed earlier). The new 
correlation uses actual event-specific seismic site response 
analyses for evaluation of in-situ CSR in 53 of the back-
analyzed case histories, and the new (and statis tically 
unbiased) empirical estimation of rd (as a function of level of 
shaking, site stiffness, and earthquake magnitude) as presented 
in Equation 2 and Figure 8 (Cetin and Seed, 2000) for the 
remaining 148 case histories. The new (improved) estimates 
of in-situ CSR tend to be slightly lower, typically on the order 
of ~ 5 to 15% lower, at the shallow depths that are critical in 
most of the field case histories. Accordingly, the CSR’s of the 
new correlation are also, correspondingly, lower by about 5 to 
15%, and a fully direct comparison between the new 
correlation and the earlier recommendations of Seed et al. 
(1984) cannot be made. 

It should be noted that the use of slightly biased (high) values 
of rd was not problematic in the earlier correlation of Seed et 
al. (1984), so long as the same biased (rd) basis was employed 
in forward application of this correlation to field engineering 
works. It was a slight problem, however, when forward 
applications involved direct, response-based calculation of in-

situ CSR, as often occurs on analyses of major dams, etc. 

It was Seed’s intent that the recommended (1984) boundary 
should represent approximately a 10 to 15% probability of 
liquefaction, and with allowance for the “shift” in (improved) 
evaluation of CSR, the 1984 deterministic relationship for 
clean sands (<5% fines) does correspond to approximately PL 

» 10 to 30%, except at very high CSR (CSR > 0.3), a range in 
which data were previously scarce. 

Also shown in Figure 10 is the boundary curve proposed by 
Yoshimi et al. (1994), based on high quality cyclic testing of 
frozen samples of alluvial sandy soils. The line of Yoshimi et 
al. is arguably unconservatively biased at very low densities 
(low N-values) as these loose samples densified during 
laboratory thawing and reconsolidation. Their testing provides 
potentially valuable insight, however, at high N-values where 
reconsolidation densification was not significant. In this range, 
the new proposed correlation provides slightly better 
agreement with the test data than does the earlier relationship 
proposed by Seed et al. (1984). Improvement of the new 
correlation at high CSR values is due, in large part, to the 
availability of significant new data (at high CSR) from recent 
earthquakes that had not been available in 1984. 

The new correlation is also presented in Figure 6(d), where it 
can be compared directly with the earlier probabilistic 
relationships of Figures 6(a) through (c). Here, again, the new 
correlation is normalized to s’ v = 0.65 atm. in order to be fully 
compatible with the basis of the other relationships shown. As 
shown in this figure, the new correlation provides a 
tremendous reduction in overall uncertainty (or variance). 

3.1.3 Adjustments for Fines Content: 

The new (probabilistic) boundary curve for PL = 15% (again 
normalized to an effective overburden stress of s’v = 0.65 
atm.) represents a suitable basis for illustration of the new 
correlation’s regressed correction for the effects of fines 
content, as shown in Figure 11. In this figure, both the 
correlation as well as the mean values (CSR and N1,60) of the 
field case history data are shown not corrected for fines (this 
time the N-value axis is not corrected for fines content effects, 
so that the (PL=20%) boundary curves are, instead, offset to 
account for varying fines content.) In this figure, the earlier 
correlation proposed by Seed et al. (1984) is also shown (with 
dashed lines) for approximate comparison. 

In these current studies, based on the overall (regressed) 
correlation, the energy- and procedure- and overburden-
corrected N-values (N1,60) are further corrected for fines 
content as 

N1,60,CS = N1,60 * CFINES  (Eq. 6) 

where the fines correction was “regressed” as a part of the 
Bayesian updating analyses. The fines correction is equal to 
1.0 for fines contents of FC < 5%, and reaches a maximum 
(limiting) value for FC > 35%. As illustrated in Figure 11, 
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the maximum fines correction results in an increase of N-
values of about +6 blows/ft. (at FC > 35%, and high CSR). As 
illustrated in this figure, this maximum fines correction is 
somewhat smaller than the earlier maximum correction of 
+9.5 blows/ft proposed by Seed et al. (1984).  

The regressed relationship for CFINES is 

� FC �
CFINES = (1+ 0.004 � FC )+ 0.05 ��� �� (Eq. 7)

Ł N1,60 ł 

lim: FC ‡ 5% and FC � 35% 

where FC = percent fines content (percent by dry weight finer 
than 0.074mm), expressed as an integer (e.g. 15% fines is 
expressed as 15), and N1,60 is in units of blows/ft. 

Magnitude-Correlated Duration Weighting: 

Both the probabilistic and “deterministic” (based on PL=20%) 
new correlations presented in Figures 10 and 11 are based on 
the correction of “equivalent uniform cyclic stress ratio” 
(CSReq) for duration (or number of equivalent cycles) to 
CSRN, representing the equivalent CSR for a duration typical 
of an “average” event of MW = 7.5. This was done by means 
of a magnitude-correlated duration weighting factor (DWFM) 
as 

CSRN = CSReq,M=7.5 = CSReq, M=M / DWFM (Eq. 8) 

This duration weighting factor has been somewhat 
controversial, and has been developed by a variety of different 
approaches (using cyclic laboratory testing and/or field case 
history data) by a number of investigators. Figure 12 
summarizes a number of recommendations, and shows 
(shaded zone) the recommendations of the NCEER Working 
Group (NCEER, 1997). In these current studies, this 
important and controversial factor could be regressed as a part 
of the Bayesian Updating analyses. Moreover, the factor 
(DWFM) could also be investigated for possible dependence 
on density (correlation with N1,60). Figures 13 shows the 
resulting values of DWFM, as a function of varying corrected 
N1,60-values.  As shown in Figure 13, the dependence on 
density, or N1,60-values, was found to be relatively minor. 

The duration weighting factors shown in Figures 12 and 13 
fall slightly below those recommended by the NCEER 
Working group, and very close to recent recommendations of 
Idriss (2000). Idriss’ recommendations are based on a 
judgmental combination of interpretation of high-quality 
cyclic simple shear laboratory test data and empirical 
assessment of “equivalent” numbers of cycles from recorded 
strong motion time histories, and are the only other values 
shown that account for the cross-correlation of rd with 
magnitude. The close agreement of this very different (and 
principally laboratory data based) approach, and the careful 
(field data based) probabilistic assessments of these current 
studies, are strongly mutually supportive. 
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3.1.5 Adjustments for Effective Overburden Stress: 

An additional factor not directly resolved in prior studies 
based on field case histories is the increased susceptibility of 
soils to cyclic liquefaction, at the same CSR, with increases in 
effective overburden stress. This is in addition to the 
normalization of N-values for overburden effects as per 
Equation 4. 

The additional effects of reduction of normalized liquefaction 

are considered valid. These are in good agreement with the 
earlier recommendations of Figure 14, and it is recommended 
that Ks can be estimated as 

s¢ )f-1Ks = ( (Eq. 10)v 

where f » 0.6 to 0.8 (as N1,60,cs varies from 1 to 40 blows/ft.) 
The field case history data of these current studies are not a 
sufficient basis for extrapolation of Ks to much higher values 

resistance with increased effective initial overburden stress of 

(s’v) has been demonstrated by means of laboratory testing, 
and this is a manifestation of “critical state” type of behavior 
(soils become less dilatant at increased effective stress). 
Figure 14 shows the recommendations of the NCEER 
Working Group (Youd et al., 2001) regarding the correction 
factor Ks to be used to correct to the normalized resistance to overburden stress of approximately s ’v

s 
The correlation of Seed et al. (1984) was never formallyliquefaction at an initial effective overburden stress of 1 atm. 

’v

s ’v , and the authors recommend use of Figure 14 for ’v  > 
2 atm. 

The earlier relationships proposed by Seed et al. (1984), Liao 
et al. (1988, 1998), Youd and Noble (1997), and Toprak et al. 
(1999) were all stated to be normalized to an effective 

s 

= 1 atm (2,000 lb/ft2). 

corrected to = 1 atm., however, as it was noted that the(CSRliq,1atm) as 
field case histories of the database were “shallow”, and 
approximately in this range. The database was, however, notCSRliq = CSRliq,1atm 

. Ks  (Eq. 9) 
s ’v

�1,300 lb/ft2or 0.65 atm), and this proves to render this 
centered at = 1atm., but rather at lesser overburden (Mean 

s 

s ’v 
earlier relationship slightly unconservative if taken asrange of s’v  in the case history data base was largely between 

’v

These current studies were not very sensitive to Ks, as the 

normalized to = 1 atm. (The same is true of all of thes’v = 600 to 2,600 lb/ft2, but it was possible to “regress” Ks as 

(
(

previous relationships discussed.) It should be noted, 

13.32 ln CSR 

3.70 ln s 

part of the Bayesian updating. The results are shown in Figure 
15, over the range of s’v � 600 to 3,600 lb/ft2 for which they however, that this unconservatism is minimized if the 

correlations are applied at shallow depths. 

1 

29.53 ln 
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(
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¢ 

¢ 

where
 
PL = the probability of liquefaction in decimals (i.e. 0.3, 0.4, etc.), and
 
F  = the standard cumulative normal distribution. 


Also the cyclic resistance ratio, CRR, for a given probability of liquefaction can be expressed as: 
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3.70 ln s v 
1 

v 

(
 s
 -

�
�
�
�
�
�
�
��
Ł

,
 ,
 ,
1, 60 w 2.70
 

ł


)
 (
 )
Ø
 N
 FC
 M
0.004
 

(
+ ø
-
1,60 w

Œ
Œ
Œ 
Œ
Œº


œ
œ
œ
 

)
 (
 )
FC
 � F
 PL0.05
 44.97
 2.70
+
 +
 +
Ł
 ł
-
 (Eq. 12)CRR(N CSR, M
 FC, PL )
s
 =
exp,
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 ,
1,60 w 13.32
 œ 
œß


where 
F-1(PL) = the inverse of the standard cumulative normal distribution (i.e. mean=0, and standard deviation=1) 

note: for spreadsheet purposes, the command in Microsoft Excel for this specific function is “NORMINV(PL,0,1)” 
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For correctness, and to avoid ambiguity, both the earlier 
relationship of Seed et al. (1984), and the correlations 
developed in these current studies, need to be formally 
normalized to s’v  = 1 atm. Accordingly, in these present 
studies, all data are corrected for K s-effects (by Equations 9 
and 10); not just those data for which s’v  was greater than 1 
atm. A recommended limit is Ks < 1.5 (at very shallow 
depths.) Figures 16 and 17 show the proposed new 

D r 4 0 % ( f = 0 . 8 ) 
D r ~ 6 0 % ( f = 0 . 7 ) 
D r 8 0 % ( f = 0 . 6 ) 

K s ’ = ( sv ’ ) f -1 

K s ’
 correlations, this time for s’v  =1 atm, and these figures 
represent the final, fully normalized recommended 
correlations. 

The overall correlation can be expressed in parts, as in the 
previous sections (and Equations 6 - 12, and Figures 7 - 17). 
It can also be expressed concisely as a single, composite 
relationship as shown in Equation 11. 
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Fig. 14: Recommended Kss  Values for ss’ v >>  2 atm. 
Recommended Use of the New SPT-Based Correlations: 
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The proposed new probabilistic correlations can be used in 
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be used “in parts” as has been conventional for most previous, 
similar methods. To do this, measured N-values must be 
corrected to N1,60-values, using Equations 3, 4 and 5. The 
resulting N1,60-values must then be further corrected for fines 
content to N1,60,cs-values, using Equations 6 and 7 (or Figure 
17). Similarly, in-situ equivalent uniform cyclic stress ratio 
(CSReq) must be evaluated, and this must then be adjusted by 
the magnitude-correlated Duration Weighting Factor (DWFM) 
using Equation 8 (and Figure 13) as 

CSRN = CSReq,M=7.5 = CSReq / DWFM  (Eq. 13) 

The new CSReq,M=7.5 must then be further adjusted for 
effective overburden stress by the inverse of Equation 9, as

1.4 

1.2 

1.0 
K s 

0.8 

0.6 

0.4 

T h i s 
R e c 

S t u d y 
o m m e n d e d b y N C E E R 

W o r k i n g G r o u p ( 1 9 9 8 ) 

CSR* = CSReq,M=7.5,1atm = CSReq,M=7.5  / Ks  (Eq 14) 

The resulting, fully adjusted and normalized values of N1,60,cs 

and CSReq,M=7.5,1atm can then be used, with Figure 16, to assess 
probability of initiation of liquefaction. 

For “deterministic” evaluation of liquefaction resistance, 
largely compatible with the intent of the earlier relationship 
proposed by Seed et al. (1984), the same steps can be 
undertaken (except for the fines adjustment) to assess the fully 
adjusted and normalized CSReq,M=7.5,1atm values, and 

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 

sv’ (psf) 

Fig. 15: Values of Kss  Developed and Used in These 

normalized N1,60 values, and these can then be used in 
conjunction with the recommended “deterministic” 
relationship presented in Figure 17. The recommendations of 
Figure 17 correspond to the new probabilistic relationships 
(for PL = 15%), except at very high CSR (CSR > 0.4). At 
these very high CSR; (a) there is virtually no conclusive field 

Studies, NCEER Working Group 
Recommendations (for n=0.7, DR »»  60%)
 for Comparison 

data, and (b) the very dense soils (N1,60 > 30 blows/ft) of the 
boundary region are strongly dilatant and have only very 
limited post-liquefaction strain potential. Behavior in this 
region is thus not conducive to large liquefaction-related 
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displacements, and the heavy dashed lines shown in the upper 
portion of Figure 17 represent the authors’ recommendations 
in this region based on data available at this time. 

3.1.7 Summary 

This  section of this paper has presented the development of 
recommended new probabilistic and “deterministic” 
relationships for assessment of likelihood of initiation of 
liquefaction. Stochastic models for assessment of seismic soil 
liquefaction initiation risk have been developed within a 
Bayesian framework. In the course of developing the 
proposed stochastic models, the relevant uncertainties 
including: (a) measurement/estimation errors, (b) model 
imperfection, (c) statistical uncertainty, and (d) those arising 
from inherent variability were addressed. 

The resulting models provide a significantly improved basis 
for engineering assessment of the likelihood of liquefaction 
initiation, relative to previously available models, as shown in 
Figure 5(d). The new models presented and described in this 
paper deal explicitly with the issues of (1) fines content (FC), 
(2) magnitude-correlated duration weighting factors (DWFM), 
and (3) effective overburden stress (Ks effects), and they 
provide both (1) an unbiased basis for evaluation of 
liquefaction initiation hazard, and (2) significantly reduced 
overall model uncertainty. Indeed, model uncertainty is now 
reduced sufficiently that overall uncertainty in application of 
these new correlations to field problems is now driven 
strongly by the difficulties/uncertainties associated with 
project-specific engineering assessment of the necessary 
“loading” and “resistance” variables, rather than uncertainty 
associated with the correlations themselves.  This, in turn, 
allows/encourages the devotion of attention and resources to 
improved evaluation of these project-specific parameters.  As 
illustrated in Figures 6(d), 16 and 17, this represents a 
significant overall improvement in our ability to accurately 
and reliably assess liquefaction hazard. 

The new correlations also eliminate a bias intrinsic in all prior, 
similar relationships when using actual dynamic response 
analyses to directly calculate in-situ CSR, as all prior 
relationships were based on an unconservatively biased 
“simplified” (rd-based) assessment of CSR.  This was not a 
major problem when using these previous correlations in 
conjunction with the same rd for “forward” engineering 
analyses, but it was a problem when using prior correlations in 
conjunction with direct calculation of in-situ CSR.  The new 
correlations are unbiased in this regard, and can be used either 
in conjunction with “simplified” CSR assessments (based on 
the new  rd recommendations presented herein), or in 
conjunction with direct dynamic response analyses for 
calculation of in-situ CSR.  The new correlations cannot, 
however, be used in conjunction with assessment of CSR 
based on the “old” (Seed and Idriss, 1971) rd relationship. 

3.2  CPT-Based Triggering Correlations: 

3.2.1 Introduction 

In addition to SPT, three other in-situ index tests are now 
sufficiently advanced as to represent suitable bases for 
correlation with soil liquefaction triggering potential, and 
these are (a) the cone penetration test (CPT), (b) in-situ shear 
wave velocity measurement (VS), and (c) the Becker 
Penetration Test (BPT). 

Up to this point in time, the SPT-based correlations have been 
better defined, and have provided lesser levels of uncertainty, 
than these other three methods.  CPT, however, is approaching 
near parity, and newly developed CPT-based correlations now 
represent nearly co-equal status with regard to accuracy and 
reliability relative to SPT-based correlations.  

CPT-based correlations have, to date, been based on much less 
numerous and less well defined earthquake field case histories 
than SPT-based correlations.  This is changing, however, as a 
number of research teams are working on development of 
improved CPT-based “triggering” correlations.  This includes 
the authors of this paper, and the next sections will present a 
much-improved basis for CPT-based assessment of 
liquefaction initiation (or “triggering”) potential. 

It is important to develop high quality CPT-based correlations 
to complement and augment the new SPT-based correlations 
presented herein. The authors are often asked whether SPT or 
CPT is intrinsically a better test for liquefaction potential 
evaluation. The best answer is that both tests are far better 
when used together, as each offers s ignificant advantages not 
available with the other. 

SPT-based correlations are currently ahead of “existing” CPT-
based correlations, due in large part to enhanced data bases 
and better data processing and correlation development. The 
new SPT-based correlations described in this paper are 
currently more accurate and reliable, and provide much lower 
levels of uncertainty or variance. An additional very 
significant advantage of SPT is that a sample is retrieved with 
each test, and so can be examined and evaluated to ascertain 
with certainty the character (gradation, fines content, PI, etc.) 
of the soils tested, as contrasted with CPT where soil character 
must be “inferred” based on cone tip and sleeve friction 
resistance data. 

The CPT offers advantages with regard to cost and efficiency 
(as no borehole is required). A second advantage is 
consistency, as variability between equipment and operators is 
small (in contrast to SPT). The most important advantage of 
CPT, however, is continuity of data over depth. SPT can only 
be performed in 18-inch increments, and it is necessary to 
advance and clean out the borehole between tests. 
Accordingly, SPT can only be performed at vertical spacings 
of about 30 inches (75cm) or more. As a result, SPT can 
completely miss thin (but potentially important) liquefiable 
strata between test depths. Similarly, with a 12-inch test 
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height and allowance for effects of softer overlying and 
underlying strata, SPT can fail to suitably characterize strata 
less than about 3 to 4 feet in thickness.  

CPT, in contrast, is fully continuous and so “misses” nothing. 
The need to penetrate about 4 to 5 diameters into a stratum to 
develop full tip resistance, to be at least 4 to 5 diameters from 
an underlying softer stratum, and the “drag length” of the 
following sleeve, cause the CPT test to poorly characterize 
strata of less than about 12 to 15 inches (30 to 40cm) in 
thickness, but this allows for good characterization of much 
thinner strata than SPT. Even for strata too thin to be 
adequately (quantifiably) characterized, the CPT at least 
provides some indications of potentially problematic materials 
if one examines the qc and fs traces carefully. 

3.2.2 Existing CPT-Based Correlations 

Owing to its attractive form and simplicity, as well as its 
endorsement by the NCEER Working Group, the CPT-based 
correlation of Robertson and Wride (1998) is increasingly 
used for liquefaction studies. This correlation is well 
described in the NCEER summary papers (NCEER, 1997; 
Youd, et al., 2001). 

Robertson and Wride had access to a much smaller field case 
history database than is currently available, and so their 
correlation represents a valuable interim contribution as 
development of new correlations taking advantage of the 
wealth of new earthquake field case history data now available 
now proceeds. 

Figure 18 shows the “baseline” triggering curve of Robertson 
and Wride for “clean” sandy soils. Adjustments for fines are 
based on combinations of sleeve friction ratios and tip 
resistances in such a manner that the “clean sand” boundary 
curve of Figure 18 is adjusted based on a composite parameter 
IC. IC is a measure of the distance (the radius) from a point 
above and to the left of the plot of normalized tip resistance 
(qc,1) and normalized Friction Ratio (F) as indicated in Figure 
19. Tip resistance is corrected for increasing fines content and 
plasticity as

 qc,1,mod = qc,1 ·  KC (Eq. 15) 

The recommended “fines” correction is a nonlinear function of 
IC, and ranges from a multiplicative factor of KC = 1.0 at IC = 
1.64, to a maximum value of KC = 3.5 at IC = 2.60. A further 
recommendation on the fines correction factor is that this 
factor be set at KC = 1.0 in the shaded zone within Area “A” of 
Figure 19 (within which 1.64 < IC < 2.36, and friction ratio F < 
0.5). 

Based on cross-comparison with the new SPT-based 
correlation, it appears that the CPT-based correlation of 
Robertson and Wride is slightly unconservative for clean 
sands, especially at high CSR, and that it is very 
unconservative for soils of increasing fines content and

 Fig. 18: CPT-Based Liquefaction Triggering  
Correlation for “Clean” Sands Proposed 

by Robertson and Wride (1998) 

K C
=

1.0
 

K C
=

3.5
 

Zone A: Cyclic liquefaction possible – depends on size and duration of cyclic  loading 
Zone B: Liquefaction unlikely – check other criteria 
Zone C: Flow/cyclic liquefaction possible – depends on soil plasticity and sensitivity as well 

as size and duration of cyclic loading.

 Fig. 19: Fines Correction as Proposed by Robertson and

 Wride (1998)
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plasticity. This, as it turns out, is verified by comparison with 
the new CPT-based correlations presented and described in the 
section that follows. 

Additional researchers have been and are continuing to 
develop CPT-based correlations, but rather than discuss all of 
these we will, instead, present a recommended new CPT-
based correlation with many of the attributes and strengths of 
the new SPT-based correlation presented previously. 

3.3 Recommended New CPT-Based Triggering Correlation: 

3.3.1 Introduction 

The approach followed in development of the new CPT-based 
correlation presented herein was similar in many ways to that 
followed in development of the SPT-based correlation 
presented previously. As a result, the new CPT-based 
relationship shares many of the same strengths. 

Key elements in the development of this new correlation were: 
(1) accumulation of a significantly expanded database of field 
performance case histories, (2) use of improved knowledge 
and understanding of factors affecting interpretation of CPT 
data, (3) incorporation of improved understanding of factors 
affecting site-specific ground motions (including directivity 
effects, site-specific response, etc.), (4) use of improved 
methods for assessment of in-situ cyclic shear stress ratio  
(CSR), (5) screening of field data case histories on a 
quality/uncertainty basis, and (6) use of higher-order 
probabilistic tools (Bayesian Updating). Once again, detailed 
review of the processing and back-analyses of the field 
performance case histories by a group of leading experts, and 
establishment of concensus (or at least near-concensus) 
regarding all resulting critical parameters and variables, is a 
key feature of this effort. 

These new correlations are not yet quite complete, as iterative 
review of some of the case history interpretations is still 
underway. The correlations are far enough along that they are 
nearly final, however, and as they already incorporate far more 
data (and of higher overall quality) than previous correlations, 
they represent a significant advance. The resulting 
relationships not only provide greatly reduced levels of 
uncertainty, they also help to resolve a number of corollary 
issues that have long been difficult and controversial, 
including: (1) adjustments for fines content, and (2) 
corrections for effective overburden stress. 

3.3.2 	Improved Treatment of Normalization of CPT Tip and
 Sleeve Resistance for Effective Overburden Stress 

In development of optimally improved CPT-based 
correlations, it was desirable to go after each of the issues that 
have historically contributed to the uncertainty (or variance) of 
previous correlations. One particularly significant issue was 

the approach used to normalize CPT tip resistance (qc) and 
sleeve resistance (fs) for effective overburden stress effects. 

Approaches have differed significantly here. Olsen and 
Mitchell (1995) presented the most comprehensive set of 
recommendations in this regard, and their recommendations 
(along with their recommended approximate soil classification 
scheme) are presented in Figure 20. This figure’s axes 
(normalized CPT tip resistance qc,1 on the vertical axis, and 
sleeve friction ratio Rf on the horizontal axis) will provide a 
useful template for much of the rest of this section. [Friction 
Ratio is taken as Rf = fs/qc ·  100.] 

In these current studies, a suite of four different cavity 
expansion models, each used for the soil type and density (DR) 
or overconsolidation ratio (OCR) range for which it is best 
suited, were used to study variation of CPT tip resistances 
with changes in effective overburden stress (óv'). The model 
of Salgado & Randolph (2001) was used for dense (dilatant) 
cohesionless soils. The model of Boulanger (2003) was used 
for very high overburden stress conditions for the same dense 
(dilatant) cohesionless soils. The model of Yu (2000) with 
Ladanyi and Johnston (1974) was used for loose to medium 
dense cohesionless soils. The model of Cao et al. (2001) was 
used for overconsolidated cohesive (clayey) soils and the 
model of Yu (2000) was used for normally consolidated 
cohesive (clayey) soils. Each of these models was both 
constrained and calibrated using significant bodies of 
laboratory calibration chamber test data. The results of these 
laboratory and analytically based methods were then 
augmented using actual field data regarding variation of tip 
resistance vs. effective overburden stress. Details of all 
analyses, as well as field data summaries, will be presented in 
Moss (2003). The combined data was then judgmentally 
interpreted, and used to develop recommendations for 
normalization of CPT tip resistance to develop normalized qc,1 

values as 

� Pa �
c 

qc ,1 = Cq � qc where Cq = � � (Eq. 16)
Łsv' ł 

The normalization exponent (c) is a function of both 
normalized tip resistance and friction ratio (Rf) as shown in 
Figure 21. Also shown, for purposes of comparison, are the 
earlier recommendations of Olsen and Mitchell (1995). 

Cavity expansion models are not able to provide insight 
regarding similar normalization of sleeve friction (fs) for 
effective overburden stress effects, so a more approximate 
assessment was made, based largely on laboratory calibration 
chamber test data and field data, to develop similar corrections 
for sleeve resistance as, 

� Pa �
s 

ffs,1 = Cf � fs where C = � � (Eq. 17)
Ł sv ' ł 
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The recommended normalization exponent (s) is shown, as a 
function of normalized tip resistance and friction ratio, in 
Figure 22, along with the recommended tip normalization 
exponents (c) from Figure 21. 

Figure 22 thus shows the recommended normalization for both 
tip and sleeve resistances. These are not identical to each 

other, but it should be noted that they appear to be sufficiently 
similar that “normalized” friction ratio [Rf,1 = (fs,1 / qc,1)*100] 
is very similar to non-normalized friction ratio [Rf = (fs / 
qc)*100]. Limited iteration is necessary to make the 
recommended adjustment of qc to qc,1, because Rf and Rf,1 vary 
only slightly. 

3.3.3 Thin Layer Corrections 

A second source of potential uncertainty is the adjustment of 
measured CPT tip resistances for finite stiff layers. The 
effects of initial penetration into a stronger (e.g., less cohesive, 
potentially liquefiable) layer prior to achieving sufficient 
penetration into the layer to develop a “fully developed” tip 
resistance can result in a reduced tip resistance reading, with a 
similar reduction occurring as the cone approaches and exits 
the bottom of a stronger layer (“sensing” the approach of the 
softer underlying layer before actually reaching it). 

    Fig. 20:  Recommended CPT Tip Normalization Several approaches have been proposed for adjustment of
Exponents, and Approximate Soil measured tip resistances in “thin” layers (e.g.; Robertson and
Characterization Framework


 (After Olsen & Mitchell, 1995)
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Fig 23: Recommended Thin Layer Correction for CPT 
Tip Resistance, and Earlier NCEER Working 
Group Recommendations 

Wride, 1997; Youd et al., 2001). In this current effort, the 
elastic solution for “thin layer effects” proposed by 
Vreugdenhil et al. (1995) was calibrated against both available 
laboratory calibration chamber test data as well as field data 
(Moss, 2003), and the resulting recommended correction of 
CPT tip resistances for thin layer effects is presented in Figure 
23. Also shown, for comparison, are the earlier 
recommendations of the NCEER Working Group (Youd et al., 
2001). The new recommendations are largely compatible with 
the NCEER Working Group’s recommendations, but serve to 
extend the approach to higher contrasts in measured tip 
resistances between the (stiffer) “thin” layer and the (softer) 
overlying and underlying layers. In this procedure, the ratio of 
the final, corrected CPT tip resistance in the “thin” layer (qcA), 
relative to the average tip resistance of the softer overlying 
and underlying layers (qcB) serves as a proxy for the ratio of 
the stiffnesses of these layers. It should be noted that field 
cases with ratios of qcB/qcA of greater than about 5 are 
relatively uncommon. 

The correction of CPT tip resistances for “thin layer effects” is 
then 

qcB,corrected = qcb,thin = Cthin · qcB (Eq. 18) 

where Cthin is as shown in Figure 23. 

Given the intrinsic uncertainty involved in this type of “thin 
layer” adjustment, it is recommended that adjustment factors 
(Cthin) of greater than 1.8 not be used for engineering 

applications. A more severe limit was employed in back 
analyses of field case histories for liquefaction correlation 
development. Only a small number of cases incorporated in 
development of the final correlations required any thin layer 
adjustments, and none required an adjustment factor of greater 
than 1.5. 

3.3.4 Field Performance Case Histories 

A total of more than 600 field performance case histories were 
acquired and evaluated as a part of these studies. Some of 
these had been used by previous researchers in similar efforts, 
but many are new. This is, to date, the largest set of CPT-
based field cases assessed for purposes of development of 
liquefaction triggering hazard correlations. The cases 
considered were from the 1964 Niigata (Japan), 1968 
Inangahua (New Zealand), 1975 Haicheng (China), 1976 
Tangshan (China), 1977 Vrancea (Romania), 1978 Izu-
Oshima-Kinkai (Japan), 1979 Imperial Valley (USA), 1980 
Mexicali (Mexico), 1981 Westmorland (USA), 1983 Borah 
Peak (USA), 1983 Nihonkai-Chubu (Japan), 1987 Edgecumbe 
(New Zealand), 1989 Loma Prieta (USA), 1994 Northridge 
(USA), 1995 Hyogoken-Nambu (Japan), 1995 Dinar (Turkey), 
1999 Kocaeli (Turkey), 1999 Duzce (Turkey), and 1999 Chi-
Chi (Taiwan) Earthquakes. 

Length constraints do not permit a full treatment of the details 
involved in back-analyses and processing of these case 
histories, but evaluation methods used were similar to those 
employed by Cetin  (2000) and Seed et al. (2003) for SPT-
based studies. At each site, only the single most critical 
stratum was considered. Cyclic stress ratios (CSR) were 
evaluated using the recently proposed rd relationships by Cetin 
and Seed (2000), except in cases where site-specific site 
response analyses could be performed. These new rd 

relationships represent an improved basis for estimation of 
CSR, and are statistically unbiased with respect to site-specific 
response analyses. It should be noted that the earlier rd 

recommendations of Seed and Idriss (1971) cannot be used 
with the new correlations proposed herein, as these earlier rd 

recommendations provide generally higher estimates of CSR 
than do site-specific response analyses (or the new rd 

recommendations of Cetin et al.) for strong levels of shaking, 
and are thus not compatible with the new correlations 
proposed herein. 

For each field case history, the variances or uncertainties in 
both the critical loading and in-situ soil and index parameters 
were evaluated, and the cases were systematically rated for 
overall quality on the basis of uncertainty of key parameters. 
Only the most highly rated cases were then used for 
development of the new correlations; cases of lesser quality 
(with unacceptably high uncertainty or poorly defined 
parameters) were deleted from further consideration. At this 
time, a total of 201 cases were selected for incorporation in the 
correlations presented herein. This is the largest number of 
high quality cases (based on unusually high screening 
standards) used to date in development of these types of CPT-
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based correlations. As with the largely parallel SPT-based 
efforts, the back-analyses, processing, and selection of these 
cases was subjected to iterative review by an accomplished 
group of international experts with excellent prior experience 
in this area, in order to establish concensus evaluations of 
critical parameters. 

3.3.5 Correlation Development 

Length constraints again do not permit a full discussion of all 
details involved in development of the new recommended 
CPT-based probabilistic soil liquefaction triggering 
correlations. The details are largely parallel to those described 
by Cetin (2000) and Seed et al. (2001) in development of SPT-
based correlations. A Bayesian updating methodology was 
employed to develop probabilistic correlations.  This is 
essentially a high order probabilistic regression method well 
suited to this problem, and capable of dealing with the various 
types of contributing sources of aleatory and epistemic 
uncertainty involved. A discussion of development of a 
(similar) Bayesian treatment of the SPT-based correlations 
was presented by Cetin et al. (2002). 

Figure 24 presents one view of the new recommended 
correlation, in this case a plot of contours of probability of 
liquefaction (for PL = 5%, 20%, 50%, 80% and 95%) as a 
function of equivalent uniform cyclic stress ratio (CSReq) and 
modified normalized CPT tip resistance (qc,1,mod). In this 
figure, equivalent uniform CSR has been corrected for 
duration effects based on the magnitude-correlated duration 
weighting factor (DWFM) proposed in Seed et al. (2001) for 
SPT-based correlations, as the regression for this CPT-based 
correlation resulted in essentially equivalent magnitude-
correlated duration scaling. This results in an expression of 
the correlation appropriate for events of Mw � 7.5. The 
correlation in Figure 24 is also normalized to an effective 
overburden stress of óv' = 1atmosphere. 

In Figure 24, the solid dots represent the centroids of 
probabilistic distributions of the individual case histories for 
cases wherein liquefaction was judged to have been 
“triggered”, and open circles represent centroids of 
distributions of field cases wherein liquefaction did not occur. 
These distributions quantify each individual field case history 
and its distributed variance in both the horizontal and vertical 
axes. The CPT tip resistances of Figure 24 are adjusted for 
effects of fines (fines content and plasticity) to values of 
qc,1,mod as described subsequently. 

Figure 25, presented adjacent to Figure 24 for comparison 
purposes, represents a similar view of the corollary new 
recommended SPT-based relationship, also with contours for 
probabilities of liquefaction of PL = 5%, 20%, 50%, 80% and 
95%, also normalized for Mw = 7.5, = 1atm., and with N-
values corrected for fines content to N1,60,cs. 

The horizontal axis of Figure 24 represents modification of 
normalized CPT tip resistances (qc,1 values) for the frictional 

effects of apparent fines content and character. Values of qc,1 

are adjusted as

 qc,1,mod = qc,1 + Äqc  (Eq. 19) 

where Äqc is a function of qc,1, Rf, and c, as shown in Figure 
26. Figure 27 repeats the recommended fines adjustment of 
Figure 26, and also shows for comparison the “fines 
correction” factors recommended by Robertson and Wride 
(1997). Robertson and Wride recommended adjustment by a 
multiplicative factor (KC) as presented previously in Equation 
15, where KC is a function of both tip resistance and friction 
ratio as shown in Figure 27. Robertson and Wride also 
recommended, however, that KC be taken as 1.0 (a null 
adjustment of qc,1) in the shaded region of Figure 27. It is 
interesting to note that the new recommended correction 
contours for fines content and character proposed herein also 
reflect a null adjustment in this  shaded zone, yet provide a 
smoother variation of the adjustment (Äqc) as it transitions to 
other areas of Figure 27. (The Robertson and Wride 
recommendations jump very sharply at the base and right edge 
of the shaded “null correction” zone.) The new contours also 
provide for much smaller overall adjustments of qc,1 for fines 
content and character than did the earlier curves proposed by 
Robertson and Wride, suggesting that these earlier 
recommendations were unconservative at high fines contents. 

Figure 28 presents an alternate view of the new correlation, in 
this case contours of 15% probability of liquefaction 
triggering, but for three different values of Äqc spanning the 
full available range of Äqc. PL = 15% represents the new 
recommended “deterministic” threshold, analogous to the 
“deterministic” recommendations of most prior relationships.  
The adjacent Figure 29 similarly presents a view of the new 
SPT-based correlation, with 15% probability of liquefaction 
contours shown for three different levels of percent fines 
(fines content) spanning the full available range of fines 
corrections for the SPT-based relationship.  The similarity 
between the relationships shown in Figures 28 and 29 is both 
interesting and important, as it represents strong mutual 
support between the new proposed SPT- and CPT-based 
correlations. 

Finally, Figure 30 provides a comparison between the new 
proposed CPT-based correlation, and the previous correlations 
proposed by Robertson and Wride (1997) and Suzuki et al. 
(1995). The new correlation is represented in this figure by 
contours of 15% probability of liquefaction, as that is the level 
of probability recommended by the authors herein for use as a 
reasonable “deterministic” threshold. The correlations of 
Robertson and Wride, and Suzuki et al., are “deterministic” 
correlations, as they do not explicitly address probability (or 
uncertainty). 

As shown in Figure 30, the “clean sand” (Äqc = 0) line for the 
new correlation falls between the similarly based “clean sand” 
(Rf < 0.5%) line proposed by Suzuki et al., and the “clean 
sand” (KC = 1.0) line proposed by Robertson and Wride.  The 
range of fines-corrected lines for the new correlation, 
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however, represent much smaller adjustments for fines than 
the relationship proposed by Robertson and Wride, suggesting 
that the fines adjustment of the older relationship was 
unconservative. The fines adjustment proposed by Suzuki et 
al. (1995) was also smaller than that proposed previously by 
Robertson and Wride, but did not extend to high friction 
sleeve ratios (Rf > 1.0). 

3.3.6 Summary and Conclusions 

The new CPT-based correlation presented herein represents a 
significant advance over previously available CPT-based 
correlations for assessment of seismically induced soil 
liquefaction hazard. These correlations are probabilistically 
posed, and a “deterministic” correlation based on PL = 15% is 
also recommended. 

The new correlations employ a much larger database of high 
quality field performance case histories than was available to 
previous researchers, and the processing of these cases 
involved resolution of issues that had historically added to 
overall uncertainty including (1) normalization of CPT tip and 
sleeve resistances for effective overburden stress effects, and 
(2) development of improved “thin layer” corrections. 

Overall, the new correlations are in very good overall 
agreement with previous, similar CPT-based efforts with 
regard to “clean sands”. The earlier “clean sand” liquefaction 
boundary curve proposed by Robertson and Wride (1997) is 
only slightly unconservative relative to the new relationship, 
and the “clean sand” boundary curve proposed by Suzuki et al. 
(1995) is slightly more conservative than the recommended 
new relationship. 

It is principally when dealing with silt and silty, sandy, clayey 
soils that the new correlations differ significantly from earlier 
and widely used CPT-based correlations. The new 
relationships reflect a much smaller adjustment (increase) in 
modified CPT tip resistance (qc,1,mod) as apparent fines content 
and plasticity increase than the earlier relationship of 
Robertson and Wride (1997), suggesting that the earlier 
relationship can be significantly unconservative for these soils. 
The fines adjustment of Suzuki et al. (1995) is in closer 
agreement with the new relationship proposed, but does not 
extend to high friction ratios and so is incomplete. 

Overall, the new CPT-based relationships appears to be 
largely compatible with the similarly improved SPT-based 
relationships proposed by Seed et al. (2001), and the new 
CPT-based relationship appears to have similar levels  (only 
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marginally higher) of uncertainty (or variance) associated with 
assessment of liquefaction triggering potential as the new 
SPT-based relationship. This does not mean that the SPT-
based relationships are intrinsically “better”; the use of CPT 
offers important advantages with regard to continuity of 
penetration data, and also the ability to discern and 
characterize thinner strata, than SPT (while the SPT offers 
increased certainty as to soil type and character, especially 
invariably stratified soils.)  Accordingly, both methods have 
significant relative advantages, and both are likely to be of 
continued significant value to working engineers. 

3.4 Vs-Based Triggering Correlations: 

Liquefaction triggering correlations based on measurements of 
in situ shear wave velocity (VS-based correlations) are very 
attractive because: (1) VS can be measured with non-intrusive 
methods (e.g. Spectral Analysis of Surface Waves (SASW)), 
and (2) VS can be measured in coarse soils (gravelly soils and 
coarser) in which SPT and CPT can be obstructed by 
interference with coarse soils particles. VS-based correlations 
can provide both a potentially rapid screening method, and a 
method for assessment of coarse, gravelly soils which cannot 
be reliably penetrated or reliably characterized with small 
diameter penetrometers (SPT and CPT). 

At this time, the best VS-based correlation available is that of 
Andrus and Stokoe (2000). Figure 32 presents the core of this 
correlation, which is based on overburden stress-corrected VS,1 

vs. magnitude-correlated equivalent uniform CSR. This VS-
based correlation is well described in the NCEER Workshop 
summary papers (NCEER, 1997; Youd et al., 2001.) 
Although it is certainly the best of its type, this correlation is 
less well-defined (more approximate) than either SPT- or 
CPT-based correlations. This is not due only to lack of data 
(though the VS-based field case history database is 
considerably smaller than that available for SPT and CPT 
correlation development). It is also because VS does not 
correlate as reliably with liquefaction resistance as does 
penetration resistance because VS is a very small-strain 
measurement and correlates poorly with a much “larger
strain” phenomenon (liquefaction). Small amounts of 
“ageing” and cementation of interparticle contacts can cause 
VS to increase more rapidly than the corollary increase in 
liquefaction resistance. Accordingly, the relationship between 
VS and the CSR required to induce liquefaction varies 
significantly with the geologic age of the deposits in question. 
An additional problem with VS-based correlations is 
uncertainty regarding appropriate normalization of VS for 
effects of effective overburden stress. In view of these 
uncertainties, current VS-based correlations for resistance to 
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        Fig. 32: Vs-Based Liquefaction Triggering Correlation (Andrus & Stokoe, 2000) 

“triggering” of liquefaction are best employed either 
conservatively, or as preliminary (and approximate) screening 
tools to be supplemented by other methods. 

Efforts are underway to improve the resolution and reliability 
of VS-based correlations.  Dr. Rob Kayen of the U.S. 
Geological Survey recently spent a year travelling through 
Asia and making VS measuremernts (by means of SASW) at 
many of the field performance case history sites employed in 
the new SPT- and CPT-based correlations.  This augments 
recent VS measuremernts at U.S. case history sites, and has 
resulted in a tremendous increase in the number of VS-based 
case histories now available, and at sites where the critical soil 
stratum can be cross-identified by SPT- and/or CPT-based 
methods. This new data, along with previously available VS-
based data, is currently being processed and back-analyzed, 
and new VS-based correlations are under development using 
these data (using largely the same types of procedures as those 
used to develop the new SPT- and CPT-based correlations.) 

In the interim, the relationship of Andrus and Stokoe is the 
best available, and should be used conservatively and with 
understanding of the considerable uncertainties involved. 

3.5 Evaluation of Liquefaction Potential in Coarse,
 Gravelly Soils: 

Coarse, gravelly soils can be especially problematic with 
regard to evaluation of resistance to “triggering” of 
liquefaction, as large particles (gravel-sized and larger) can 
impede the penetration of both SPT and CPT penetrometers. 
As large-scale frozen sampling and testing are too expensive 
for conventional projects, engineers faced with the problem of 
coarse, gravelly soils generally have three options available 
here. 

One option is to employ VS-based correlations.  VS 

measurements can be made in coarse soils, either with surface 
methods (e.g. SASW, etc.) or via borings (cross-hole VS, 
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Fig. 33: Adjustment of Short-Interval SPT  for Effects 
of Coarse Particles

         (Olivia Chen Consultants, 2003) 

down-hole VS, or “OYO Method” VS (suspension logger)). 
As discussed in the previous section, VS-based correlations are 
somewhat approximate, however, and so should be considered 
to provide conclusive results only for deposits/strata that are 
clearly “safe” or clearly likely to liquefy. 

3.5.1 Short-Interval SPT 

A second option is to attempt “short-interval” SPT testing.  
This can be effective when the non-gravel (finer than about 
0.25-inch diameter) fraction of the soil represents greater than 
about half of the overall soil mix/gradation. (Note that it is 
approximately the D30 and finer particle size range that 
controls the liquefaction behavior of such soils.)  

Short-interval SPT involves performing the SPT in largely the 
standard manner, but counting the blow count (penetration 
resistance) in 1-inch increments rather than 6-inch increments. 
When penetration is more than 1-inch for a single blow, a 
fractional blow count of less than 1 blow/inch is credited. The 
resulting history of penetration (in blows/inch) is then plotted 
for each successive inch (of the 12-inches of the test).  When 
values (per inch) transition “significantly” from low to high, it 
is assumed that a coarse particle was encountered and impeded 
the penetrometer. High values (rapid increases in blowcount) 
are discarded, and the low values are summed, and then scaled 
to represent the equivalent number of blows per 12-inches.  
(e.g.: If it is judged that 7 of the inches of penetration can be 

“counted”, but that 5 of the inches must be discarded as 
unrepresentatively high, then the sum of the blows per the 7 
inches is multiplied by 12/7 to derive the estimated overall 
blow count as blows/12 inches.)  

Figure 32 illustrates this approach. This figure shows 
“correction” of two of the more than 400 SPT performed as 
part of the investigation of seismic stability of Calaveras Dam 
in California (Olivia Chen Consultants and Geomatrix 
Consultants, 2003).  Large portions of the embankment dam 
fill were comprised of hydraulically placed excavated 
colluvium, and so represented an unusually complex and 
heterogeneous mix of weathered silty and clayey fines, sands, 
and variably high fractions of coarse (gravel-sized and 
coarser) particles. 

Figure 32(a) shows an example in which the SPT apparently 
encountered significantly increased resistance after about the 
8th inch of the 12-inch interval (neglecting the sacrificial first 
6-inch interval which drives to test depth).  For this test, the 
slope of the unimpeded drive was extrapolated to develop the 
estimated “corrected” blowcount of 30 blows/ft. Figure 32(b) 
shows the cumulative blowcount for a second SPT at the same 
site. In this case, the blowcounts increased a bit towards the 
end of the test, but were judged not to have exhibited a sudden 
increase, and the blowcount was therefore simply summed 
over the 12-inch driving interval in the conventional manner.  
(It should be noted that blowcount can often tend to increase 
slightly, but not suddenly, as penetration progresses. In these 
cases, judgement is required as to whether or not to impose a 
“correction” to the measured full 12-inch blowcount.) 

This approach has been shown to correlate well with NBPT 

values from the larger-scale Becker Penetrometer for soils 
with gravel-plus sized fractions of less than about 40 to 50%.  
It is noted, however, that the corrected short-interval SPT 
blowcounts can still be biased to the high side due to 
unnoticed/undetected influence of coarse particles on some of 
the penetration increments used, so that it can be appropriate 
to use lower than typical enveloping of the resulting blow-
counts to develop estimates of “representative” N-values for a 
given stratum (e.g.: 25 to 40-percentile values, rather than 35 
to 50-percentile values as might have been used with regular 
SPT in soils without significant coarse particles). 

3.5.2 The Becker Penetrometer Test 

When neither VS-based correlations nor short-interval SPT can 
sufficiently reliably characterize the liquefaction resistance of 
coarse soils, the third method available for coarse soils is the 
use of the large-scale Becker Penetrometer.  As illustrated 
schematically in Figure 34, the Becker Penetrometer is 
essentially a large-diameter steel pipe pile driven by a diesel 
pile hammer (while retrieving cuttings pneumatically up 
through the hollow pipe.) The Becker Penetrometer Test 
(BPT) resistance can be correlated with SPT to develop 
“equivalent” N-values (NBPT). Care is required in continually 
monitoring the performance of the BPT during driving, as 
corrections must be made for driving hammer bounce chamber 
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pressures, etc. (see Harder, 1997 and Youd et al., 2001). The 
best current BPT correlation (with SPT) for purposes of 
liquefaction engineering applications is described by Harder 
(1997), NCEER (1997), and Youd et al. (2001), and is 
presented in Figure 35 (based on energy-corrected BPT 
resistance.)

 BPT has been performed successfully for liquefaction 
evaluations in soils with maximum particles sizes (D100) of up 
to 1 m. and more, and to depths of up to 80 m. The BPT is a 
large and very noisy piece of equipment, however, and both 
cost and site access issues can be problematic. 

Another problem with the BPT is the question of “casing 
friction”. The cross-correlation between BPT resistance and 
equivalent N-values (NBPT) is based largely on relatively 
shallow data. As the Becker penetrometer drives the pipe 
“pile” (penetrometer) to progressively greater depths, there is 
progressively more side wall area available upon which side 
wall friction and adhesion can act to impede penetration (in 
addition to the resistance at the penetrating tip.) It is primarily 
tip resistance that we seek to measure. 

Three approaches have been taken to deal with this issue.  The 
simplest is to note that there was at least some casing drag in 
the data used to establish the correlation between Becker 
blowcounts and equivalent NBPT, and then to simply neglect 
potential casing drag. This involves further noting that casing 
drag is minimized by driving relatively continuously (without 
prolonged pauses or breaks) so that the casing does not “set 
up”. 

Fig. 34: Schematic Illustration of the Becker 

Penetrometer (Harder, 1997)
 

The second approach was proposed by Sy et al. (1997) and 
involves the use of instrumented driving, and then application 
of dynamic wave equation analysis (as for regular pile driving) 
to attempt to analytically separate tip and side wall resistances. 
This approach suffers the same problem as does dynamic pile 
driving analysis; the analysis is very sensitive to the “J-factor” 

Fig. 35: Cross-correlation Between Becker Penetrometer Blowcounts and Equivalent SPT Blowcounts 
(Harder, 1997) 
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used to represent damping along the exterior casing surface, 
and this factor cannot be readily determined. The result is a 
volatility in the analysis; high BPT blowcounts can tend to go 
a bit higher, and low blowcounts can tend to go a bit lower, 
after correction by this approach. 

Figure 36 illustrates typical results. This figure shows BPT 
resistance vs. depth as measured in a deep glacial till in 
western Canada. The soil being penetrated is a coarse, 
gravelly fill underlain by a deep deposit of glacial till.  The till 
is highly variable, but can be generally characterized as very 
broadly well-graded, with variable fines content and coarser 
particles ranging up to 1m. and more in size. As shown in this 
figure, the tip resistance after correction (the solid dots) using 
the method of Sy et al. ranges both slightly higher and slightly 
lower than the uncorrected resistance (the solid and dashed 
lines), and follows approximately the same mean trend. 

In view of the uncertainties involved in either neglecting 
casing drag, or analytical adjustment by dynamic wave 
equation analysis, a third approach has also been developed. 
This involves attempting to directly measure “casing drag”, 
and then correcting BPT driving resistance for this effect. 

Fig. 36: Comparison Between Uncorrected BPT Driving 
Resistances and Corrected Tip Resistances 
Based on Dynamic Wave Equation Analysis 

Seed et al. (2003) 

This approach was used in investigations at the Calaveras 
Dam in California. The Dam was initially constructed mainly 
by hydraulic placement of colluvial fill, an unusual mix of 
materials and methods that resulted in unusually complex sub-
stratification, and an unusually challenging mix of variable 
soils ranging from low to very high fines contents, and with 
coarse, gravelly fractions ranging from a few percent to well 
over 50%. The initial embankment failed during construction 
in 1918, and was subsequently completed using both dumped 
and rolled fill sections. Figures 37(a) and (b) illustrate some 
of the complexity of the resulting internal embankment and 
foundation zonation and geometry. The final result was lower 
elevation fills and underlying alluvium that required 
investigation, topped by more competent rolled fills that were 
potentially obstructions (with regard to casing drag) to the 
planned use of BPT to investigate the variably coarse lower 
soils. 

Both BPT and short-interval SPT were used in this 
investigation. Seventeen rotary wash borings, with more than 
400 short-interval SPT, were performed, and for zones and 
strata considered to be of potentially liquefaction-susceptible 
soil “type” the short-interval SPT were processed as in Section 
3.5.1 to develop “corrected” SPT N-values.  In addition, 
eleven Becker penetrometer probes were performed (a total of 
more than 1600 feet of BPT). The Becker probes were driven 
in 10-foot continuous lengths, and were then halted and 
withdrawn 5 feet, and then re-driven 5 feet.  The first foot of 
re-driving was taken as “re-seating” of the penetrometer, and 
material ravelled and/or squeezed into the hole during re-
driving, so that the last 2 or 3 feet had significant tip resistance 
as well as casing drag.  The second foot of re-drive was, 
however, taken as representing almost entirely casing drag. 
The casing drag from the 2nd foot of re-driving was then used 
as a basis for “correcting” the total driving resistance to 
account for casing drag. 

Casing drag was found to typically represent between 5% to 
45% of the total measured BPT resistance, with an average of 
about 19%. 

Because of the complex geometry, and the complex internal 
sub-stratification within apparent “zones” (see Figure 37) an 
unusually large number of sub-zones and sub-strata were 
evaluated with regard to liquefaction resistance. Without 
specifically identifying these, Table 2 presents a summary of 
the characterization of these various zones using both 
“corrected” short-interval SPT and casing-corrected BPT 
based on subtraction of averaged casing drag measurements as 
described above. Large numbers of both types of data were 
available in most of the zones of interest, and both median and 
35-percentile resultant “corrected” equivalent clean sand 
blowcounts (N1,60,cs-values) were developed by both 
approaches. As shown in Table, there is a generally good 
level of agreement between the results of the short-interval 
SPT and the corrected NBPT data, suggesting that these two 
methods can both be used in variable soils of these types with 
some reliability. 
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(a) Cross-Section Up to Time of 1918 Upstream Slope Failure During Construction [Hazen, 1918] 

(b) Current Cross-Section (as Re-Built), [Olivia Chen Consultants, 2003] 

Fig. 37: Cross-Sections of Calaveras Dam Showing Embankment and Foundation Geometry 
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 Table 2: Selection of Representative (N1)60,CS Values for Embankment and Foundation
 Zones and Subzones, Calaveras Dam and Foundation 

Zone Zone 
Description 

Subzone 30th 

Percentile 
(N1)60 SPT 

30th 

Percentile 
(N1)60 BPT 

50th 

Percentile 
(N1)60 SPT 

50th 

Percentile 
(N1)60 BPT 

Representative 
Fines Content 

DNCS 

(for 
fines) 

I Rock Berm 
(Placed In The 
1970s) 

N/D 22 N/D 29 15 (F) N/A 

II Dumped 
Weathered 
Rock Fill 

II(M) 
II(TD) 
II(US) 

17 
9 
23 

19 (B) 
8 
21 

21 
12 
22 

23 
8 
20 

14 
7 
10 

1.5 
1 
1 

III Cobbly Gravel 
Fill 

/ND 7 N/D 8 20 (F) 1.5 

IV Rolled Fill IV 
IV(R) 

17 
24 

23 (L) 
12 (L) 

22 (L) 
32 (L) 

25 
16 

48 
12 (F) 

N/A 
1 

V Mixed 
Dumped and 
Sedimented 
Hydraulic Fill 

V 
V(F) 
V(G) 

13 
12 
17 

19 
17 
17 

16 
17 
20 

23 
23 
22 

20 
15 (F) 
19 

1.5 
1.5 
1.5 

V(R) Mixed 
Hydraulic and 
Rolled Fill 

21 14 (L) 24 18 15 (F) 1.5 

VI Disturbed and 
Mixed 
Hydraulic, 
Dumped, and 
Rock Fill 

VI 
VI(F) 
VI(G)
Res 
VI(G)-
Emb 
VI(R) 

10 
11 
7 

27 

12 (L) 

N/D 
22 (L) 
N/D 

22 

N/D 

17 
18 
8 

40 

12 (L) 

N/D 
36 (L) 
N/D 

31 

N/D 

11 
59 
11 

11 

15 

1 
N/A 
1 

1 

1.5 
VII Sedimented 

Hydraulic Fill 
10 N/D 13 N/D 62 N/A 

VIII Base Alluvium 19 20 30 26 8 1 

X Mixed Fill 12 17 13 26 19 (F) 1.5 
XI Rocky 

Colluvium 
32 36 34 43 N/D 0

 (L): Limited penetration data available
 (B): Based on data at bottom of zone
 (F): Calibrated field-estimated fines contents were also considered
 N/A: Not Applicable (High CL content)
 N/D: Not Determined 

3.6 Non-Zero Static “Driving” Shear Stresses: 

An additional consideration in evaluation of the liquefaction 
potential of saturated soils is the presence of non-zero static 
“driving” shear stresses.  These are shear stresses induced by 
gravity loading (and geometry) that are present both before 
and during the earthquake. Because they are gravity-induced, 
they are essentially “following” loads and continue to act 
during seismic (cyclic) excitation. 

Figure 38 presents the “classic” representation of static, 
driving shear stresses (After Seed, 1979). Figure 38(a) 
illustrates the effective normal and shear stresses acting on 
horizontal and vertical planes in an element of soil at some 

depth below a level ground surface.  There is a non-zero shear 
stress within the element, as the vertical effective stress and 
the “At-Rest” horizontal effective stress are not equal, but the 
soil element is kinematically constrained and has no strong 
intrinsic desire to deform in shear. The shear stress on the 
horizontal planes is zero, and the “driving” shear stresses are 
taken as zero for this case. 

Figure 38(b) illustrates a second element of soil, this time at 
some depth below a sloping ground surface. At this point 
within (or beneath) a slope, the shear stress acting on the 
horizontal planes is not zero, and the element has non-zero 
“driving” static shear stresses, and a resultant desire to deform 
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Fig. 38: Stress Conditions on Horizontal Planes beneath 
Level and Sloping Ground Surfaces

 (Seed et al., 1979) 

in shear in a downslope direction. The measure of the relative 
importance of these non-zero driving shear stresses is 
routinely expressed as the ratio (á) of “static, driving” shear 
stress acting on a horizontal plane divided by (normalized by) 
the effective vertical stress acting on that plane as 

á = ôhv / óv´ [Eq. 20] 

Increasing levels of static driving shear stresses can have an 
increasing effect on the vulnerability of the soil to cyclic 
generation of pore pressures and triggering or initiation of 
liquefaction. For very loose soils (soils that are contractive 
under monotonic shearing), the presence of initial static 
driving shear stresses (á > 0) significantly increases 
vulnerability to liquefaction, as initial cyclic pore pressure 
induced softening leads to monotonic accumulation of shear 
deformations, and these, in turn, lead to further pore pressure 
increases. 

For very dense soils (soils that are dilatent under monotonic 
shearing), however, the presence of non-zero initial static 
driving shear stresses can lead to reduction in the rate of 
generation of pore pressures during cyclic loading. As each 
cycle of loading produces an incremental increase in pore 
pressure, and some resultant reduction in strength and 
stiffness, the driving shear stresses then act to produce shear 
deformations that cause dilation of the soil, in turn reducing 
pore pressures. 

Figure 39 presents one of the best “simplified” representations 
of the effects of non-zero static driving shear stresses on the 
vulnerability of soils to “triggering” of liquefaction under 
cyclic loading (after Harder and Boulanger, 1997). This figure 
presents an adjustment factor (Ká) that represents the relative 
increase in liquefaction due to the presence of non-zero 
driving shear stresses. This factor is usually applied to scale 
the equivalent uniform cyclic shear stress ratio required to 
“trigger” liquefaction as 

CSRliq,á >0 = CSRliq,á =0 � Ká  [Eq. 21] 

As shown in Figure 39, the CSR required to induce 
liquefaction increases with increasing á for high SPT N-
values, and Decreases with increasing á for low N-values. 

It should be noted that Figure 39 is appropriate only for soils 
at an initial effective overburden stress of less than or equal to 
approximately 3 atmospheres. At higher initial effective 
overburden stresses, the high effective stresses suppress 
dilation of dense soils, and exacerbate contraction of loose 
soils, so that the Ká values of Figure would rotate clock-wise 
(in an adverse manner.) There is currently no widely accepted 
guidance as to the degree or rate of this rotation with increased 
effective stress, but work is in progress (by several research 
teams) and improved guidance here can be expected in the 
next year and two. 

It should be noted that the Ká valus do not have to be applied 
as a multiplier of the CSR required to trigger liquefaction 
(they do not have to be applied to the “resistance” term.) They 
can, instead, be applied as inverse multipliers of the loading 
term by scaling the earthquake-induced CSR as

 CSReq,á >0 = CSReq,á =0 / Ká  [Eq. 22] 

This has significant potential advantages with regard to 
prediction of liquefaction-induced displacements and 
deformations, as discussed later in parts of Section 5. 

Finally, it should be noted that “slopes” are not the only 
source of non-zero static driving shear stresses. Non-zero á 

Dr = 55~70% 
(N1)60 ~14-22~ 

Ka 

svo’<3 tsf 

2.0 

1.5 

1.0 

0.5 

0 
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 

Dr = 45~50% 
(N1)60 ~8-12~ 

Dr = 35% 
(N1)60 ~ 4-6~ 

a=(thv/s’v) 

Fig. 39: Recommended Values of Kaa  as a Function of 
SPT N-Values for Effective Vertical Stresses of 
Less Than 3 atmospheres

 (After Harder and Boulanger, 1997) 
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conditions can also arise due to bearing loads of shallow 
foundations, due to loading of piles and other deep foundation 
elements, due to “free” faces of excavations, due to grade 
changes constrained by walls, etc. It has largely been 
conventional to neglect the non-zero á conditions near the 
edges of shallow-founded structures in performing 
liquefaction triggering assessments, and this will be examined 
a bit further in Section 5.4.2. 

4.0	 ASSESSMENT OF POST-LIQUEFACTION
 OVERALL STABILITY 

Once it has been determined that initiation or “triggering” of 
liquefaction is likely to occur, the next step in most 
liquefaction studies is to assess “post-liquefaction” global 
stability. This entails evaluation of post-liquefaction strengths 
available, and comparison between these strengths and the 
driving shear stresses imposed by (simple, non-seismic) 
gravity loading. Both overall site stability, and stability of 
structures/facilities in bearing capacity, must be evaluated. If 
post-liquefaction stability under simple gravity loading is not 
assured, then “large” displacements and/or site deformations 
can ensue, as geometric rearrangement is necessary to re
establish stability (equilibrium) under static conditions. 

The key issue here is the evaluation of post-liquefaction 
strengths. There has been considerable research on this issue 
over the past two decades (e.g.: Jong and Seed, 1988; Riemer, 
1992; Ishihara, 1993; etc.). Two general types of approaches 
are available for this. The first is use of sampling and 
laboratory testing, and the second is correlation of post-
liquefaction strength behavior from field case histories with 
in-situ index tests. 

Laboratory testing has been invaluable in shedding light on 
key aspects of post-liquefaction strength behavior.  The 
available laboratory methods have also, however, been shown 
to provide a generally unconservative basis for assessment of 
in-situ post-liquefaction strengths.  The “steady-state” method 
proposed by Poulos, Castro and France (1985), which used 
both reconstituted samples as well as high-quality “slightly” 
disturbed samples, and which provided a systematic basis for 
correction of post-liquefaction “steady-state” strengths for 
inevitable disturbance and densification that occurred during 
sampling and re-consolidation prior to undrained shearing, 
provided an invaluable incentive for researchers. The method 
was eventually found to produce post-liquefaction strengths 
that were much higher than those back-calculated from field 
failure case histories (e.g.: Von Thun, 1986; Seed et al., 1989). 

Reasons for this included: (1) the very large corrections 
required to account for sampling and reconsolidation 
densification prior to undrained shearing, (2) sensitivity to the 
assumption that the steady-state line (defining the relationship 
between post-liquefaction strength, Su,r vs. void ratio, e) which 
was evaluated based on testing of fully remolded 
(reconstituted) samples provides a basis for “parallel” 
correction for this unavoidable sample densification, (3) use of 
C-U triaxial tests, rather than simple shear tests, for field 

situations largely dominated by simple shear, (4) 
reconsolidation of samples to higher than in-situ initial 
effective stresses, and (5) the failure of laboratory testing of 
finite samples to account for the potentially important effects 
of void redistribution during “undrained” shearing in the field. 

It has now been well-established that both simple shear and 
triaxial extension testing provide much lower undrained 
residual strengths than does triaxial compression (e.g.: 
Riemer, 1992; Vaid et al., 1990; Ishihara, 1993; etc.), often by 
factors of 2 to 5, and simple shear tends to be the predominant 
mode of deformation of concern for most field cases. 
Similarly, it is well-established that samples consolidated to 
higher initial effective stresses exhibit higher “residual” 
undrained strengths at moderate strains (strains of on the order 
of 15 to 30%), and this range of strains represents the limit of 
accurate measurements for most testing systems. 

These issues can be handled by performing laboratory tests at 
field in-situ initial effective stress levels, and by performing 
undrained tests in either simple shear or torsional shear. The 
remaining unresolved issues that continue to preclude the 
reliable use of laboratory testing as a basis for assessment of  
in-situ (field) post-liquefaction strengths are two-fold.  The 
first of these is the difficulty in establishing a fully reliable 
basis for correction of laboratory test values of Su,r for 
inevitable densification during both sampling and laboratory 
reconsolidation prior to undrained shearing. The correction 
factors required, for loose to medium dense samples, are 
routinely on the order of 3 to 20, and there is no proven 
reliable basis for these very large corrections. Use of frozen 
samples does not fully mitigate this problem, as volumetric 
densification due to reconsolidation upon thawing (prior to 
undrained shearing) continues to require large corrections 
here. 

The second problem is intrinsic to the use of any laboratory 
testing of finite samples for the purpose of assessment of in-
situ (field) post-liquefaction strengths, and that is the very 
important issue of void redistribution. Field deposits of soils 
of liquefiable type, both natural deposits and fills, are 
inevitably sub-stratified based on local variability of 
permeability. This produces “layers” of higher and lower 
permeability, and this layering is present in even the most 
apparently homogenous deposits. During the “globally 
undrained” cyclic shearing that occurs (rapidly) during an 
earthquake, a finite sublayer “encapsulated” by an overlying 
layer of at least slightly lower permeability can be largely 
isolated and may perform in a virtually undrained manner, 
remaining essentially at constant volume. Although the 
sublayer loses no volume, however, there is a progressive 
rearrangement of the solids and pore fluid within the sublayer 
as the soils cyclically soften and/or liquefy. This progressive 
rearrangement, which causes the solid particles to settle 
slightly and thus increase the density in the lower portion of 
the sub-layer, while simultaneously reducing the density of the 
top of the sublayer, is “localized void redistribution” during 
globally undrained shearing. 
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Fig. 40: Post-Failure Configuration of Centrifuge
 Model Dam with Sand “Core” and Clay Shells
 Showing Shear Localization Along Top of Sand 

(Arulanandan et al., 1993) 

Owing to the very sensitive relationship between post-
liquefaction strength (Su,r) and void ratio (e) for loose to 
medium density soils, even apparently minor amounts of 
increase in void space (reduction in dry density) at the top of a 
sub-layer can result in large reductions in Su,r. In extreme 
cases, water attempting to escape from the sublayer can be 
temporarily trapped by the overlying, less pervious layer, and 
can form a “film” or water-filled “blister” at the interface 
between the two layers (in which case the shear strength, Su,r, 
is reduced fully to zero along this interface.) 

An interesting early example of this behavior was produced in 
a centrifuge test performed by Arulanandan et al. (1993), as 
illustrated in Figure 40. In this experiment, an embankment 
was constructed with a sand “core” and a surrounding clay 
“shell” to prevent drainage during cyclic loading. The sand 
core was marked with layers of black sand so that localized 
changes in volume (and density) could be tracked during 
globally undrained shearing. When subjected to a model 
earthquake, cyclic pore pressure generation within the sand 
occurred, and the embankment suffered a stability failure. 
During the “undrained” earthquake loading, the overall 
volume of the saturated sand “core” remained constant, 
satisfying the definition of globally undrained loading. 
Localy, however, the lower portions of the sand “core” 
became denser, and the upper portions suffered corollary 
loosening. The top of the sand layer suffered the greatest 
loosening, and it was along the top of this zone of significantly 
reduced strength that the slope failure occurred. 

Given the propensity for occurrence of localized void 
redistribution during seismic loading, and the ability of Nature 
to selectively push failure surfaces preferentially through the 
resulting weakened zones at the tops of localized sub-strata 
(and water blisters in worst-cases), the overall post-
liquefaction strength available is a complex function of not 
only initial (pre-earthquake) soil conditions (e.g. density, etc.), 
but also the scale of localized sub-layering, and the relative 

orientations and permeabilities of sub-strata.  These are not 
qualities that can be reliably characterized, at this time, by 
laboratory testing of soil samples (or “elements”) of finite 
dimensions. 

Accordingly, at this time, the best basis for evaluation of post-
liquefaction strengths is by development of correlations 
between in-situ index tests vs. post-liquefaction strengths 
back-calculated from field case histories.  These failure case 
histories necessarily embody the global issues of localized 
void redistribution, and so provide the best indication 
available at this time regarding post-liquefaction strength for 
engineering projects. 

Figure 41 presents a plot of post-liquefaction residual strength 
(Su,r) vs. equivalent clean sand SPT blow count (N1,60,cs). This 
was developed by careful back analyses of a suite of 
liquefaction failures, and it should be noted that these types of 
back analyses require considerable judgement as they are 
sensitive to assumptions required for treatment of momentum 
and inertia effects. The difficulties in dealing with these 
momentum/inertia effects (which are not an issue in 
conventional “static” stability analyses) are an important 
distinction between the efforts of various investigators to 
perform back-analyses of these types of failures.  In this 
figure, the original correction for fines used to develop N1,60,cs 

is sufficiently close to that of Equations 6 and 7, that 
Equations 6 and 7 can be used for this purpose. 

Stark and Mesri (1992), noting the influence of initial 
effective stress on Su,r, proposed an alternate formulation and 
proposed a correlation between the ratio of Su,r/P and N1,60,cs, 
as shown in Figure 42, where P is the initial major principal 
effective stress (s’1,i). This proposed relationship overstates 
the dependence of Su,r on s’1,i, and so is overconservative at 
shallow depths (s’1,i < 1 atmosphere) and is somewhat 
unconservative at very high initial effective stresses (s’1,i > 3 
atmospheres). 

It is als o true, however, that the relationship of Figure 41 
understates the influence of s’1,i on Su,r. Figure 43 shows an 
excellent example of this. Figure 43(a) shows the stress paths 
for a suite of four IC-U triaxial tests performed on samples of 
Monterey #30 sand, all at precisely the same density, but 
initially consolidated to different effective stresses prior to 
undrained shearing. (The sample void ratios shown are post-
consolidation void ratios.) As shown in this figure, the 
samples initially consolidated to higher effective stresses 
exhibited higher undrained residual strengths (Su,r). The ratio 
between Su,r and P was far from constant, however, as shown 
in Figure 43(b). 

The influence of s’1,i on Su,r (and on the ratio of Su,r/P) is a 
function of both density and soil character. Very loose soils, 
and soils with higher fines contents, exhibit Su,r behavior that 
is more significantly influenced by s’1,i than soils at higher 
densities and/or with lower fines content.  At this time, the 
authors recommend that the relationship of Figure 41 (Seed & 
Harder, 1990) be used as the principal basis for evaluation of 
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Fig. 41: Recommended Relationship Between Su,r and 
N1,60,CS (Seed and Harder, 1990)

 Fig. 42: Relationship Between Su,r/P vs. N1,60,CS as 
Proposed by Stark and Mesri (1992) 

in-situ Su,r for “relatively clean” sandy soils (Fines Content < 
12%). For these soils it is recommended that both 
relationships of Figures 41 and 42 be used, but that a 5:1 
weighting be employed in favor of the values from Figure 41. 
Similarly, a more nearly intermediate basis (averaging the 
results of each method, with 3:1 weighting between the 
relationships of Figures 41 and 42) is recommended for very 
silty soils (Fines Content > 30%). For fines contents between 
12% and 30%, a linear transition in weighting between the two 
proposed relationships can be used. 

It must be noted that engineering judgement is still required in 
selection of appropriate post-liquefaction strengths for specific 
project cases. Consideration of layering and sub-layering, 
permeability/drainage, and potential void redistribution, and 
the potential for confluence of alignment of layering interfaces 
with shear surfaces must all be considered. For most “typical” 
cases, use of Su,r values in the lower halves of the ranges 

shown in Figures 41 and 42 (with due consideration for 
weighting of these) appears to represent a suitably prudent 
range for most engineering purposes at this time, but lower 
overall average post-liquefaction strengths can be realized 
when layering and void redistribution combine unusually 
adversely with potentially critical failure modes. 

Finally, a common question is “what happens at N1,60,cs values 
greater than about 15 blows/ft.?” The answer is that the 
relationships of Figures 41 and 42 should be concave upwards 
(to the right), so that extrapolation at constant slope to the 
right of N1,60,cs=15 blows/ft should provide a conservative 
basis for assessment of Su,r in this range. As these projected 
values represent relatively good strength behavior, this linear 
extrapolation tends to be sufficient for most projects. It should 
be noted, however, that values of Su,r should generally not be 
taken as higher than the maximum drained shear strength. 
Values of Su,r higher than the fully-drained shear strength 
would suggest significant dilation. Dilation of this sort tends 
to rapidly localize the shear zone (or shear band), and so 
reduces the drain path length across which water must be 
drawn to satisfy the dilational “suction”. As these distances 
can be small, rapid satisfaction of this dilational demand is 
possible, and “undrained” (dilational) shear strengths higher 
than the drained strength can persist only briefly. 
Accordingly, for most engineering analyses the use of the 
fully drained shear strength as a maximum or limiting value is 
prudent. Similarly, the maximum shear strength cannot 
exceed the shear strength which would be mobilized at the 
effective stress corresponding to “cavitation” of the pore water 
(as it reaches a pore pressure of -1 atmosphere). The above 
limit (to not more than the fully-drained strength) is a stronger 
or more limiting constraint, however, and so usually handles 
this problem as well. 

5.0 EVALUATION OF ANTICIPATED
        LIQUEFACTION-INDUCED DEFORMATIONS


 AND DISPLACEMENTS
 

5.1 Introduction: 

Engineering assessment of the deformations and 
displacements likely to occur as a result of liquefaction or 
pore-pressure-induced ground softening is a difficult and very 
challenging step in most projects, and this is an area where 
further advances are needed. 

5.2 Assessment of “Large” Liquefaction-Induced 
Displacements: 

For situations in which the post-liquefaction strengths are 
judged to be less than the “static” driving shear stresses, 
deformations and displacements can be expected to be “large”; 
generally greater than about 1m., and sometimes much greater. 
Figure 44 shows examples of global site instability 
corresponding to situations wherein post-liquefaction strengths 
are less than gravity-induced driving shear stresses.  These are 
schematic illustrations only, and are not to scale. 
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For most engineering projects, the “large” deformations 
associated with post-liquefaction “static instability” are 
unacceptably large, and engineering mitigation is thus 
warranted. It is often, therefore, not necessary to attempt to 
make quantified estimates of the magnitudes of these “large” 
deformations. Exceptions can include dams and embankments, 
which are sometimes engineered to safely withstand 
liquefaction-induced displacements of more than 1m. 

Estimates of the “large” deformations likely to occur for these 
types of cases can often be made with fair accuracy (within a 
factor of about + 2). “Large” liquefaction-induced 
displacements/deformations (> 1m.) are usually principally the 
result of gravity-induced “slumping”, as geometric 

(a) Stress Paths 
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(b) Ratio of Su,r/P vs. P

 Fig. 43: 	Results of IC-U Triaxial Tests on Monterey
                   #30/0 Sand (After Riemer, 1992) 

rearrangement of the driving soil and/or structural masses is 
required to re-establish static equilibrium.  A majority of the 
deformations, for these cases, usually occur after strong 
shaking has ceased so that cyclic inertial forces are not very 
important in “driving” the deformations (though they are very 
important in “triggering” the liquefaction-induced ground 
softening.) 

Three general types of approaches can be used to estimate 
expected “large” liquefaction-induced ground deformations, 
and these are: (1) fully nonlinear, time-domain finite element 
or finite difference analyses (e.g.: Finn et al., 1986; Beaty et 
al., 1998; France et al., 2000; etc.), (2) statistically-derived 
empirical methods based on back-analyses of field earthquake 
case histories (e.g.: Hamada et al, 1986; Youd et al., 2002; 
etc.), and (3) simple static limit equilibrium analyses coupled 
with engineering judgement. When applied with good 
engineering judgement, and when the critical 
deformation/displacement modes are correctly identified and 
suitable post-liquefaction strengths are selected, all three 
methods can provide reasonable estimates of the magnitudes 
of expected displacements. 

Finite element and finite difference analyses are the most 
complex of the three approaches, and we cannot reasonably 
discuss these in detail within the confines of this paper.  These 
methods have, to date, principally been employed mainly for 
relatively critical (and well-budgeted) studies, but growing 
comfort with these methods (coupled with decreasing 
computing costs) can be expected to bring these types of 
analyses more into the mainstream. The principal difficulty 
associated with these methods is the difficulty of evaluating 
the model “input” parameters necessary for the relatively 
complex behavioral and/or constitutive models used. These 
models are usually “sensitive” to relatively minor variations in 
one or more parameters, and assessment of this type of 
parameter sensitivity is a vital element of such studies. (A 
slightly more extensive discussion of these methods is 
presented in Section 5.5.) 

The second type of methods available are the “Hamada-type” 
empirical methods for estimation of lateral displacements due 
to liquefaction-induced lateral spreading.  These methods are 
based on back-analyses of lateral spreading case histories, and 
involve probabilistically and/or statistically derived empirical 
equations for estimation of expected lateral spreading 
displacements. Currently, the most widely used such method 
in the western U.S. is that of Bartlett and Youd (1995), as 
recently updated by Youd et al. (2002).  This method 
addresses two types of cases: cases where there is a “free face” 
towards which lateral spreading can occur (e.g.: Figures 44(a) 
and 44(b)), and cases without a free face but with a sloping 
ground surface (e.g.: Figures 44(c) and 44(d)).  Two different 
empirical equations are provided, one for each of these two 
situations. 

Figure 45 shows the results of this approach (both equations, 
as applicable.) Figure 45(a) shows a plot of predicted 
displacement magnitude vs. the actual observed displacement 
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- Liquefied zone with low residual undrained strength 

(a) Edge Failure/Lateral Spreading by Flow 

(b) Edge Failure/Lateral Spreading by Translation 

(c) Flow Failure 

(d) Translational Displacement 

(e) Rotational and/or Translational Sliding 

Fig. 44: Schematic Examples of Liquefaction-Induced Global Site Instability 
and/or “Large” Displacement Lateral Spreading 
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for the case histories studied. For (measured) displacements 
greater then approximately 1.5m., the ratio of 
predicted:measured displacements was generally in the range 
of 0.5:1 to 2:1, and this is a reasonable band of accuracy for 
engineering purposes in this range of displacements. 

For displacements of less than about 1m, however, the 
predictive accuracy is much poorer, reflecting the difficulty of 
predicting displacements and deformations in this “small to 
moderate” displacement range within which cyclic shearing 
and cyclic shear stress reversal, as well as dilatent strength 
with each reversal of cyclic load, gives rise to very complex 
stress-strain and cyclic pore pressure behaviors. 

The third method for estimation of expected “large” 
liquefaction-induced displacements is based on evaluation of 
the deformations/displacements required to re-establish static 
equilibrium. This requires careful assessment of the most 
critical mode of failure/deformation. An important issue in 
this approach is the progressive acceleration and then 
deceleration of the displacing soil (and/or structural) mass. 
The deformations are not arrested when the geometry is 
sufficiently rearranged as to produce a “static” Factor of 
Safety of 1.0 (based on post-liquefaction strengths, as 
appropriate.). Instead, shear strength must be employed to 
overcome the momentum progressively accumulated during 
acceleration of the displacing mass, so that the deforming 
mass comes to rest at a “static” Factor of Safety of greater 
than 1.0 (FS @ 1.05 to 1.25 is common, depending on the 
maximum velocity/momentum achieved before decelleration). 

For many problems, simply estimating the degree of geometry 
rearrangement necessary to produce this level of Factor of 
Safety (under “static” conditions, but with post-liquefaction 
strengths) can produce fair estimates of likely displacements. 
Alternatively, incremental calculations of (1) overall stability 
(excess driving shear stresses), (2) acceleration (and then 
decelleration) of the displacing mass due to shear stress 
imbalance (vs. shear strength), (3) accrual and dissipation of 
velocity (and momentum), and (4) associated geometry 
rearrangement, can produce reasonable estimates of likely 
ranges of displacements for many cases (Moriwaki et al., 
1998). 

Finally, it should be noted that these three types of approaches 
for estimation of expected “large” liquefaction-induced 
displacements and deformations can be used to cross-check 
each other. For example, it is prudent to check the final 
geometry “predicted” by the results of finite element or finite 
difference analyses for its “static” Factor of Safety (with post-
liquefaction strengths.) 

5.3 Assessment of “Small to Moderate” Liquefaction-Induced
 Displacements: 

Although it is feasible to make reasonably accurate estimates 
of post-liquefaction deformations and displacements for cases 
of “large” displacements, we currently do not have tools for 
accurate and reliable estimation of “small to moderate” 

liquefaction-induced displacements (displacements/deforma
tions of less than about 0.75m). Unfortunately, it is this 
“small to moderate” range of 0 to 0.75m. that is most 
important for most conventional buildings and engineered 
facilities. 

Unlike the case of “large” liquefaction-induced displacements, 
which are dominated by displacements “driven” principally by 
gravity forces after the cessation of strong shaking, “small to 
moderate” displacements are very strongly affected by cyclic 
inertial forces produced by strong shaking. In addition, “small 
to moderate” displacements are usually controlled in large part 
by complicated cyclic, pore pressure-induced softening 
followed by dilation and corollary reduction in pore pressures 
(and consequent re-establishment of strength and stiffness).  

(a) All case histories 

(b) Cases of less than 2m. displacement 

Fig. 45: Predicted vs. Measured Displacements from Lateral 
Spreading Case Histories (Youd et al., 2002) 
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This softening and re-stiffening behavior is relatively complex 
and difficult to predict with good accuracy and reliability. 

Figures 46 through 48 illustrate the complicated types of 
mechanical behaviors that control cyclic deformations in this 
“small to moderate” displacement range.  Figure 46 presents 
the results of an undrained cyclic simple shear test of 
Monterey #0/30 sand at a relative density of Dr = 50%, and an 
initial vertical effective stress of s’v,i = 85 kPa. These 
conditions correspond roughly to a soil with an N1,60,cs value of 
about 10 blows/ft. In this figure, (a) the bottom left figure 
presents evolution of cyclically-induced pore pressures 
(expressed as reduction in s’v,i), (b) the bottom right figure 
shows increasing shear strains with increasing numbers of 
cycles, (c) the top right figure shows shear stress vs. shear 
strain behavior, and (d) the top left figure presents the 
effective stress path followed during this test. All four sub-
figures are scaled so that the axes of the figures to the side 
and/or above and below each share commonly scaled axes. 

As shown in Figure 46, shear strains are relatively small for 
the first 25 cycles, until significant cyclically-induced pore 
pressures have been generated. At that point (after about 25 
cycles), there is a rapid increase in cyclic shear strains, 
representing “triggering” of liquefaction. Examining the 
stress path plots (and also the stress-strain and cyclic pore 
pressure generation plots) shows clearly that pore pressures 
are generated upon initial reversal of cyclic shear stresses 
during each half-cycle of loading, but that dilation ensues later 
in each cycle as shear strains begin to increase in the new 
direction of loading. This process of cyclic softening and then 
re-stiffening during each cycle is now well understood, but 
remains difficult to model reliably for non-uniform (irregular) 
cyclic loading, as in earthquakes. 

Figure 47 similarly shows the same suite of plots for an 
undrained cyclic simple shear test on a sample of the same 
sand, but this time at an initial relative density of Dr = 75%. 
This corresponds roughly to an in situ N1,60,cs value of about 25 
to 30 blows/ft. Denser soils in this range exhibit very different 
behavior than the looser sample of Figure 46. 

The cyclic stress ratio of the test presented in Figure 47 is 1.8 
times higher than that of the previous figure. The denser 
sample (Figure 47) is more strongly dilatant with each half-
cycle of loading, and instead of relatively “suddenly” 
beginning a rapid rate of increase of shear strains (as in the 
previous test), this denser sample exhibits a more moderate 
(and less dramatically accelerating) rate of increase of cyclic 
shear strains. Indeed, as there is no sudden transition in 
behaviors, it is difficult to identify a singular point at which 
“triggering” of liquefaction can be said to occur. At this time, 
it is recommended that “triggering” or initiation of 
liquefaction be considered to have occurred when a soil has 
experienced significant cyclic pore pressure generation (and 
attendant softening and loss of strength), and has reached a 
cyclic shear strain (in either single direction) of g @ 3%. At 
this level of shear strain, subsequent performance (including 
“post-liquefaction” strength and stress-deformation behavior) 

will be controlled largely by the soil’s contractive or dilational 
behaviors. 

Further complicating the issue of prediction of liquefaction-
induced deformations is the fact that, for most cases of 
engineering interest, there is a directionally preferential 
“driving” shear stress due to gravity loading (in addition to 
cyclic inertial stresses induced by the earthquake). Figure 48 
presents the results of an undrained cyclic simple shear test 
with these initial "driving” shear stresses. In this test, the 
“driving” shear stresses are aligned in the same direction as 
the (reversing) cyclic shear stress loading, and the initial 
(constant) driving shear stresses are equal to 0.08 times the 
initial vertical effective stress (of 85 kPa). In addition to the 
types of cyclic softening and dilatent re-stiffening shown in 
the two previous figures, this test (Figure 48) also exhibits 
cyclic “ratcheting” or progressive accumulation of shear 
strains in the direction of the driving shear force. It is this 
type of complex “ratcheting” behavior that usually principally 
controls “small to moderate” liquefaction-induced 
deformations and displacements (displacements in the range of 
about 2 to 75 cm. for field cases.) 

This problem is further complicated in field cases by the 
occurrence of cyclic shear stresses “transverse” (not parallel 
to) the direction of the (static) driving shear stresses. 
Boulanger et al. (1995) clearly demonstrated that cyclic shear 
stresses transverse to driving shear forces can, in many cases, 
represent a more severe type of loading for “triggering” of 
liquefaction than cyclic shear stresses aligned “parallel” with 
driving forces. It is only in the last few years, however, that 
high quality laboratory data with “transverse” as well as 
“parallel” cyclic simple shear loading (and driving shear 
stresses) has begun to be available (e.g.: Kammerer, 2002; 
Wu, 2003; etc.), and development and calibration of improved 
analytical and constitutive models for this type of behavior are 
currently still under development. Additional complications 
involved in attempting to predict “small to moderate” 
liquefaction-induced deformations and displacements include: 
(1) the irregular and multi-directional loading involved in field 
situations, representing a complex and mu lti-directional 
seismic response problem, and (2) the many types and 
“modes” of deformations and displacements that can occur. 

Figures 49 and 50 illustrate a number of “modes” or 
mechanisms that can result in “small to moderate” lateral and 
vertical displacements, respectively.  These figures are 
schematic and for illustrative purposes only; they are not to 
scale. 

Figure 49 illustrates three examples of modes of deformation 
that can produce “small to moderate” liquefaction-induced 
lateral displacements (of less than about 1m.)  It should be 
noted that these can also produce much larger deformations, if 
the liquefiable soils are very loose, and geometry is 
sufficiently adverse. Figure 49(a) shows an example of limited 
lateral spreading towards a free face, and Figure 49(b) shows 
an example of limited lateral spreading downslope or 
downgrade. These modes can also give rise to large 
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Fig. 46: Undrained Cyclic Simple Shear Test on Monterey #30/0 Sand (Test No. Ms15j) 
Dr=50%, ssv,i’=85 kPa, CSR=0.22, aa =0 
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Fig. 47: Undrained Cyclic Simple Shear Test on Monterey #30/0 Sand (Test No. Ms30j) 

Dr=75%, ssv,i’=85 kPa, CSR=0.4, aa =0 
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Fig. 48: Undrained Cyclic Simple Shear Test on Monterey #30/0 Sand (Test No. Ms10k) 
Dr=55%, ssv,i’=85 kPa, CSR=0.33, aa =0.18 

displacements, but when the liquefiable soils have limited 
shear strain potential (the shear strain required for dilatent re-
stiffening), then displacements are limited. 

Figure 52 (Shamoto, Zhang and Tokimatsu, 1998) presents 
engineering estimates of limiting (post-liquefaction) shear 
strains, as a function of SPT N-values. As shown previously 
in Figures 46 through 48, the shear strain required for 
dilational re-stiffening decreases with increased initial density 
(or increased N-value). Although there is not yet a well-
established (or well-defined) basis for selection of the precise 
shear strain corresponding to the “limiting” shear strain (see 
for examples, Figures 46 through 48), the types of values 
presented in Figure 52 represent suitable approximate values 
for many engineering purposes. An updated set of 
recommendations of this type will be presented and discussed 
in Section 5.4. 

These “limiting” shear strains are not, by themselves, an upper 
bound to displacement potential; rather they are a basis for 

estimation of resistance to shear deformations. In field cases 
in which significant and adverse static “driving” shear stresses 
occur (e.g. slopes, free faces, etc.) actual deformations can be 
as much as twice the values of these “limiting” shear strains, 
and even more when post-liquefaction residual strength is low 
relative to the static driving shear stresses. 

The two general types of lateral spreading deformations 
illustrated in Figures 49(a) and (b) correspond to the two types 
of lateral spreading addressed by the empirical corelation 
proposed by Youd et al. (2002). As shown in Figure 45(a), 
this approach provided reasonable estimates of expected 
displacements for cases with displacements of greater than 
about 1.5m. However, as shown in Figure 45(b) (which is an 
enlarged view of part of Figure 45(a)), this approach does not 
provide accurate or reliable estimates of lateral displacements 
for cases where measured displacements are less than about 
1m. (the range within which complex cyclic inertial loading 
and cyclic softening and dilational re-stiffening largely control 
displacements). There are, at present, no well-calibrated and 
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- Liquefied zone 

(a) Spreading Towards a Free Face 

(b) Spreading Downslope or Downgrade 

(c) Localized, Non-directionally Preferential Differential Lateral Displacements 

Fig. 49: Schematic Examples of Modes of “Limited” Liquefaction-Induced Lateral Translation 

verified engineering tools for accurate and reliable estimation 
of lateral displacements in this range. This is an area of urgent 
need for further advances, and research to fill this gap is 
underway in several countries. 

Figure 45(c) shows another mechanism which can produce 
“limited” lateral displacements; in this case, liquefaction of 
soils beneath a non-liquefied surface “crust”, and laterally 
constrained against large lateral spreading towards a free face. 
When the surface “crust” is thin relative to the thickness of the 
underlying layer, and when the liquefied soils have low 
density (low N1,60,cs values), the “crust” can separate into 
distinct sections or “blocks”, and these crustal sections can 
move differentially with respect to each other. This can 
produce shearing, compression and tensile separations at the 
edges of surface blocks. This, in turn, can be damaging to 
structures and/or utilities that are unfortunate enough to 
straddle the block boundaries. 

There are no good means to predict where the inter-block 
boundaries will occur, and there are no reliable methods at 

present to predict the magnitudes of localized differential 
block displacements that are likely to occur. Ishihara (1985) 
provides some insight into this “pie crust” problem, as shown 
in Figure 52. Ishihara suggests, based on empirical 
observations from a number of Japanese earthquakes, that 
surface manifestations of liquefaction will not be significant if 
(1) the site is relatively level, (2) the edges are constrained so 
that lateral spreading towards a free face is prevented, and (3) 
the ratio of the thickness of the non-liquefied surface “crust” 
(H1) to the thickness of the liquefied underlying soils (H2) is 
greater than the values indicated in Figure 52 (as a function of 
peak ground surface acceleration, as shown.) It should be 
noted, however, that these recommendations are useful only 
up to surface peak accelerations of up to 0.4 to 0.5g, and that 
these have not been verified in many earthquakes as yet. 
Preliminary field data from the recent 1999 Kocaeli (Turkey) 
and 1999 Chi-Chi (Taiwan) Earthquakes suggests that these 
criteria may not always provide fully satisfactory 
performance. 
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(a) Ground Loss Due to Cyclic Densification	 (b) Secondary Ground Loss Due to Erosion
      and/or Volumetric Reconsolidation       of “Boil” Ejecta 

(c) Global Rotational or Translational Site	 (d) “Slumping” or Limited Shear Deformations 
Displacement 

(e) Lateral Spreading and Resultant Pull-	 (f) Localized Lateral Soil Movement 
     Apart Grabens 

(g) Full Bearing Failure (h) Partial Bearing Failure (i) Foundation Settlements
 or Limited “Punching”	 Due to Ground Softening

 Exacerbated by Inertial
 “Rocking” 

Fig. 50: Schematic Illustration of Selected Modes of Liquefaction-Induced Vertical Displacements 
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Fig. 51: Estimates of Limiting Shear Strains for Sandy 

Soils with ~ 10% Fines (Shamoto et al., 1998) 

Given the potential risk associated with localized differential 
movements at crustal block boundaries, it is recommended 
herein that these criteria should, at a minimum, always be 
supplemented by well-reinforced and laterally continuous 
foundations to constrain lateral differential displacements and 
to reduce differential vertical displacements at the bases of 
structures at such sites, especially when the liquefied layer 
contains soils with low equivalent N1,60,cs values (N1,60,cs £ 15), 
or when the ratios of H1/H2 are near the boundaries of Figure 
52. Shallow-founded structures and facilities should always 
be checked for bearing capacity (with post-liquefaction 
strengths) at such sites, and the possibility of lateral site 
translations (lateral spreading) should also be checked. 

In addition to differential lateral displacements, engineers 
must also deal with the hazard associated with both total and 
differential potential vertical displacements. There are a 
number of mechanisms that can produce vertical 
displacements of sites and/or structures and other engineered 
facilities. Figure 50 presents schematic illustrations of a 
number of these. Again, this figure is schematic and for 
illustrative purposes only; it is not to scale. The modes of 
vertical displacement illustrated in Figure 50 can be grouped 
into three general catagories. Figures 50(a) and (b) illustrate 
settlements due to reduction or loss of soil volume. Figures 
50(c) through (f) illustrate modes of settlement due to 
deviatoric ground movements. Figures 50(g) through (i) 
illustrate structural settlements due to full or partial bearing 
failures. 

Figure 50(a) shows “ground loss” or settlement due to cyclic 
densification of non-saturated soils and/or due to volumetric 
reconsolidation of liquefied (or partially liquefied) soils as 
cyclically-induced pore pressures escape by drainage.  The 
overall magnitude of these types of settlements can be 
reasonably well predicted by several methods (e.g.: Tokimatsu 
and Seed, 1987: Ishihara and Yoshimine, 1992), but these 
methods cannot reliably predict the magnitude and distribution 
of locally differential settlements. Overall settlement 
estimates are generally accurate within + a factor of about 2 to 
3, so long as suitable adjustments are made for fines content 
(as both methods are for “clean” sands.) The fines adjustment 
recommended here is that of Equations 6 and 7.  Section 5.4.1 
will present a recommended improved procedure for 
estimation of these types of “post-liquefaction 
reconsolidation” ground settlements. 

Figure 50(b) illustrates a second mechanism of ground loss; 
secondary ground loss as a result of erosion of soil particles 
carried by water escaping through cracks and fissures (often 
referred to as “sand boils”) as excess pore pressures are 
dissipated. Boil ejecta (transported soils) can be carried to the 
ground surface, or they can be carried to accessible buried 
voids (e.g.: basements, buried culverts and sewers, etc.) 
Secondary ground loss due to erosion of boil ejecta is usually 
localized, and so can be locally differential. It is also 
essentially impossible to predict.  The best defense here is 
usually to ensure sufficient lateral continuity of foundations as 
to be able to “bridge” or cantilever over localized subsidences. 
Another alternative is deep foundation support (piles or piers) 
extending beneath the depth of potential ground loss. 

Fig. 52: Proposed Boundary Curves for Site 
Indentification of Liquefaction-Induced 
(Surface) Damage (After Ishihara, 1985) 
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Figures 50(c) and (d) illustrate rotational and “slumping” 
(distributed shear) types of ground movements that produce 
settlements at the crests or heels of the slopes or 
embankments. Although these types of potential liquefaction-
induced deformations and displacements are relatively 
amenable to engineering prediction when they are “large” 
(>1m.), there are at present no accurate and reliable (or well-
calibrated) methods for estimation of expected displacements 
when displacements will be small to moderate (D @ 0.05 to 
0.75m.) Accordingly, significant judgement is currently 
required to assess the likely deformations, and their impact on 
structures and other engineered facilities. The lack of reliable 
and well-calibrated analysis tools here often results in the need 
for conservative assumptions, and often leads to 
implementation of conservative hazard mitigation measures. 

Figures 50(e) and (f) illustrate closely related mechanisms that 
can produce surface settlements. Figure 50(e) illustrates 
lateral spreading producing grabens, or settlements, in zones 
of locally differential extension (pull-apart zones).  Figure 
50(f) illustrates localized lateral soil movement producing 
both heaving and settlement as overall soil volume is largely 
conserved.  These types of potential movements are also 
difficult to predict, and again conservative assumptions and/or 
conservative steps to mitigate this type of hazard are often 
called for when these types of movements are judged to 
represent potentially serious hazards for a site, structure, or 
other engineered facility. 

Finally, in addition to liquefaction-induced soil (or site) 
displacements, another class of potential concerns are those 
associated with potential differential movements of structures 
relative to the ground.  Figures 50(g) through (i) illustrate 
several subsets of these types of movements. 

Figure 50(g) represents the case in which liquefaction-induced 
loss of strength and stiffness is sufficiently severe that full 
bearing failure occurs.  This type of full bearing failure occurs 
when overall bearing capacity, based on post-liquefaction 
strengths (Su,r) as appropriate, is insufficient for static 
equilibrium under gravity loading. This can produce very 
large “punching” settlements (many tens of centimeters or 
more), and can even lead to toppling of structures when they 
are narrow relative to their height. 

Figure 50(h) represents partial bearing failure or limited 
“punching” settlements. These limited punching types of 
settlements can occur at isolated footings, or can occur with 
mat and raft foundations (especially at corners and edges.) 
Limited punching settlements are generally associated with 
situations in which post-liquefaction strengths are sufficient to 
prevent full bearing failure, and they are the result of cyclic 
softening and attendant deformations required to generate 
sufficient dilational re-stiffening as to arrest movements.

 Estimation of these “limited” punching/bearing settlements 
can be further complicated by the interaction of increased 
cyclic vertical loads due to inertial “rocking” of structures 
with cyclic softening (and cyclic dilational re-stiffening), as 

illustrated schematically in Figure 50(i). There are, at present, 
no reliable and well-calibrated engineering/analytical tools for 
estimation of likely limited punching settlements. This is a 
major gap in practice, as it is limited punching settlements ( in 
the range of about 0.05 to 0.75 m.) that represent one of the 
principal liquefaction-related hazards for many buildings and 
engineered structures. Preliminary results of studies to 
develop, and to field calibrate such analytical methods, will be 
presented and discussed briefly in Section 5.4.2. 

Widespread liquefaction in the city of Adapazari in the recent 
1999 Kocaeli (Turkey) Earthquake and in the city of Duzce in 
the 1999 Duzce (Turkey) Earthquake produced differential 
foundation/soil punching types of settlements in this range for 
hundreds of buildings, and many additional buildings suffered 
similar ranges of settlements in the cities of Wu Feng, Nantou, 
and Yuan Lin during the 1999 Chi-Chi (Taiwan) Earthquake.  
These two events thus provided both strong incentive, as well 
as large numbers of potential field case histories, and as a 
result considerable research efforts are currently underway to 
develop methods for estimation of these types of “limited” 
punching/bearing displacements. 

5.4 	Engineering Assessment of Small to Moderate 
       Liquefaction-Induced Displacements (Selected Modes): 

There is a need for improved “simplified” analytical methods 
for engineering assessment of expected liquefaction-induced 
deformations and displacements. For most civil projects, the 
engineer needs a basis for estimation of likely resulting lateral 
and vertical displacements of the ground and/or the base of the 
structure or other engineered facility. These methods need to 
be both adequately accurate and reliable, and thus must be 
well-calibrated against field performance case histories. 
Significant research efforts are underway, by multiple teams 
of researchers and in several countries, to develop improved 
analysis tools for these purposes. This section will briefly 
comment on some of these evolving methods. 

5.4.1 	Site Settlements Due to Post-Liquefaction Volumetric
 Reconsolidation 

Estimation of expected site settlements due to post-
liquefaction volumetric reconsolidation (as cyclically 
generated excess pore pressures are dissipated by expulsion of 
water; see Figures 50(a) and (b)) is the simplest of the vertical 
displacement mechanisms to analyze, and several good 
methods already exist for this (Tokimatsu and Seed, 1987; 
Ishihara and Yoshimine, 1992; Shamoto et al., 1998). All of 
these methods produce reasonably good predictions of actual 
field case history observations of post-liquefaction site 
settlements for sites where lateral site displacements were 
small. 

Figure 53(a) presents new recommendations regarding 
expected volumetric reconsolidation strains after liquefaction, 
or after at least  significant cyclically-induced  pore pressure 
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Fig. 53: Recommended Relationships for (a) Volumetric Reconsolidation Strains and (b) Shear Strain Potential Index 
as a Function of Equivalent Uniform Cyclic Stress Ratio and N1,60,CS for Mw = 7.5 (Wu, 2003) 
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generation. The solid line in this figure is the “triggering” 
boundary for PL = 50% from Figure 16, and represents the 
approximate boundary for “triggering” of liquefaction. The 
strain contours represent expected values of volumetric strain 
due to post-earthquake dissipation of cyclically generated 
excess pore pressures. This is based on recent laboratory 
cyclic simple shear testing data, as well as previously 
available laboratory and field data from other researchers (Wu, 
2003). 

The horizontal axis of Figure 53(a) represents fines-adjusted, 
normalized SPT penetration resistance, using the same fines 
corrections that were employed previously in the new 
“triggering” relationships presented in Section 3.1 (Equations 
6 and 7). The vertical axis represents equivalent uniform 
cyclic stress ratio adjusted for: (1) magnitude-correlated 
duration weighting (DWFM), and (2) effective overburden 
stress (Kó).  In using this figure, the earthquake-induced 
CSReq must be scaled by both DWFM and Kó, using 
Equations 13 and 14. 

To estimate expected site settlements due to volumetric 
reconsolidation, the recommended procedure is to simply 
divide the subsurface soils into a series of sub-layers, and then 
to characterize each sub-layer using SPT data.  Volumetric 
contraction (vertical strain in “at-rest” or K0 conditions) for 
each sub-layer is then simply summed to result in total site 
settlements. 
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        Fig. 54: Predicted vs. Actually Observed Liquefaction
                      Induced Ground Settlements (Wu, 2003) 

Figure 54 presents a summary of the results of application of 
this procedure to back-analysis of field performance case 
histories during a number of earthquakes (Wu, 2003). As 
shown in this Figure, predicted settlements are typically within 
a factor of + 2 relative to those actually observed.  All of the 
sites represented in Figure 54 experienced lateral site 
dsiplacements of less than 1.5 m. Sites that experienced 
lateral displacements of less than 0.3 m are represented by 
solid symbols, and sites that experienced maximum lateral 
displacements of between 0.3 to 1.5m are represented with 
open symbols. 

For sites experiencing “small to moderate” lateral site 
displacements (displacements of between 0.3 to 1.5 m), the 
vertical site settlement estimated based on summation of the 
volumetric reconsolidation strains of Figure 52(a) were 
increased by an additional term representing 10% to 20% of 
the lateral site translation (with a mean of 15%). The vertical 
bars of Figure 54 represent this 10% to 20% augmented range. 
For sites expected to experience maximum lateral translations 
of greater than about 1.5m, these types of “simplified” 
predictions of vertical settlements should not be considered 
reliable. 

It should be noted that non-saturated soils (above the water 
table) can also suffer volumetric contraction during strong 
shaking (“shake down”). This volumetric contraction is 
usually significantly less severe than that experienced by 
saturated soils generating significant cyclically-induced pore 
pressures (typically on the order of less than 0.5% volumetric 
strain in all but the loosest of soils), but when significant 
depths of non-saturated soils with low to moderate SPT 
penetration resistance are present, it is adviseable to also add 
prediction of non-saturated “shake-down” to estimates of site 
settlements. The best published method for prediction of non-
saturated shake-down for “liquefiable” types of soils is that of 
Tokimatsu and Seed (1987), and non-saturated shake-down 
predictions by their method are included in the preditions 
presented in Figure 54. These were only significant (greater 
than about 10% of the total predicted settlements) at 5 of the 
case sites studied; at several sites with very low ground water 
tables and thus significant depths of non-saturated alluvial 
soils with relatively low blowcounts, non-saturated shake
down accounted for up to 20% to 30% of the total predicted 
settlements. 

Finally, it should be noted that deposits of cohesionless soils, 
and low plasticity cohesive (“silty”) soils, can be notoriously 
heterogeneous in nature. As a result, interpretation of the 
results of predictions of expected site settlements due to 
volumetric reconsolidation should be leavened by an 
understanding of the variance or uncertainty (which appears to 
be a factor of about + 2), as well as by the understanding that 
these are “average” setlements, and that local differential 
settlements can be expected. 

Seed et al. (2003) 54 



 

   

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
  

 
 
 

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

5.4.2 	Engineering Assessment of Liquefaction-Induced
            Settlements of Shallow-Founded Structures 

The quest for relatively “simple” and reliable methods for 
prediction of liquefaction-induced settlements of shallow-
founded structures has been one of the most important and 
elusive objectives of research to fill “holes” in our analytical 
repertoire. Numerous research efforts are currently underway, 
by diverse teams of researchers in at least several different 
countries, many inspired by the widespread damages resulting 
from differential or “partial punching” settlements of many 
hundreds of structures in the recent 1991 Luzon (Phillipines), 
1999 Kocaeli (Turkey), 1999 Duzce (Turkey) , and 1999 Chi-
Chi (Taiwan) Earthquakes. 

One approach under development by the authors (as well as a 
very talented team of research students at Middle East 
Technical University in Ankara, Turkey, working with Prof. 
Onder Cetin) is nearing completion, and is showing very 
promising results when predictions are compared with 
observed field performance. This “simplified” method is not 
all that simple, and space limitations do not permit a full 
treatment of this approach in this paper. (Besides, it is still 
under development; expected to be completed within the 

F1East 

0 5 10 
q (MPa)c 

calendar year.) Instead, a brief description of the approach, 
and of the results to date, will be presented. 

This method is being developed and field-calibrated using 
field performance case histories selected for study from 
among the many hundreds of structures that suffered 
liquefaction-induced settlements and/or partial punching 
failures in the city of Adapazari, Turkey during the 1999 
Kocaeli Earthquake, and in the city of Duzce, Turkey, during 
the 1999 Duzce Earthquake. 

Figure 55 illustrates typical conditions considered. In both of 
these cities, relatively stiff, monolithic reinforced concrete 
buildings of 2 to 6 stories were routinely founded at shallow 
depths (usually on thick mat foundations) over potentially 
liquefaible soils and with a shallow ground water table. 
Performance varied from relatively minor foundation 
settlements of less than 10cm (relative to the adjacent ground), 
to measured settlements of more than 1m. Several buildings 
(of tall, narrow aspect ratio) in Adapazari suffered sufficient 
partial bearing failures that they toppled over. 

The approach under development involves first assessing post-
liquefaction stability (bearing capacity relative to post
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Fig. 55: Example of Foundation Soil Conditions for a Four-Story Reinforced Concrete 

Structure in Adapazari, Turkey (After Bray et al., 2003)
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liquefaction residual strengths). All of the field cases studies 
“passed” this screening (as, apparently, did all but a few of the 
structures in these two cities), and consideration next 
progressed to assessment of expected structural settlements. 

Settlements of the structures had two principal contributing 
source mechanisms; “volumetric” settlements arising 
principally from volumetric reconsolidation, and “deviatoric” 
settlements arising from cyclic loading in combination with 
static “driving” shear stresses due to foundation bearing loads. 
Total settlement, ÄZtotal, at either the corner or the edge of a 
shallow-founded structure was then estimated as

 ÄZtotal = ÄZvolumetric + ÄZdeviatoric  [Eq. 23] 

In this equation, ÄZvolumetric can be calculated in much the 
same manner as was described in the prevoius section, except 
that the cyclic loading (and the resultant CSR) in each sub-
layer beneath the building foundation is exacerbated by 
soil/structure interaction (SSI) which induces additional cyclic 
loading of the ground near the edges due to both differential 
lateral inertial forces between the structure and the ground 
(“hockey-puck-like” kinematic and inertial interaction) and 
vertical loading pulses due to “rocking” forces from the 
structure. 

These increased (SSI-induced) cyclic loadings have been 
analyzed by means of extensive 3-dimensional, nonlinear 
dynamic SSI analyses, and one of the great challenges in 
development of “simplified” methods is boiling down all the 
results of these SSI analyses to develop simplified estimates of 
exaccerbated CSR in layers near and below the foundations. 

An additional, and relatively minor, issue is the increase in 
vertical effective stress beneath the foundations (relative to the 
adjacent free field ground) which produces a minor and 
adverse Ks effect. 

With regard to ÄZvolumetric, the result of SSI-exacerbated CSR 
(and of Ks effects) is some minor increase in settlements 
relative to the adjacent “free field” ground, but these were 
relatively minor; typically on the order of 5 to 10 cm. As the 
adjacent free field ground also experienced some non-zero 
ÄZvolumetric, and as the “Observed Settlements” of the cases 
presented in Figure 56 represent differential settlement of the 
structure relative to the adjacent free filed ground surface, the 
contribution of ÄZvolumetric to the “Estimated (predicted) 
Settlements” in Figure 56 was relatively minor. 

The second term of Equation 23 (ÄZdeviatoric) is more 
complicated, and was the principal contributor to observd 
building settlements in the two cities studied. ÄZdeviatoric 

represents shear deformations in the general direction of 
“partial bearing failure” though often with much smaller 
displacements) and is a function of: (1) the SSI-exacerbated 
cyclic loading (CSR) in each soil sub-layer beneath the 
foundation, and (2) the static “driving” shear stresses due to 
the bearing loads of the foundation. 
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Fig. 56: Predicted vs. Actually Observed Liquefaction-
Induced Building Settlements in Duzce and           
Adapazari (Cetin, et al., work in progress) 

Figure 53(b) presents recommended values of Shear Strain 
Potential Index (SPI). SPI is the maximum shear strain 
developed in 15 cycles of uniform cyclic loading, without 
significant static “drivivng” shear forces (á = 0 conditions.) 
The limiting shear strain indices of Figure 53(b) were used as 
the principal index of resistance to shear deformations. 

These are only an “index” as the actual shear strains 
developed are a function of the interaction of CSR with static 
“driving” shear stresses. As these driving shear stresses are 
very significant near the bases of the edges of the structures, 
the complex interaction of these driving loads with the 
earthquake-induced cyclic loads is a critical issue.  There is 
some insight that can be gleaned from laboratory cyclic testing 
data, but in the end the final characterization of the interaction 
between CSR and á was developed by regression of field case 
histories. The form of the calculation of ÄZdeviatoric is to 
perform analyses of each soil sub-layer beneath the corner or 
edge of the structure as in Equation 24, and then sum the 
settlements. For each sub-layer 

ÄZdeviatoric = f (CSRfree-field, CSRSSI, SPI, á, Ká,å) [Eq. 24] 

where Ká,å is a strain-based factor that characterizes the effects 
of non-zero driving shear stresses on the accumulation of 
shaer strain in the driven direction. (This is somewhat 
analogous to the Ká factor discussed earlier in Section 3 for 
“triggering” evaluations, but is not at all the same.) 
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Figure 56 presents a comparison between predicted 
liquefaction-induced building settlements and those actually 
observed for 26 buildings in the cities of Adapazari and 
Duzce. Both “Estimated” and “Observed” settlements in this 
figure represent settlements of the building relative to the 
adjacent “free field” ground. 

Most of the cases presented in Figure 56 are from the city of 
Duzce, as many of the cases studied in Adapazari are 
complicated by the presence of cohesive soils from “Zone B” 
of Figure 3; soils that are vulnerable to cyclic strain softening 
(especially when á is non-zero).  These cohesive soils appear 
to have contributed significantly to overall building 
settlements in many of these cases, but the analytical methods 
described abve are applicable only to soils of Zone A of 
Figure 4. 

Additional cases are being studied and analyzed, and these 
analytical tools are still being refined. It is  hoped that this 
work will be completed by late Summer or early Fall, and 
more complete presentations of this method, as well as its 
development and calibration against an increasing number of 
field case histories, should be available soon. 

5.4.3	 Engineering Assessment of “Small to Moderate”
 Lateral Site Displacements 

A number of researchers have investigated the phenomenon of 
permanent deformation due to liquefaction-induced lateral 
spreading, beginning with the seminal early work of Hamada 
et al. (1986).  Hamada et al. began by assembling a database 
of case histories, consisting of sites where lateral spreading 
occurred during three earthquakes (the 1964 Niigata, 1983 
Nihonkai-Chubu, and 1971 San Fernando Earthquakes). The 
case histories were divided into three main types based on 
topographic conditions, which are illustrated in Figure 57: (A) 
slightly inclined ground conditions (“gently sloping”), (B) 
horizontal ground surface with a vertical discontinuity (a 
“free-face”), and (C) horizontal ground surface and a 
liquefiable layer with an inclined lower boundary. Each case 
history consisted of a “segment” where the sliding could be 
regarded as one block. The geotechnical characteristics and 
measured displacements were then averaged across the 
segment. An empirical regression technique was applied to the 
database, the variable components of which were based on 
topographic and geologic descriptors (e.g. thickness of 
liquefiable layer, H, gradient of ground surface, q, etc.). The 

(a) For free-face conditions: 

Fig. 57: Types of Permanent Lateral Ground Displacements 
(after Hamada et al., 1986) 

result was a very simple predictive equation for lateral spread 
displacement as 

0.33DH  = 0.75 H0.5q	  [Eq. 25] 

Bartlett and Youd (1992) built on Hamada’s empirical 
approach by: (1) adding additional case histories to the 
database, (2) changing the definition of a case history from the 
previously described “segments” to each individual measured 
displacement vector, and (3) adopting an expanded set of input 
variables into the predictive equation. Cases were divided into 
two types: (1) “gently sloping ground” cases, and (2) cases 
with a “free face”. Separate predictive equations for each of 
these two types of cases were then developed by multiple 
linear regression (MLR). 

Youd et al. (2002), the most recent update to Youd’s body of 
work on lateral spread displacement prediction, corrects 
several errors in the original database and attempts to further 
optimize the variables used in the MLR predictive equations, 
as shown Equations 26(a) and 26(b). 

Log DH = -16.713 + 1.532M – 1.406 log R* - 0.012R + 0.592 log W 
+ 0.540 log T15 + 3.413 log (100 - F15) – 0.795 log (D5015 + 0.1 mm) [Eq. 26(a)] 

(b) For gently sloping ground conditions: 

Log DH = -16.213 + 1.532M – 1.406 log R* - 0.012R + 0.338 log S + 0.540 log T15 

+ 3.413 log (100 - F15) – 0.795 log (D5015 + 0.1 mm) [Eq. 26(b)] 

Seed et al. (2003)	 57 



   

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

For a description of the input variables, the reader is referred 
to Youd et al. (2002). Figure 45 shows the measured vs. 
predicted displacements from the revised Youd et al. work 
(using both equations, as appropriate to each individual case). 
Despite efforts to refine the MLR equations, the predictive 
capacity is largely within a factor of two for displacements of 
greater than about 1.5m., but is less accurate and reliable for 
smaller displacements. Because it is displacements of 
considerably less than 1m. that are of principal interest for 
most engineering applications, further developments are 
needed. 

Bardet et al. (1999) built upon the Youd et al. corrected 
database, and used largely the same lateral spread case history 
database to develop a probabilistic model. This is a potentially 
valuable step because it casts the predictive equations in a 
probabilistic format, such that an analysis of lateral spreading 
could be folded into a probabilistic seismic hazard analysis 
framework. Bardet et al. also performed an additional 
regression on only that portion of Youd’s database that 
represents displacements of less than two meters, reframing 
the problem of lateral spreading deformations to focus on 
“small to moderate” displacements. 

Rauch and Martin (2000, 2001) took a good look at the 
phenomenon of liquefaction-induced lateral spreading, 
resulting in a fundamental step “backward” to the original 
Hamada work. Rauch and Martin built a new database of case 
histories where each lateral spread feature was represented as  
a single data point, characterized by a maximum and mean 
horizontal and vertical displacement, rather than using 
multiple individual displacement vectors at a single “feature” 
as independent data points. While this substantially reduces 
the number of case histories within the database, it is a 
fundamentally more sound approach, as adjacent displacement 
measurements are not statistically independent as simple 
statistical regression techniques would require. 

Current research at UC Berkeley continues the advancement 
of the “Hamada”-type approach, i.e. empirical treatment of 
liquefaction-induced lateral spreading displacements. Building 
upon the viewpoint that a lateral spread is a single case, but 
internally addressing the variation of displacements across a 
given spreading feature, ongoing research at UC Berkeley 
breaks away from MLR statistical techniques and adopts the 
Bayesian methodology previously described in Section 3.1 (b) 
of this paper. This methodology allows for appropriate 
treatment of uncertainty and variability in the data, as well as 
in the modelling. 

This research effort will also tailor the predictive equation 
form (an ability granted by the Bayesian methodology) to 
better account for principal factors affecting lateral spread 
displacements: (a) magnitude and duration, as represented by 
the magnitude-corrected duration-weighted cyclic shear ratio, 
CSReq, (b) distributed strain within the potentially liquefiable 
layer(s), as characterized and indexed to limiting shear strain 
potential index (SPI), and (c) cyclic strain accumulation 
attributed to interaction of cyclic loading with static driving 

stress. Efforts will be made to combine the “free-face” and 
“gently sloping ground” conditions into one condition 
represented by a statically-induced shear strain normalized by 
effective overburden stress, similar to the treatment given to 
analyses of dams. The resulting model is expected to represent 
an improvement on several fronts through: (1) the utilization 
of engineering parameters that represent the principal factors 
affecting the problem of liquefaction-induced lateral 
spreading, (2) appropriate treatment of inherent variability and 
statistical/model uncertainty, and (3) sound calibration against 
field case histories of liquefaction-induced lateral spreading as 
represented by the case history database (estimated completion 
in about one year). 

6.6.3 Finite Element and Finite Difference Analyses: 

There are an increasing number of finite element (FEM) and 
finite difference (FDM) programs available, including both 
commercial and proprietary codes, for analysis of 
liquefaction-related problems.  Both relatively simple, and 
more advanced and complex, constitutive and behavioral 
models continue to evolve for these applications. FEM and 
FDM analyses are increasingly being applied to significant 
projects including analyses of major earth and rockfill dams as 
well as complex soil/structure interaction problems including 
harbor frontages, quay wall systems, levees, bridge abutments 
and foundations, and pile and pier foundations in liquefiable 
ground. 

As analytical models become more powerful and more 
complex, there is an increased need to “check” and calibrate 
these analyses against field case histories and against both 
simpler approximate analyses and engineering judgement on 
individual engineering projects. 

These types of analyses are typically “sensitive” to variations 
in one or more modelling parameters, and often to variations 
within the range of accuracy with which the key parameter(s) 
can be defined.  It is important to check for these parameter 
sensitivities, and to account for the resulting range of 
analytical outcomes in engineering use of the results. 

The San Fernando Dam case histories are a key suite of 
studies, and should be back-analyzed with any program 
intended for subsequent “forward” application to analyses of 
current dams. (These are also an important suite of case 
histories for calibration of more “simplified” analytical 
methods.) The San Fernando Dams essentially represent a 
suite of four case histories, as there are two  dams (the Upper 
and Lower San Fernando Dams), and each dam has both an 
upstream and a downstream face. Performance of the dams in 
the earthquake is well-documented, and embankment and 
foundation soil conditions are also well-studied. 

Figure 58 illustrates the use of finite difference analyses in 
back-analysis of the liquefaction-induced upstream slope 
stability failure of the Lower San Fernando Dam in the 1971 
San Fernando Earthquake. The code used was a modified, 
proprietary version of the commercially available code FLAC 
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a) FLAC Mesh of Initial Conditions 

b) Final Configuration with Velocity Vectors 

Fig. 58: Finite Difference Analyses of the 1971 Liquefaction-Induced Upstream Slope Failure in the Lower San Fernando Dam (Beaty and Byrne: Beaty,2001) 
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(a) Post-Failure Cross-Section 

(b) Reconstruction of Conditions Prior to the Earthquake 

Fig. 59: Cross-Sections Through the Lower San Fernando Dam Showing Conditions Before and After the Upslope Slope Failure (Seed et al., 1988) 
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Fig. 60: Finite Difference Mesh Showing Final Deformed Shape of Upper San Fernando Dam 

  (Beaty and Byrne: Beaty, 2001)
 

(Beatty, 2001). The original code (Itasca Consulting Group, 
Inc., 2000) was modified to implement a new constitutive 
model and to facilitate improved treatment of post-liquefaction 
stress-deformation and residual strength behaviors. 

The Lower San Fernando Dam was initially constructed by 
hydraulic fill methods, and was subsequently topped and 
buttresses by lesser rolled fill sections. Figure 59(a) shows a 
cross-section of soil conditions prior to the earthquake, and 
Figure 59(b) shows the deformed/displaced configuration after 
the upstream slope failure. It is well-known that the upstream 
face of the Lower Dam suffered a liquefaction-induced 
stability failure that resulted in large dis placements (of up to 
150 feet) back into the reservoir, and significant crest loss 
(~40 feet) as well. 

Many analysis methods have successfully concluded that the 
upstream face would fail in this manner. What is more 
difficult, however, is to use the same analysis method to 
demonstrate that the downstream face does not fail at the same 
time. Differences between the soil properties and geometries 
of the upstream and downstream faces are relatively subtle, 
and many analyses either predict failure of both, or successful 
performance of both. The “correct” answer was a massive 
upstream failure, and limited movements of less than several 
feet on the downstream side. 

Even more challenging, is to also use the same analytical tools 
to predict the performance of the Upper Dam as well.  The 
Upper Dam was built with similar methods and materials, but 
with different geometry. The Upper Dam remained “stable”, 
suffering relatively minor lateral bulging at the lower faces on 
both the upstream and downstream sides, and attendant crest 
settlement of approximately 3 feet. 

Figure 58(a) shows the original, pre-earthquake mesh used to 
back-analyze the performance of the Lower Dam.  Figure 
58(b) shows the deformed mesh, and displacement velocity 
vectors, at the point that the analysis was discontinued due to 

excessive mesh distortion. These results indicate large 
deformations and displacements to the upstream side, and only 
limited displacements to the downstream side, in very good 
agreement with observed behavior. 

It should be noted that the analysis of the Lower dam can be 
extended to larger total deformations by re-meshing, and then 
continuing the analysis. This can impose some degree of 
approximation in the analysis, but can also produce both 
useful and reasonable results. 

Figure 60 shows analyses of the performance of the Upper 
Dam using the same FDM code and methods. The dashed 
lines show the pre-earthquake mesh configuration, and the 
solid lines show the final (post-earthquake) deformed mesh.  
Maximum movements in both the upstream and downstream 
directions, as well as the “predicted” crest slumping, were 
again in good general agreement with those actually observed. 

When using these types of (FEM or FDM) procedures to 
analyze “expected” embankment deformations and displace
ments, it is impotant to recognize the strengths and short
comings of these approaches, and also to cross-check the 
analyses against simpler analytical approaches. FEM and 
FDM analyses tend to be unable to adequately “localize” shear 
to a narrow shear band or slip surface in many cases of very 
large displacement. On the other hand, they can suitably 
model inertial and gravity “driving” forces as well as general 
strength/resistance to deformations, and can produce very 
reasonable predictions of the general magnitude and 
distribution of displacements. The details of shear 
displacements may be off, but these predictions can provide 
very useful engineering insight. 

One important check of predictions of “large” liquefaction-
induced displacements is to check the “static” factor of safety 
based on post-liquefaction undrained residual strengths (as 
discussed in Section 4.0). Because the slumping/deforming/ 
sliding failure masses accumulate some velocity as they move, 
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the resultant accumulated momentum mu st be reversed as they 
are brought back to rest. As a result, these masses come to 
rest at an apparent “post-liquefaction” Factor of Safety of 
greater than 1.0, and values of FS = 1.05 to 1.2 are common 
for cases of large displacements. Checking the apparent "post
liquefaction” Factor of Safety of the final (predicted) 
deformed geometry can provide important insight regarding 
the reasonableness of the analytical results in such cases. 

It should also be noted that even the most advanced FEM and 
FDM analysis methods cannot reliably predict the degree of 
local differential displacements of adjacent “blocks” along the 
embankment, and cannot therefore reliably serve to predict 
expected longitudinal and transverse cracking; these can be 
critical issues in evaluation of the ability of the embankment 
to safely retain the reservoir. Similarly, some judgement must 
also be applied in assessment of the likely height of the single 
lowest point of the crest after a design earthquake, as it is the 
single lowest point that defines available freeboard. 

These same types of considerations apply to use of these 
methods for analysis of other types of problems and 
geometries, including soil/structure interaction applications. 
Limitations of the analytical models in terms of their accuracy 
and reliability, and their ability to model key details, must be 
assessed, and (1) the results need to be checked by simpler 
analytical approaches, and (2) significant judgement needs to 
be applied in evaluation and use of the results of advanced 
FEM or FDM analyses. 

This paper cannot possibly go much deeper into this subject, 
so we will summarize by noting that the increased availability 
and power of FEM and FDM analysis tools does not reduce 
the importance of either (1) “simplified” analytical tools, or 
(2) engineering judgement. Instead, the power and complexity 
of these evolving analysis tools places an increased premium 
on judgement and cross-checking of the results of these more 
advanced analyes. Used with prudence and judgement, 
advanced (FEM and/or FDM) analysis tools can provide 
significant improved insight for many engineering problems. 

7.0 MITIGATION OF LIQUEFACTION HAZARD 

7.1 General: 

When satisfactory performance of structures and/or other 
engineered facilities cannot adequately reliably be assured, 
engineered mitigation of the unacceptable liquefaction hazard 
is generally required. There are many methods, and variations 
on methods, currently available for this, and more are under 
development. 

Table 3 presents a brief list of selected major mitigation 
methods available. It should be noted that these do not have to 
be employed singly; it can often be optimal to use two or more 
methods in combination. 

It is not reasonable, within the constraints of this paper, to 
attempt a comprehensive discussion of all available mitigation 

methods. Instead, limited comments will be offered regarding 
various aspects of some of these. It should be noted that 
mitigation of liquefaction hazard is an area subject to 
considerable controversy, and that our understanding of the 
efficacy of some of these methods is still evolving. It is 
suggested that key issues to be considered in selection and 
implementation of mitigation methods are: (1) applicability, 
(2) effectiveness, (3) the ability to verify the reliability of the 
mitigation achieved, (4) cost, and (5) other issues of potential 
concern (e.g.: environmental and regulatory issues, etc.). More 
comprehensive treatments of many of the mitigation methods 
listed in Table 3 are available in a number of references (e.g.: 
Mitchell et al., 1995; Hausmann, 1990). 

The first class or category of methods listed in Table 3 involve 
surface compaction. When this is the case, potentially 
liquefiable soil types should be placed in layers and 
compacted, using vibratory compaction, to specifications 
requiring not less than 95% relative compaction based on the 
maximum dry density (gd,max) as determined by a Modified 
AASHTO Compaction Test (ASTM 1557D). 

The second group of methods listed in Table 3 involves in-situ 
ground densification. It is recommended that these methods 
be coupled with a suitably comprehensive post-treatment 
verification program to assure that suitable mitigation has 
been achieved. CPT testing is particularly useful here, as it is 
rapid and continuous.  When CPT is to be used for post-
densification verification, it is a very good idea to establish 
pre-densification CPT data, and to develop site-specific cross-
correlation between SPT and CPT data. 

In addition, it should be noted that ageing effects (including 
establishment of microbonding and even cementation at 
particle contacts) is disrupted by in situ densification. These 
ageing effects increase both resistance to liquefaction, and also 
resistance to penetration (as measured by SPT, CPT, etc.)  
Immediately after in-situ densification, despite increased 
overall density of the soils, it is not unusual to find that 
penetration resistances have not increased nearly as much as 
expected, and in some cases they have even been observed to 
decrease slightly. Over subsequent weeks and months, 
however, as ageing effects re-establish themselves, penetration 
resistances generally continue to increase. A large fraction of 
ageing effects usually occur over the first 6 to 12 weeks after 
treatment, and penetration tests performed sooner than this can 
be expected to provide conservatively biased results. 

In-situ vibrodensification, or compaction by means of 
vibratory probes, has been employed to depths of 70m. 
Difficulties in penetrating to depth through dense and/or 
coarse soils, and failure to deliver sufficient vibrational energy 
as to achieve adequate densification in the face of high 
overburden stresses, can limit the efficacy of these methods at 
the deepest of these depths. Vibroflotation, using vibroflots 
whose vibrational source is at the lower tip of the vibrating 
probe (within the ground), can generally deliver higher 
vibrational energy to greater depths than most other vibratory 
probe systems. 
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          Table 3: List of Selected Methods for Mitigation of Seismic Soil Liquefaction Hazard 

General Category Mitigation Methods Notes 
I. Excavation and/or

 compaction 
(a) Excavation and disposal of liquefiable soils 

(b) Excavation and recompaction 

(c) Compaction (for new fill) 
II. In-situ ground

 densification 
(a) Compaction with vibratory probes (e.g.: 

Vibroflotation, Terraprobe, etc.) 

(b) Dynamic consolidation (Heavy tamping) 

(c) Compaction piles 

(d) Deep densification by blasting 

(e) Compaction grouting 

-Can be coupled with 
installation of gravel 
columns 

-Can also provide 
reinforcement 

III. Selected other
 types of ground
 treatment 

(a) Permeation grouting 

(b) Jet grouting 

(c) Deep mixing 

(d) Drains 
- Gravel drains 
- Sand drains 
- Pre-fabricated strip drains 

(e) Surcharge pre-loading 

(f) Structural fills 

-Many drain installation 
processes also provide 

  in-situ densification. 

IV. Berms, dikes,
 sea walls, and
 other edge
 containment
 structures/systems 

(a) Structures and/or earth structures built to 
provide edge containment and thus to prevent 
large lateral spreading 

V. Deep foundations (a) Piles (installed by driving or vibration) 

(b) Piers (installed by drilling or excavation) 

-Can also provide ground 
  densification 

VI. Reinforced shallow
 foundations 

(a) Grade beams 

(b) Reinforced mat 

(c) Well-reinforced and/or post-tensioned mat 

(d) “Rigid” raft 

Vibrodensification is generally very effective in soils with less 
than about 5% clay fines, but can be ineffective in soils with 
larger fractions of clay fines. It had long been thought that the 
diffficulty in vibrodensification of soils with high fines 
contents was related to the inability of water to escape, and 
indeed some improvement in densification of soils with high 
fines contents has been observed with the use of pre-installed 
wick drains to assist in allowing egress of water. It is noted, 
however, that the clay contents at which vibrodensification 
begins to be ineffective are at least somewhat similar to the 

clay contents at which classic cyclically-induced liquefaction 
ceases to occur (see Figures 2 and 3). It appears likely that, as 
vibrodensification essentially works by liquefying and 
densifying the soils, the limit of “treatable” soil types is at 
least somewhat coincident with the types of soils that are 
“liquefiable”, and thus in need of treatment. 

Some of the vibrodensification methods also result in 
installation of dense gravel columns through the treated 
ground (vibro-replacement).  It has been suggested that these 
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dense gravel columns, which have high shear moduli relative 
to the surrounding (treated) soils, will attract a large share of 
the earthquake-induced cyclic shear stresses propagating 
through the composite treated ground, and thus partially shield 
the softer surrounding soils from cyclic loading. This, in turn, 
would produce the added benefit of reducing the cyclic shear 
stress ratios (CSR) to which the treated soils would be 
subjected during an earthquake. 

Estimates of the level of shear stresses borne by the dense 
gravel columns are sometimes computed by estimating the 
contributions of the stiffer columns and the softer surrounding 
soil, based an assumption of a simple shear mo de of 
deformation, and using contributory areas of the dense gravel 
columns and the surrounding soils and their respective shear 
moduli. Unfortunately, for column height to diameter ratios of 
greater than about three, the deformations of the gravel 
column s are dominated by flexure, rather than simple shear, 
and this renders them much “softer” than the above-described 
analyses would suggest. Indeed, the gravel columns generally 
provide relatively little “shielding” of the surrounding soils, 
and this hypothesized shielding effect can usually best be 
conservatively neglected. 

Vibrodensification-installed gravel columns are also 
sometimes credited as serving as “drains” to rapidly dissipate 
seismically-induced excess pore pressures.  This will be 
discussed a bit later under “Drains”. 

Dynamic consolidation (or heavy tamping) involves raising a 
large mass to great height (with a crane), and then dropping it, 
producing both surface impact and vibrational compaction. 
The depth to which this can be effective is principally a 
function of the weight that can be raised, and the height from 
which it can be dropped. Good results can usually be 
achieved to depths of up to about 6 to 8m. with “conventional” 
equipment, and special purpose equipment has been built to 
extend these depths somewhat for individual, large projects.  
Dynamic consolidation is generally less expensive (per treated 
volume) than vibrodensification, but cannot reach to the same 
depths and is progressively less effective as depth increases. 
Other issues, including treatable soil types and post-treatment 
verification (including ageing effects) are largely as discussed 
previously for vibrodensification. 

Compaction piles provide improvement by three mechanisms; 
(1) by densification due to driving installation, (2) by 
increasing lateral stresses, and (3) by providing structural 
reinforcing elements. This method is only rarely used, 
however, due to its cost. It is generally employed in unusual 
situations where other methods cannot reliably be 
implemented. 

Blasting can be used to achieve deep densification of 
potentially liquefiable soils. This method, however, tends to 
produce less uniform densification than vibrodensification, 
and generally cannot reliably produce densities as high as 
those that can be obtained with high energy vibrodensification 
methods that effectively transmit high vibrational energy to 

soils at depth (e.g. Vibroflotation, etc.) Blasting also raises 
environmental concerns, issues regarding propagation of 
vibrations across neighboring sites, and issues regarding noise 
and safety. 

Compaction grouting is the last of the “in-situ ground 
densification” methods listed in Table 3, and is also the first of 
three “grouting” methods listed in this table. Compaction 
grouting involves injection of very stiff (low slump) cement 
grout into the ground at very high pressure, ideally forming 
“bulbs” of grout and displacing the surrounding soils. 
Compaction grouting works both by densifying soils, and by 
increasing in-situ effective lateral stresses.  The degree of 
densification that can be achieved by the monotonic (non
cyclic) loading imposed by the growing grout mass is 
dilationally limited, however, and recent research suggests that 
the increased lateral stresses can relax over time. An 
additional drawback is the difficulty in verifying improvement 
by means of penetration testing. Compaction grouting 
performed well at one site in San Francisco during the 1989 
Loma Prieta Earthquake, but the site was subjected to only 
moderate levels of shaking (amax ~ 0.2g., and a relatively short 
duration of shaking). This method remains unproven at higher 
levels of shaking. 

Permeation grouting involves injection of a grouting agent in a 
fluid form into the void spaces between the soil grains. A 
limitation of this method is the inability of even the most 
finely ground cement grouts to reliably penetrate into the 
voids of soils with greater than about 6 to 10% fines. As this 
can include silty fines, this leaves most silty soils potentially 
vulnerable to liquefaction.  This is also problematic in sandy 
and silty soil deposits of variable fines content, a common 
situation. Chemical grouts are available that can more reliably 
penetrate into finer soils, but these are increasingly 
problematic with regard to environmental and regulatory 
issues. Another significant drawback with permeation 
grouting is the inability to know, with certainty, just where the 
grout has actually gone. This is exacerbated by the inability to 
“check” conditions after treatment, except by means of 
expensive borings, as the hardened grout impedes penetration 
of CPT. Finally, cost is usually very high. 

Jet grouting is an attempt to achieve grout penetration by 
jetting at very high pressure from a rotating probe, as the 
probe is withdrawn. Ideally, this produces a cylindrical 
column of treated soil (or soil cement). Penetration of the jet 
varies with soil density and character, however, so that the 
diameter of the treated column can be uncontrollably variable. 
Coarse particles (gravelly and coarser) can fully deflect the jet, 
leaving untreated slivers in the treated column. As with 
permeation grouting, post-treatment “checking” is rendered 
difficult and expensive by the hardened treated column. This 
method is also expensive, and it is not economical to attempt 
to treat the full volume of liquefiable soil. Accordingly, 
treatment of overlapping columns is employed, as described 
below for deep soil mixing. Overall, jet grouting can be an 
uncertain process in variable cohesionless soils, and has been 
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supplanted to some extent by the more certain process of deep 
mixing for liquefaction applications. 

Deep mixing involves the use of large augers both to introduce 
cement grout and to mix it with the soil, producing treated soil 
cement columns. This is essentially a brute force method, and 
it has a significant advantage over both permeation and jet 
grouting inasmuch as the injection and mixing process 
provides reliable treatment of a known volume of soil. The 
problem with deep mixing is that it is not economical to treat 
the full liquefiable soil volume. Accordingly, rows of slightly 
overlapping treated columns are used to create “walls”, and 
these are arranged in a cellular pattern (in plan), surrounding 
“cells” of untreated soil. The soils within the cells can still 
liquefy, however, especially when the “treatment ratio” (the 
ratio between treated soil volume, and the untreated volume 
within the cells) is low. Soils within the cells can also settle, 
producing differential settlements. This can, clearly, be an 
effective method, and performance was good at one site 
during the recent 1995 Kobe Earthquake. It is not known with 
any assurance, however, exactly what treatment ratios are 
required for various situations, and as the cost of treatment is 
relatively high, selection of treatment ratios has a tremendous 
impact on overall cost. 

Drains are a very interesting and challenging method for 
mitigation of liquefaction hazard. An important potential 
drawback of this method is that it poses a “brittle” solution; it 
is effective only if it successfully promotes sufficiently rapid 
dissipation of pore pressures as to prevent the occurrence of 
liquefaction. If pore pressure dissipation is not sufficiently 
rapid during the relatively few critical seconds of the 
earthquake, however, this method does relatively little to 
improve post-liquefaction performance. An additional 
drawback is that, although it may prevent liquefaction, this 
method only reduces (but does not eliminate) settlements due 
to cyclic densification and reconsolidation after partial cyclic 
pore pressure generation. 

A major difficulty in the use of drains is the need to assess the 
in-situ permeability of the soils to be drained.  It is usually 
difficult to reliably assess the in-situ permeability of soils with 
an assured accuracy of better than about plus and minus one to 
two orders of magnitude, and this type of uncertainty can have 
a tremendous effect on the required spacing of drains. This is 
routinely exacerbated by the intrinsic in-situ variability in 
character (e.g.: fines content, etc.) of liquefiable soil deposits. 
It should also be noted that concerns regarding potential 
“plugging” of drains, either by formation of an external “skin” 
of transported fines, or by infiltration of transported fines into 
soil drains, is a risk that is difficult to quantify. When drains 
are installed by vibro-probes, without external filters, 
significant mixing of the coarse (and ostensibly free draining) 
drain soils and the (finer) surrounding soils routinely occurs, 
and this greatly reduces the drains’ ability to rapidly pass large 
volumes of water over the critical few seconds of an 
earthquake. 

Drains, alone, can represent a difficult and uncertain 
mitigation approach. Many of the drain installation techniques 
employed also provide in-situ vibrodensification, however, 
and this can be a very attractive combination. As discussed 
previously, in-situ vibrodensification can be an effective 
mitigation method, and can be checked to verify post
treatment conditions.  When coupled with drains, the drains 
can be useful in retarding the formation of “loose” zones 
and/or water blisters at the interfaces between layers of 
differing vertical permeabiltiy. 

Surcharge pre-loading (Method III(e) in Table 3) induces 
increased vertical and horizontal effective stresses. When the 
surcharge is then removed, the resulting overconsolidation 
leaves the soil somewhat more resistant to triggering or 
initiaion of liquefaction. The degree of increased liquefaction 
resistance that can be achieved is only moderate, however, and 
this is not generally an effective method in regions of high 
seismicity. 

Structural fills can be used to increase the thickness of a non-
liquefiable “crust” overlying potentially liquefiable soils (see 
Figures 26(c) and 29).  These can be further improved by 
inclusion of horizontal layers of high-strength and ductile 
reinforcing mats, to minimize differential movements at the 
edges of “blocks” of intact crust and/or structural fill (see 
Figure 26(c)). 

Structural fills can also be used to buttress free faces towards 
which lateral spreading otherwise might occur, and this leads 
naturally to the suite of methods in Group IV of Table 3. 
These methods involve creating secure containment of 
“edges” or free faces towards which liquefaction-induced 
lateral spreading might otherwise occur. The key here, of 
course, is to ensure that the containment system itself does not 
fail during the earthquake. These methods serve primarily to 
prevent “large” lateral spreading deformations; they are often 
less effective at reducing localized differential lateral and 
vertical movements and/or bearing settlements, so the 
acceptability of expected localized deformations after 
remediation must be checked. 

The next two groups of mitigation methods in Table 3 are 
“structural” methods, and the first of these is the use of deep 
foundations (piles or piers). Piles or piers, safely bearing at 
depths below the occurrence of liquefaction (or significant 
cyclic softening due to partial liquefaction), can provide 
reliable vertical support and so can reduce or eliminate the risk 
of unacceptable liquefaction-induced settlements.  Pile or pier 
foundations do not, however, necessarily prevent damages that 
may occur as a result of differential lateral structural 
displacements, so piles and/or piers must be coupled with 
sufficient lateral structural connectivity at the foundation as to 
safely resist unacceptable differential lateral displacements. 

An additional concern, which prior to this past decade had 
been routinely neglected, is the need to ensure that the piles or 
piers themselves are not unacceptably damaged during seismic 
excitation. Numerous field cases of damage to piles during 
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earthquakes, dating back as far as the 1964 earthquakes in 
Alaska and Niigata (Japan), and continuing through the recent 
Kobe (Japan) and Chi Chi (Taiwan) Earthquakes, continue to 
emphasize the importance of this topic. Significant research 
efforts over the past 15 years have led to the development of a 
range of analytical methods for this problem, ranging from 
fully nonlinear, time domain, fully integrated soil/pile/ 
superstructure interaction analyses to considerably simpler 
analyses based on separate assessment of expected site 
response and resultant pile (or pier) loadings (e.g.: Pestana, 
2001). These types of methods, complemented with 
appropriate conservatism, can provide a suitable basis for 
analysis of this issue, and for the design and detailing of piles 
(or piers) and pile/cap connections. 

The second group of “structural” mitigation methods in Table 
3 involves the use of very stiff, reinforced shallow foundations 
to resist differential lateral and vertical displacements. 
Japanese practice has increasingly employed both grade beams 
and continuous reinforced foundations for low to moderate 
height structures, and performance of these types of systems in 
earthquakes has been good. The strength and stiffness of both 
grade beams and reinforced continuous foundations used in 
Japan for this purpose are higher than those often used in U.S. 
practice, however, and standards for design of these are 
lacking in the U.S., so that engineering judgement is required 
here. 

Stiff, shallow foundations can be designed to adequately resist 
unacceptable flexure and resultant “wracking” of the structure, 
but it should be noted that differential settlements can still 
result in rotational “tilting” of the structure. A number of 
methods have been developed to re-level such structures after 
earthquake-induced settlements, including careful micro
underexcavation (extraction of soil by horizontal borings), and 
successful re-levelling of a pair of large (12-story) reinforced 
concrete apartment buildings in Nantou, Taiwan after the 1999 
Chi-Chi Earthquake suggests that these methods are more 
adaptable than had previously been expected. 

7.2 Assessment of Mitigation: 

It is important to assess the expected pereformance of the 
mitigated situation. This involves returning to the top of the 
framework illustrated in Figure 1, and again progressing 
through the various steps to assess the expected performance 
of the mitigated site and/or system, and the adequacy of this 
expected performance. It is no longer acceptable practice to 
simply implement mitigation; the adequacy of the mitigation 
must also be evaluated. 

8.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

There have been major advances in seismic soil liquefaction 
engineering over the past decade. These advances have been 
spurred in no small part by lessons and data provided by 
earthquakes that have occurred over the past 15 years, as well 

as by the research efforts and professional will borne of these 
events. The advances achieved have, importantly, affected 
practice as well as research, and soil liquefaction engineering 
has now grown into a semi-mature field in its own right. 

As important and heartening as the recent advances in this 
field are, however, more needs to be done. Major recent, and 
ongoing, advances are significantly improving our ability to 
predict the probability of “triggering” or initiation of soil 
liquefaction, but major gaps continue to persist with regard to 
our ability to accurately and reliably assess the likely 
consequences of liquefaction. This is particularly true for 
situations in which structural and/or site displacements and 
deformations are likely to be “small to moderate” (£ 0.75m.). 
Improved analytical and design tools, and improved 
understanding of what constitutes “acceptable” performance, 
are urgently needed here. 

The rapid rate of progress in liquefaction engineering can be 
confidently expected to continue in the years ahead. 
Significant research efforts are currently underway, literally 
around the world, to address all of these urgent needs. Over 
the next 3 to 5 years, engineers can expect to see the results of 
these efforts begin to make their way into practice. 

We can also expect a need to provide improved assessments of 
expected performance in response to the evolving new 
questions being raised in the name of “performance-based” 
engineering. Performance-based predictions are not new to 
geotechnical engineers, but the levels of refinement (in terms 
of increased accuracy and increased reliability) beginning to 
be sought are new to the general area of liquefaction 
engineering, and will continue to pose a new set of challenges. 

In summary, the past decade has seen a laudable rate of 
improvements in practice, and more of the same can be 
expected over the next 3 to 5 years. Indeed, further advances 
will be needed to keep pace with the increased demands being 
generated by the ongoing shift in practice towards increasingly 
performance-based design. 
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Notes of Levels Survey; Audet 2018 
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Appendix 10 
Riparian Areas Regulation: Assessment Report; Cynthia Hannah, 2007 
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Appendix 11 
Oyster Bay Flooding Issues; Janes Feedman Kyle, LAW CORPORATION 
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VIA EMAIL:  schair@srd.ca 

 

December 2, 2019 

 

CONFIDENTIAL 
 

Michele Babchuk, Chair 
Strathcona Regional District Board 
301-990 Cedar Street 
Campbell River, BC  V9W 7Z8 
 

Dear Ms. Babchuk: 

 

Re: Concern regarding Mayfly Creek Dam   

 

I write on behalf of the Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of the 

Province of British Columbia (the “Association”), also operating as Engineers and 

Geoscientists BC, in relation to the letter of October 28, 2019 from Mr. Andre Audet, 

P.Eng., to the Association.  Mr. Audet’s letter concerned the risk of collapse of a dam on 

Mayfly Creek (the “Dam”), which is located on Mr. Audet’s property, south of Campbell 

River, BC.  In his letter, Mr. Audet stated that the collapse of the Dam could threaten life 

and property in the area and as a result Mr. Audet was reporting the issue with the Dam 

to the Association pursuant to his duty to report under Principle 9 of the Association’s 

Code of Ethics.   

 

In accordance with the Association’s duty to uphold and protect the public interest 

pursuant to section 4.1(1)(a) of the Engineers and Geoscientists Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, c. 

116, I am enclosing Mr. Audet’s letter for your consideration. Please note that the 

Association does not require a response from the Strathcona Regional District with 

respect to this matter. 

  

mailto:schair@srd.ca
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Yours truly, 

 

 
 

Lianna Mah, P.Eng., FEC 

President 

Engineers and Geoscientists BC 

Email: president@egbc.ca 

 
c.c. Andre Audet, P.Eng. 

Ann English, Chief Executive Officer & Registrar 

 Tony Chong, Chief Regulatory Officer & Deputy Registrar 

 Peter Mitchell, Director, Professional Practice, Standards & Development 

 Efrem Swartz, Director, Legislation, Ethics and Compliance 

 

Encl. 

1. 2019-10-28 – Letter from Mr. Audet to the Association 
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Edith Watson

From: Edith Watson
Sent: January 22, 2021 12:12 PM
To: Edith Watson
Subject: FW: Mayfly Creek FOI request our file:  20-12-01

 
 

From: Andrea Sutherland <asutherland@comoxvalleyrd.ca>  
Sent: January 5, 2021 11:41 AM 
To: Tom Yates <TYates@srd.ca> 
Subject: Mayfly Creek FOI request our file: 20‐12‐01 
 
Good afternoon Tom,  
 
The very best of the New Year to you.  
 
As per our conversation before Christmas, please find attached the unredacted records found in our custody that 
would respond to a recent request for information, whereby the applicant requested: 

 
“Any and all documentation that relates to Mayfly Creek and associated wetlands, dams, etc., including but 
not restricted to, correspondence with/between, provincial ministries, departments and agencies, NGO’s 
such as Stream Keepers, Indigenous-First Nations communities, individuals or their representatives, Federal 
Government Ministries, departments, agencies, specifically the DFO with it’s many tentacles or others, and, 
such to include reports, minutes of meetings, briefing notes, orders, advisories, studies, or other 
documentation that concerns Mayfly Creek directly or indirectly.” 

 
I will be reviewing records and this week and releasing to the applicant removing any information as appropriate 
under the Freedom of  Information and Protection of Privacy Act.    Please let me know if you have any concerns with 
release of this information. 
 
Please use the syn.com link to access: https://ln2.sync.com/dl/34cc14580/2askk86n-8mjnbgsk-srdrrmc6-
jqpmnyim 
 
Thank you 
 
Andrea Sutherland, CIAPP/P 
Manager of Administration  
Corporate Services Branch, Comox Valley Regional District 
770 Harmston Avenue, Courtenay, BC V9N 0G8 
Tel: 250-334-6070 
Toll free: 1-800-331-6007 Fax: 250-334-4358 
 



Aniko Nelson 

From: Aniko Nelson 

Sent: February 10, 2020 5:20 PM 

To: Baldwin, John FLN R:EX; Stacey Larsen (Stacey.Larsen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca); Dale Desrochers 

(Dale.Desrochers@dfo-mpo.gc.ca); Pendergast, Sean FLN R:EX 

Cc: Stalberg, Mike X FLNR:EX; Barr, Larry FLNR:EX; Doyle, Jessica FLNR:EX 

Subject: RE: Mayfly Creek Meeting 

John, 

Thank you for the follow up. Unfortunately, I am unavailable and unable to provide an alternate. 

My sincerest apologies, 

Aniko 

From: Baldwin, John FLNR:EX <John.Baldwin@gov.bc.ca> 

Sent: February 10, 2020 5:18 PM 

To: Stacey Larsen (Stacey.Larsen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca ) <Stacey.Larsen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Dale Desrochers 

(Dale.Desrochers@dfo-mpo.gc.ca ) <Dale.Desrochers@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Pendergast, Sean FLNR:EX 

<Sean.Pendergast@gov.bc.ca>; Aniko Nelson <ANelson@srd.ca > 

Cc: Stalberg, Mike X FLNR:EX <Mike.Stalberg@gov.bc.ca>; Barr, Larry FLNR:EX <Larry.Barr@gov.bc.ca>; Doyle, Jessica 

FLNR:EX <Jessica.Doyle@gov.bc.ca> 

Subject: RE: Mayfly Creek Meeting 

Can we make a meeting with Mr Audet for the week of March gth  to 13th?  Please confirm availability for that week. 

Aniko — if you are not available — can SRD provide an alternate? 

John B 

From: andre@audet.ws  <andre@audet.ws> 

Sent: February 10, 2020 4:34 PM 

To: Baldwin, John FLNR:EX <John.Baldwin@gov.bc.ca> 

Cc: Stacey Larsen (Stacey.Larsen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca ) <Stacev.Larsen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Aniko Nelson (anelson@srd.ca ) 

<anelson@srd.ca>; Dale Desrochers (Dale.Desrochers@dfo-mpo.gc.ca) <Dale.Desrochers@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Pendergast, 

Sean FLNR:EX <Sean.Pendergast@gov.bc.ca> 

Subject: Re: Mayfly Creek Meeting 

Regarding you note below. 

I expect to be on route back from Toronto on March 6th or 7th. Either way, there's a conflict. A a week later would be 

suitable. 

-The attendance of lawyers or observers will not be acceptable  this not negotiable. 

-The names and function of ALL attendees will be required at least 10 days ahead of the meeting. 



-Please understand that everything I have to contribute to this matter has been made available in 

hardcopy. Accordingly, I make it a condition of my attendance that attendees have copies of ALL documentation I've 

provided and that they have read then in detail. I am not a school teacher  and will not be entertaining questions that 

are clearly answered in said documents. Further, if your collective goals or objectives are the furtherance of an 

understanding of the situation', do not expect my attendance to be helpful as I have nothing  to add. The 'situation' is 

clearly stated and is entirely yours to resolve. 

AJA 

On 2020-02-10 3:51 p.m., Baldwin, John FLNR:EX wrote: 

Mr Audet 

This is a follow up to my letter dated November 26th  2029 and your letter dated January 27th 

2020 regarding a meeting related to wetland and a dam on your property (noted as Lot 1). 

We welcome your interest in participating in a meeting. To facilitate discussion regarding 

technical issues and concerns, any meeting would be on a "without prejudice" 

basis. Accordingly, no consent is provided to audio recording of the meeting. The content of 

discussion at the meeting and any written minutes taken of discussion at the meeting will be 

based on that "without prejudice" understanding and not available for use against any of the 

parties. A government minute taker may be utilized if any of the parties so request. 

The agency attendees are expected to discuss technical issues and will be staff members of 

Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development (FLNRORD — 

both Water and Wildlife), Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO — Community Advisor and 

Head of Enhancement)) and Strathcona Regional District (SRD — planning manager). Lawyers or 

observers are not expected to attend. 

It is anticipated that the agenda for the meeting would allow for a full discussion of the 

concerns, technical issues and possible solutions. A fuller understanding of the situation is the 

goal. 

The meeting is proposed for Friday March 6th, 2020 at 10 am in Campbell River at DFO's office 

at 315-940 Alder Street, Campbell River. A draft agenda with items proposed by agency 

attendees will be circulated to you approximately 20 days before the meeting date with an 

opportunity for you to propose the addition of items to the draft agenda. We would hope to 

finalize the agenda and to circulate it to attendees approximately 10 days before the meeting 

date. 

This office is pleased to meet with you and hopefully obtain a clear understanding of and 

identify possible solutions to the situation on your property. 

Your acceptance of the proposed meeting date will be appreciated. 

John Baldwin 
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Aniko Nelson 

From: Aniko Nelson 

Sent: February 10, 2020 10:44 AM 

To: Larsen, Stacey; Desrochers, Dale; Baldwin, John FLNR:EX; Stalberg, Mike X FLNR:EX 

Subject: RE: Audet Nov 2019 letter 

Good Morning, 

I am available March 5th and 6th. My next availability would be March 26th. 

As a participant in your meeting, I am unable to provide comment regarding how a record of the meeting is captured 

and who should be in attendance. 

Thank you. 

Strathcona Aniko Nelson 

Senior Manager, Community Services 

301 — 990 Cedar Street, Campbell River, BC V9W 7Z8 

e. anelson(srd.ca t. 250.830.6708 toll free: 1.877.830.2990 

From: Larsen, Stacey 

Sent: February-07-20 2:16 PM 

To: Desrochers, Dale <Dale.Desrochers@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Baldwin, John FLNR:EX <John.Baldwin@gov.bc.ca>;  Stalberg, 

Mike X FLNR:EX <Mike.Stalberg@gov.bc.ca>; Aniko Nelson <ANelson@srd.ca> 

Subject: RE: Audet Nov 2019 letter 

I'm am available for all of those days at this time as well. 

However, on the 11th  I wouldn't be available before 10 am as my daughter has an orthodontist appointment that 

morning at 8 am. 

Thank you, 

Stacey 

Stacey Larsen 
Community Advisor 
Campbell River & North Vancouver Island Areas 
Office: (250) 286-5883 
Cell: (250) 902-9484 

From: Desrochers, Dale <Dale.Desrochersdfo-mpo.gc.ca> 

Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 2:07 PM 

To: Baldwin, John FLNR:EX <John.Baldwin@gov.bc.ca >; Larsen, Stacey <Stacey.Larsen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Stalberg, Mike X 

FLNR:EX  <Mike.Stalberg@gov.bc.ca>;  Aniko Nelson (anelson@srd.ca ) <anelson@srd.ca> 

Subject: RE: Audet Nov 2019 letter 
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I am currently available March 5, 6, 11, 17, 18, 23 and  25th•  Availability will diminish as time goes by. 

DFO is participating in good faith, I have no comment regarding recordings or lawyers during your scheduled meeting. 

bale besrochers 
SCA Section Head / Chef de Section SCA 

Salmonid Enhancement Program / Programme de mise en valeur des salmonids 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada / Pches et Oceans Canada 

Pacific legion / 1égion du Pocifique 

Tel: 250-754-0334 / Cell: 250-618-4196 

From: Baldwin, John FLNR:EX <John.Baldwin@gov.bc.ca> 

Sent: Wednesday, February 5, 2020 9:17 AM 

To: Larsen, Stacey <Stacey.Larsendfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Desrochers, Dale <Dale.Desrochersdfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Stalberg, 

Mike X FLNR:EX <Mike.Stalberg@gov.bc.ca>; Aniko Nelson (anelson@srd.ca ) <anelson@srd.ca> 

Subject: FW: Audet Nov 2019 letter 

Please note that Mr Audet has responded (note attached copy of Mr Audet's letter) on January 27 2020 to my 

November 2019 invitation to a meeting regarding his concerns with Mayfly Creek on his property. 

Your availability for a meeting in early March 2020 in Campbell River, offer of a meeting room in Campbell River, 

suggested agenda items, and your position on allowing audio recording of meeting, meeting "without prejudice" 

(discuss issues of technical concern) and having lawyers attend would be appreciated. 

I did visit Mayfly Creek on January 23rd  2020, and there was approx. 100 mm of water flowing over the artificial beaver 

dam at that time — note attached photo. 

John Baldwin 

Assistant Water Manager 

From: Baldwin, John FLNR:EX 

Sent: November 26, 2019 4:11 PM 

To: Pearce, Raeanne FLNR:EX <Raeanne.Pearce@gov.bc.ca> 

Cc: La pcevic, Pat FLN R:EX <Pat.Lapcevic@rov.bc.ca>; Barr, Larry FLN R: EX <Larry.Barr@gov.bc.ca> 

Subject: Audet Nov 2019 letter 

Raeanne — please e-mail (all names including Mr Audet ) and mail (Mr Audet only) the attached letter and attachment to 

the names on the letter. I have placed a copy of signed letter in the digital and hard copy watershed files - thanks John 

B 

From: Pearce, Raeanne FLNR:EX <Raeanne.Pearcegov.bc.ca> 

Sent: November 26, 2019 3:35 PM 

To: Baldwin, John FLNR:EX <John.Baldwin@gov.bc.ca> 

Cc: La pcevic, Pat FLN R: EX <Pat.Lapcevic@gov.bc.ca> 

Subject: RE: Typing - Audet letter 

Hi John, 

Please see attached. 
2 



Thank you, 

 

Raeanne Pearce 

Program Assistant 

West Coast Natural Resource Region 

Phone (250) 751-7313 I  Raeanne.Pearce@gov.bc.ca   

Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development (FLNRORD) 

  

From: Baldwin, John FLNR:EX <John.Baldwin@gov.bc.ca> 

Sent: November 26, 2019 9:06 AM 

To: Pearce, Raeanne FLNR:EX <Raeanne.Pearce@gov.bc.c> 

Cc: Lapcevic, Pat FLNR:EX <Pat.Larcevic@gov.bc.ca> 

Subject: Typing - Audet letter 

Raeanne — can you please cleanup the attached letter for my signature — thanks John B 



BRITISH 
COLUMBIA 

File: 76800-20/22-100 — Mayfly Creek Dam 

October 29, 2020 

VIA REGISTERED MAIL 

Andre and Karen Audet 
2580 Crystal Drive 
Courtenay, British Columbia 
V9N9K1 

Dear Andre and Karen Audet: 

Re: Order for Removal of Mayfly Creek Dam 

We acknowledge receipt of your August 6, 2020 letter. In that letter, you indicate that you 
will not be availing yourself of the suggested 60-day period in which to apply for a water 
licence and instead have requested that an Order be made, on an expedited basis, for removal 
of the dam from Mayfly Creek (the "Mayfly Creek Dam"). 

Enclosed is an Order, issued under Section 93(2) of the Water Sustainabilily Act, which is 
directed to you as the owners of the land (Lot 1, Section 26, Township 4, Comox District, Plan 
V1P87399 (PID: 028-078-161) (the "land") on which the Mayfly Creek Dam is located and in 
respect of which a water licence must be obtained. We understand from your letter that you 
do not intend to apply for a water licence. 

The enclosed Order under the Water Sustainability Act requires you to retain suitably 
qualified professionals to prepare plans acceptable to this office for the removal of 
Mayfly Creek Dam and for the restoration of the site. The plans must be submitted to this 
office by May 31, 2021. 

Also, following acceptance of the plans by this office, the enclosed Order requires you to 
retain suitably qualified professionals to remove Mayfly Creek Dam and to restore the site in 
accordance with the plans during the summer of 2021 and, in the case of any instream work, 
within the applicable Reduced Risk Work Window for Fish and Wildlife for that summer or 
an extension thereof, as may be acceptable to this office, but work to remove the Dam and to 
restore the site must be completed no later than October 30, 2021. Suitably qualified 
professionals might include engineering professionals with experience with dam 
construction/removal, and registered professional biologists with experience with stream 
channel restoration and protection of the stream environment. 

Page 1 of3 
Ministry of Forests, Lands, West Coast Natural Resource Mailing Address: Tel: 250 751-7220 
Natural Resource Operations Region 2080 Labieux Rd Fax: 250 751-7224 
and Rural Development Water Protection Nanaimo, BC V9T 6J9 Website: www.gov.bc.ca/env/water  



Andre and Karen Audet 

Attachments: Engineers Order 

pc: Livia Meret, Legal Counsel, Ministry of Attorney General — Resources, Environment 
and Land Law 

Mike Stalberg, Resource Stewardship Manager, Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural 
Resource Operations and Rural Development 

Aniko Nelson, Senior Manager of Community Services, Strathcona Regional District 
Neil Carfra, Legal Counsel, Cox Taylor Barrister & Solicitor 

Page 3 of 3 



BRITISH 
COLUMBIA Water Sustainability Act 

  

ENGINEER'S ORDER 

SECTION 93 OF THE WATER SUSTAINABILITYACT 

WHEREAS you, Andre J. Audet and Karen E. Audet, are the registered owners of land legally 
described as: Lot 1, Section 26, Township 4, Comox District, Plan V1P87399 (PID: 028-0 78-
161,) (the "land"); 

AND WHEREAS a dam on Mayfly Creek (the "Mayfly Creek dam") was constructed on the 
land with the permission of a former owner of the land and predecessor in title; 

AND WHEREAS you are now the owners of the land on which the Mayfly Creek dam is 
located and in respect of which a water licence is required; 

AND WHEREAS no authorization currently exists for the Mayfly Creek dam and no 
application for a water licence has been submitted by you or by prior owners of the land on 
which the dam is located; 

AND WHEREAS "owner" under the Water Sustainabilily Act (the "Act") has the following 
definition: 

"owner", in relation to land, a mine or an undertaking in British Columbia, means a person who 

(a) is entitled to possession of the land, mine or undertaking, or 
(b) has a substantial interest in the land, mine or undertaking; 

Further, "owner" in relation to a dam under the Dam Safely Regulation (the "Regulation") is 
defined as follows: 

"owner", in relation to a dam, means 

(a) the following persons: 
(i) a person who is a licensee in relation to a licence for the dam; 
(ii) a person who must under the Act, but does not, hold a licence for the dam; 
(iii) a person who was a licensee in relation to a licence for the dam immediately before 
the suspension, cancellation, termination or abandonment of the licence, and 

(b) if there is no person to whom paragraph (a) applies, the following persons: 
(i) an owner, as defined in the Act, of the land on which the dam is located; 
(ii) a person who had the dam constructed; 

AND WHEREAS, by purchasing the land on which the unlicensed Mayfly Creek dam was 
constructed with permission of a prior owner of the land, you have become responsible for the 
dam, as a structure affixed to the land; 

File: 76800-20/22-100 Page 1 of 3 



acceptance of the submitted plans by a dam safety officer, you will receive leave to 
commence removal of the dam in writing from the dam safety officer. 

4. When submitting the plans required by this Order to this office, you must confirm that 
written permission for removal of Mayfly Creek dam and for site restoration, including at the 
outlet of the Mayfly Creek wetland, has been requested and whether that written permission 
has been obtained from the following covenantees holding restrictive covenants against the 
land: 

a. Restrictive Covenant EX026254 (March 11, 2005) registered in favour of the 
Province of British Columbia (Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Protection). 

b. Restrictive Covenant and Statutory Right of Way FB0144412 (February 12, 2008) 
registered in favour of the Comox Strathcona Regional District. 

5. Following written acceptance of the plans required by this Order and receipt in writing of 
leave to commence removal of the Mayfly Creek dam and site restoration, you must, under 
the supervision of a suitably qualified professional, remove the Mayfly Creek dam and 
perform the restoration of the site of the Mayfly Creek dam during the summer of 2021 and, 
in the case of any instream work, within the applicable Reduced Risk Work Window for Fish 
and Wildlife for any species in Mayfly Creek for that summer or an extension of the Reduced 
Risk Work Window, as may be acceptable to this office, but in no case, must dam removal 
and related site restoration work be completed later than October 30, 2021. 

Dated at Nanaimo, British Columbia, this 29th day of October, 2020. 

Pat Lapcevic 
Assistant Water Manager, exercising the powers of an Engineer under the 
Water Sustainability Act 

File: 76800-20/22-100 Page 3 of 3 



Os.. 

Aniko Nelson 

From: Janet Ferris <Janet@coxtaylor.ca> 
Sent: November 27, 2020 9:24 AM 
To: andre@audet.ws; Aniko Nelson 
Cc: Neil Carfra 
Subject: Audet - Notice of Appeal 
Attachments: 20.11.27 - LT Appeal Board.pdf; 20.11.26 - Notice of Appeal.pdf 

Good morning, 

For your information, please see the attached. 

Thank you, 

Janet Ferris 
Legal Assistant to Caroline Alexander and Neil Carira 
Cox Taylor - Barristers, Solicitors, Notaries 
Third Floor - Burnes House - 26 Bastion Square 
Victoria - British Columbia - \'SW 1H9 
Telephone 250.388,4457 - Facsimile 250.282.4236 
Telephone 604.678.1207 - Facsimile 604.678.1208 
E: Janet@coxtaylor.ca   
Important — Confidential Information: This email message (including attachments, if any), is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from 
disclosure under applicable law. Any unauthorized use, distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone or email and delete the original 
transmission from your system without making a copy. Thank you for your cooperation. This message has not been encrypted. Special arrangements can be made for encryption upon request. 

Service of court documents by email is not accepted unless prior arrangements have been made to accept service in that manner. 

Please note that we are paperless. In view of that, kindly send all documents in PDF form via email, ShareFile link, or CD/USB. Thank you. * 
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C 0 X Y L 0 R 
BARRISTERS SOLICITORS NOTARIES  

Neil C. Carfra 
(law corporation) 

direct line: 250-414-8134 
email: carfracoxtay1or.ca  

Janet Ferris, Legal Assistant 
phone: 250-388-4457 

email: janet(coxtavIor.ca 

Our File: A-876-1 

November 27, 2020 
Via Mail 

Environmental Appeal Board 
P0 Box 9425 Stn Prov Govt 
Victoria, BC V8W 9V1 

Dear Sirs: 

Re: Notice of Appeal 
Andre and Karen Audet 

Enclosed please find my clients' notice of appeal and filing fee of $25.00. I confirm that we 
submitted the notice of appeal for filing by email on November 26, 2020. 

Yours very truly, 

COX TAYLOR 

Per: 

NCC/jf 
enclosure — notice of appeal 
cc: clients — via email 

Aniko Nelson, Strathcona Regional District — via email: anelson@srd.ca  

Victoria ncouver 
T 250.388.4457 T 604.678.1207 Burnes House, 3rd Floor, 26 Bastion Square 
F 250.382.4236  F 604.678.1208 Victoria, British Columbia Canada V8W IH9 www. CoxTaylor.ca  



ENVIRONMENTAL APPEAL BOARD 
P0 Box 9425 Stn Prov Govt V I C tor I a BC V8W 9V1 
• 250.387.3464 + Fax: 250.356.9923 +eabinfo@gov.bc.ca  
www.eab.gov.bc. ca  

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Time Limit for Commencing Appeal 

An appeal must be filed with the Environmental Appeal Board within the statutory appeal period. 
The Board does NOT have the authority to extend the filing period.  

Filing Fee 

For a notice of appeal to be complete, it must include the appeal fee of $25.00 for each decision 
beinci appealed. This fee is required by section 2(2) of the Environmental Appeal Board 
Procedure Regulation and cannot be waived by the Board. The fee may be paid by cheque, 
money order or bank draft made payable to the Minister of Finance. 

Persons Filing the Appeal 

1. Name of Appellants 

Andre J. Audet and Karen E. Audet 
Address 

2580 Crystal Drive 
City 

Courtenay 
Postal Code 

V9N 9K1 
Phone Number 

250-338-8809 
Fax Number Email 

andreaudet.ws 

2. Name of Appellants' lawyer 

Cox Taylor, Attn. Neil Carfra 
Address 

3rd Floor, 26 Bastion Square 
City 

Victoria 
Postal Code 

V8W 1H9 
Daytime Phone Number 

250-414-8134 
Fax Number 

250-382-4236 
Email 

carfracoxtaylor.ca 

3. Address for delivery: 

receptioncoxtaylor.ca and carfracoxtayIor.ca 

Details of Decision to be Appealed 

Who made the Decision and what is the Decision Date? (PLEASE ATTACH A COPY OF THE DECISION, IF 
POSSIBLE) 

Pat Lapcevic, Assistant Water Manager, exercising the powers of an Engineer under the 
Water Sustainability Act. 

Order/Decision dated: October 29, 2020 
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When did you receive the decision? 

November 2, 2020 

Reasons for Appeal and Particulars 

Please explain why you believe the decision is wrong and should be changed. Use a separate 
page if required. 

There are two bases on which we say the decision is wrong: 

1. The Dam Safety Regulation does not apply to the Mayfly Creek dam; and 

2. The Audets are not the "owners" (as defined) of the Mayfly Creek dam and 
therefore are not properly subject to the Order. 

The Requlation does not app/v 

The Regulation does not apply to minor dams as is set out in section 2: 

Application of regulation to minor dam 

2 (1) Unless otherwise ordered under subsection (2), this regulation does not apply 
to a dam that meets both of the following criteria: 

(a)the dam is less than 7.5 m in height; 

(b)the dam is capable of impounding at full supply level a maximum total storage 
volume of water in the reservoir of the dam of 10 000 m3  or less. 

As is apparent from the Order itself, the dam, "consists of an approximately 1 metre 
high and 10 metre wide long rip-rap rock weir across Mayfly Creek." As such, section 2 
(1)(a) is not met. 

The appellants say the Assistant Water Manager made no decision about the 
impoundment capacity of the dam but it is less than 10,000 rn3  As such, section 2(1 )(b) 
is not met. 

Further, the Order contains no order under section 7 of the Regulation so the Order is 
not an order that the Regulation applies to under section 2(2) of the Regulation. 

It follows from the preceding that the Regulation does not apply to the Mayfly Creek 
dam. As such the order is a nullity and must be reversed. 
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The Audets are not the "owners" 

1. The Audets do not have a water licence to store water behind the Mayfly Creek 
dam and have disclaimed any responsibility for the decommissioning of the dam. 

2. The Audets did not have any role in building the dam — it was there when they 
bought the property on November 30, 2009. Rather, they understand that several 
levels of government (Province of British Columbia, Comox-Strathcona Regional 
District and, possibly, the Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans); a 
community group, the Oyster Bay Streamkeepers; and the previous owner of the 
property, Oyster Bay Investments Ltd., constructed it in or around 1999 (the 
"Builders") 

3. The Regulation addresses ownership of a dam as follows: 

Definitions and interpretation 

1 (1) In this regulation: 

"owner", in relation to a dam, means 

(a) the following persons: 

(i) a person who is a licensee in relation to a licence for the dam; 

(ii) a person who must under the Act, but does not, hold a licence for the 
dam; 

(iii) a person who was a licensee in relation to a licence for the dam 
immediately before the suspension, cancellation, termination or 
abandonment of the licence, and 

(b) if there is no person to whom paragraph (a) applies, the following 
persons: 

(i) an owner, as defined in the Act, of the land on which the dam is 
located; 

(ii) a person who had the dam constructed. 

4. The Audets are not licensees nor are they required to hold a licence for the dam; 
however, one or more of the Builders must have applied for and obtained a licence 
for the dam then or since. If a licence has ever been issued to someone, that 
licensee is the 'owner" of the dam by reason of subsections (a)(i) or (a)(iii) within 
the Regulation's definition, If so, the Order cannot apply to the Audets. 
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5. If no licence has ever been issued for the dam then one or more of the Builders is 
the "owner" because it or they constructed the dam. The Audets did not. As such, 
the Order cannot apply to the Audets. 

6. Further, the Audets are not the dam's "owner" merely because they are on title to 
the property. As noted above, the definition of 'owner" in the Regulation refers to 
the definition of that term in the Water Sustainability Act. The Act's section 1 
provides: 

"owner", in relation to land, a mine or an undertaking in British Columbia, means 
a person who 

(a) is entitled to possession of the land, mine or undertaking, or 

(b) has a substantial interest in the land, mine or undertaking. 

In the context of the Act, a dam is not "land" but it might be an "undertaking". 
Section 1 defines that as: 

"undertaking" means a project, including all land and other property acquired or 
to be acquired in connection with the project, and the general scheme for the 
acquisition, maintenance and operation of the works for the project, for 

(a) the diversion, carriage, use and sale of water, or 

(b) the sale of power produced from water, 

the water use purpose of which water is referred to in an application or 
authorization. 

7. In this case, it is common ground that the Audets have never made an application 
in respect of the water nor obtained an authorization for it. As such, they cannot be 
the dam's owner as they are not entitled to nor have a substantial interest in the 
"undertaking". 

8. In the alternative, if the "land" referred to within the definition of "owner" in the Act 
means or includes the dam — which is denied — then the Audets are not the "owner" 
of it because they are not entitled to possession of the dam given the terms of the 
section 219 covenants that were on title to the property when the Audets bought it 
and that are still on it. 

9. Covenant EX026254 removes all meaningful possessory and ownership rights from 
the Audets and reserves to the Province ("Ministry of Water, Land and Air 
Protection") the power and authority to exercise such rights as the transferee under 
the covenant. It is the Province who is the "owner" under this definition both 
because it is the one who is entitled to possession or (and we say 'and') the same  
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Signature 

covenant gives the Province a substantial interest in the land, mine or undertaking. 
The Province should be seeing to the safe decommissioning of the dam. 

10. Furthermore, the section 219 covenant registered as charge FB0144410 on title to 
the property similarly gives all meaningful possessory and ownership rights over the 
dam and its vicinity from the Audets to the Comox-Strathcona Regional District, Its 
successor is the Strathcona Regional District. It too or instead owns the dam for 
the purposes of the Dam Safety Regulation. The Ministry ought to be demanding 
that the regional district attend to the safe decommissioning of the dam if the 
Ministry is of the view that the dam is not the Province's own dam. 

11. Finally, the combined effect of the two covenants EX026254 and FB0144410 is that 
the Audets are prohibited from decommissioning the dam even if they wanted to. 
This is because Order #4 effectively gives a veto to the Province and to the 
Strathcona Regional District. And if the Audets were to proceed with the other 
terms of the Order but without the consent of these two covenant holders, the 
Audets will be in breach of the covenants. 

What result are you seeking from an appeal (What do you want the Board to order at the end 
of the appeal?) 

That the Order be reversed or the Order be varied such that it applies only to those 
persons, other than the Audets, who are properly the owners of the Dam. 

Signature of Neil Carfra, lawyer for the appellants 

Date 

November 26, 2020 

This Notice of Appeal may be filed by ordinary mail, registered or certified mail, courier, or by leaving a 
copy at the Board's office during normal business hours: 8:30 am to 4:30 pm, Monday to Friday, 
excluding public holidays. It may also be filed by facsimile or e-mail (eabinfo(äqov.bc.ca), with the original 
notice of appeal and the $25 appeal fee to follow by mail. 

ENVIRONMENTAL APPEAL BOARD 
4th Floor - 747 Fort Street P0 Box 9425 Stn Prov Govt 

Victoria BC V8W 3E9 Victoria BC V8W 9V1 
Telephone: 250.387.3464 • Fax: 250.356.9923 • Email: eabinfo@gov.bc.ca  

Website www.eab.gov.bc.ca   
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BRITISH 
COLUMBIA 

Water Sustainabjilty Act 

 

ENGINEER'S ORDER 

SECTION 93 OF THE WATER SUSTAINABILITYACT 

WHEREAS you, Andre J. Audet and Karen E. Audet, are the registered owners of land legally 
described as: Lot 1, Section 26, Township 4, Comox District, Plan VIP8 7399 (P11* 028-0 78-
161) (the "land"); 

AND WHEREAS a dam on Mayfly Creek (the "Mayfly Creek dam") was constructed on the 
land with the permission of a former owner of the land and predecessor in title; 

AND WHEREAS you are now the owners of the land on which the Mayfly Creek dam is 
located and in respect of which a water licence is required; 

AND WHEREAS no authorization currently exists for the Mayfly Creek dam and no 
application for a water licence has been submitted by you or by prior owners of the land on 
which the dam is located; 

AND WHEREAS "owner" under the Water Sustainability Act (the "Act") has the following 
definition: 

"owner", in relation to land, a mine or an undertaking in British Columbia, means a person who 

(a) is entitled to possession of the land, mine or undertaking, or 
(b) has a substantial interest in the land, mine or undertaking; 

Further, "owner" in relation to a dam under the Dam Safety Regulation (the "Regulation") is 
defined as follows: 

"owner", in relation to a dam, means 

(a) the following persons: 
(i) a person who is a licensee in relation to a licence for the dam; 
(ii) a person who must under the Act, but does not, hold a licence for the dam; 
(iii) a person who was a licensee in relation to a licence for the dam immediately before 
the suspension, cancellation, termination or abandonment of the licence, and 

(b) if there is no person to whom paragraph (a) applies, the following persons: 
(i) an owner, as defined in the Act, of the land on which the dam is located; 
(ii) a person who had the dam constructed; 

AND WHEREAS, by purchasing the land on which the unlicensed Mayfly Creek dam was 
constructed with permission of a prior owner of the land, you have become responsible for the 
dam, as a structure affixed to the land; 
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AND WHEREAS the Mayfly Creek dam (often referred to as an artificial beaver dam) consists 
of an approximately 1 metre high and 10 metre long rip-rap rock weir across Mayfly Creek at the 
outlet of the Mayfly Creek wetland, which structure is considered to be a "dam" and "works" 
under the Act and the Regulation; 

AND WHEREAS, the operation and use of works without lawful authority and the diversion, 
use and storage of water without lawful authority are offences under the Act and the Regulation; 

AND WHEREAS, an Assistant Water Manager has the powers of an Engineer under the Act, 
pursuant to Section 93(2)(d) and Section 114(4) and (9) of the Act, including to: 

(d) order the construction, alteration, installation, replacement, repair, maintenance, improvement, sealing, 
deactivation, decommissioning or removal of any works. 

THEREFORE, I, Pat Lapcevic, Assistant Water Manager under the Act and the 
Regulation, exercising the powers of an Engineer, HEREBY ORDER you, Andre J. Audet 
and Karen E. Audet to: 

1. Retain suitably qualified professionals to prepare plans for: 

a. removal of the unauthorized dam from Mayfly Creek, and 

b. restoration of Mayfly Creek at the location of the dam, including at the outlet to the 
Mayfly Creek wetland, as close as possible to its original state following removal of 
the dam. 

2. The plans required by this Order must be prepared by suitably qualified professionals and 
must include: 

a. a method for draining water stored by Mayfly Creek dam in a safe and controlled 
manner, 

b. a method for proper spoil management of any spoils resulting from removal of the 
Mayfly Creek dam so as to prevent damage to Mayfly Creek and to the Mayfly Creek 
wetland, 

c. an environmental protection plan to protect the aquatic environment of Mayfly Creek 
during removal of the dam and to restore the site of the Mayfly Creek dam, including 
at the outlet to the Mayfly Creek wetland, as closely as possible to its original state 
following removal of the dam, 

d. the name of the suitably qualified person who will supervise the removal of the dam 
and related site restoration work, and 

e. a schedule of work required to remove the dam from Mayfly Creek and to restore the 
site of the Mayfly Creek dam, including at the outlet to the Mayfly Creek wetland, as 
close as possible to its original state following removal of the dam. 

3. Submit the plans required by this Order to this office by no later than May 31, 2021 for 
review and acceptance by this office (dam safety officer and habitat officer). Upon 
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acceptance of the submitted plans by a dam safety officer, you will receive leave to 
commence removal of the dam in writing from the dam safety officer. 

4. When submitting the plans required by this Order to this office, you must confirm that 
written permission for removal of Mayfly Creek dam and for site restoration, including at the 
outlet of the Mayfly Creek wetland, has been requested and whether that written permission 
has been obtained from the following covenantees holding restrictive covenants against the 
land: 

a. Restrictive Covenant EX026254 (March 11, 2005) registered in favour of the 
Province of British Columbia (Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Protection). 

b. Restrictive Covenant and Statutory Right of Way FB0144412 (February 12, 2008) 
registered in favour of the Comox Strathcona Regional District. 

5. Following written acceptance of the plans required by this Order and receipt in writing of 
leave to commence removal of the Mayfly Creek dam and site restoration, you must, under 
the supervision of a suitably qualified professional, remove the Mayfly Creek dam and 
perform the restoration of the site of the Mayfly Creek dam during the summer of 2021 and, 
in the case of any instream work, within the applicable Reduced Risk Work Window for Fish 
and Wildlife for any species in Mayfly Creek for that summer or an extension of the Reduced 
Risk Work Window, as may be acceptable to this office, but in no case, must dam removal 
and related site restoration work be completed later than October 30, 2021. 

Dated at Nanaimo, British Columbia, this 29th day of October, 2020. 

Pat Lapcevic 
Assistant Water Manager, exercising the powers of an Engineer under the 
Water Sustainability Act 
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From: Mayor Colborne
To: Edith Watson
Subject: Re: Request for Records
Date: December 7, 2020 2:21:18 PM

Hi Edith
I have just had a cursory look, but do not recall anything with this subject title in any
correspondence besides what is contained in agendas. 
If you believe I do, feel free to re contact me, however I would have ccd someone else at the
board about any of the above items. 
Thanks, hope this helps and I hope you have an amazing holiday season.
Julie

Sent from my iPhone

On Dec 7, 2020, at 12:47 PM, Edith Watson <EWatson@srd.ca> wrote:


Good afternoon,

 

Re:  Request for records – Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy

 

Corporate Services is currently responding to a FIPPA request for records. 

Accordingly, please provide the requested hard copy documents and/or links to

all electronic records on or before Friday, January 8, 2021.  Once collected,

Corporate Services will be reviewing and severing, if applicable, prior to

providing a response to the applicant.  Please contact Tom or myself without

delay to address any questions or concerns you may have.  The applicant’s

request is summarized below for your reference:

 

Any and all documentation (reports, minutes of meetings, briefing notes,

orders, advisories, studies or any other documentation) that relates to

Mayfly Creek, and associated wetlands, dams etc, either directly or

indirectly, including but not restricted to the following:

 

correspondence with/between provincial ministries, departments and

agencies. 

NGO’s such as Stream Keepers.

Indigenous-First Nations communities, individuals or their

representatives,

Federal Government Ministries, departments, agencies, specifically the

DFO.

 

Thank you for your assistance.

 

 

<image001.jpg> Edith Watson, CMC
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BRITISH 
COLUMBIA 

December 16, 2020 

Environmental Appeal Board 
4th Floor, 747 Fort Street 
Victoria, B.C.., V8W 3E9 

Attention: Fiona Anderson, Case Manager! Registrar 

Re: Water Sustanability Act Appeal — Audet, A. & K v. Octobe.r 29, 2020 
Engineer's Order issued by the Assistant Water Manager under Section 93 
of the Water Sustainability Act / Appeal File: EAB: WSA-20 -A010 

We write further to the Environmental Appeal Board's December 3, 2020 
correspondence in respect of the above Appeal. This letter requests that the Respondent 
Assistant Water Manager (Pat Lapcevic) provide the Board with the names and contact 
information of any other potentially affected persons by December 17, 2020. 

Further to that request, this is a list of potentially affected persons. 

Riparian Owners: 

• Brenda Edge and Timothy Osler 
313 Virginia Place, 
Campbell River, BC 
V9W 8H5 

• 0899978 BC Ltd. 
Attn: Ronald Wasel and Steven Wasel) 
2 Lakeside Drive, 
South Baptiste, Alberta. 
T9S 1R7 

And to: 

0899978 BC Ltd. 
Corporate Registered and Records Office 
9 - 2225 Guthrie Road, 
Comox, BC 
V9M4G1 

Ministry of 
Attorney General 

Legal Services Branch Mailing Address: Location: 
Resource, Environment and Land P0 BOX 9289 STN PROV GOVT 340 - 1675 Douglas Street 
Law Group Victoria BC V8W 9J7 Victoria BC V8W 2G5 

Telephone: 250 3568841 
Facsimile: 250 356-8400 

G:\ALL  WORK\LIVJA\ENVIRON\CORRESP\2020\EAB  Audet AppeaLdocx 



2 

Potentially Interested Agencies 

• Strathcona Regional District 
990 Cedar Street, 
Campbell River, BC 
V9W 7Z8 
(Attii: Aniko Nelson — Senior Manager of Community Services — Planning and 
Development anelson@srd.ca) 

• BC Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations & Rural Development 
2080 Labieux Road, 
Nanaimo, BC 
V9T 6J9 
(Attn: Mike Stalberg — Resource Stewardship. Manager — mike.sta1berggov.bc.ca) 

• BC Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure 
3rd Floor — 2100 Labieux Road, 
Nanaimo, BC 
V9T 6E9 
(Attn: District Manager) 

We hope soon to identify to the Board and to the other parties the Legal Services 
Branch lawyer that will be taking conduct of this appeal on behalf of the Respondent. 

Yours truly, 

Livia Meret / Ben Naylor 
Barrister and Solicitor 

c.c. Pat Lapcevic, Respondent, now Water Manager 

Meghan Butler, Civil Litigation, Legal Services Branch 

Cox Taylor, Attn: Neil Carfra, Appellants' Lawyer 



ENVIRONMENTAL APPEAL BOARD 

ADDING THIRD PARTIES, PARTICIPANTS 
AND INTERVENERS TO AN APPEAL 

Under the Environmental Management Act, the Board has the discretion to invite any person to be heard 
in the appeal. This may be done on the Board's initiative or as a result of a request. 

For appeals under the Mines Act, the Board also has the power to allow interveners to participate under 
section 33 of the Administrative Tribunals Act (see section 10 of the Administrative Penalties (Mines) 
Regulation). 

Parties, Participants and Interveners 

A party has a number of rights in an appeal including the right to make full submissions on the appeal and 
the right to present evidence. If there is an oral hearing, a party has the right to call its own witnesses 
and to cross-examine the witnesses of the other parties. 

There are always at least two parties to an appeal: the appellant (the person that filed the appeal), and 
the respondent (the person who made the decision under appeal). In addition, the Board will add anyone 
that may be directly affected by the Board's decision on the appeal. If the Board knows the identity of 
those who will be directly affected, it will add them as third parties" on its own initiative. For instance, if a 
riparian owner files an appeal against a neighbour's new water licence, the Board will add the new 
licensee as a party to the appeal because the licensee's rights may be impacted by the Board's decision. 
However, the Board may not receive sufficient information to determine all of the people who may be 
directly affected by an appeal. Those people may apply to the Board to become a third party. 

The Board may also allow people to "participate" in an appeal. Generally, participants are people who 
may not be directly affected by the appeal, but may have an interest in the appeal, or some expertise in 
the subject matter of the appeal. 

Under the Mines Act, the Board may allow people to "intervene" in an appeal. To be an intervener, the 
person must meet the test set out in section 33 of the Administrative Tribunals Act.  That is: 

(a) the intervener can make a valuable contribution, or bring a valuable perspective, to the 
appeal; and 

(b) the potential benefits of the intervention outweighs any prejudice to the parties caused by the 
intervention. 

Unlike a party, participants and interveners can only participate in an appeal to the extent allowed by the 
Board; they have no specific rights in the appeal hearing. 

How to apply to be added as a party, participant or intervener 

Under Rules 9 and , the application must be in writing and contain the following information: 

1. the applicant's full name, address for delivery, telephone number, fax number and email address 
(if any); 

2. an explanation of how the applicant will be impacted or affected by the subject matter of the 
appeal and/or what information the person can provide on an issue in the appeal; 

3. the reasons why the applicant should be added as a party or allowed to participate in the appeal; 
and 

4. the amount of participation that the person seeks (e.g., to present evidence on a particular 
subject only, the ability to cross-examine witnesses and present opening and closing arguments). 

When deciding whether to add a person as a party or participant  in an appeal, the Board will consider 
the degree to which the person may be impacted or affected by the Board's decision on the appeal, 

ENVIRONMENTAL APPEAL BOARD 
4th Floor - 747 Fort Street P0 Box 9425 Stn Prov Govt 

Victoria BC V8W 3E9 Victoria BC V8W 9V1 
Telephone: 250.387.3464 • Fax: 250.356.9923 • www.BCEAB.ca   



whether the person is likely to make a relevant contribution to the Board's understanding of the issues in 
the appeal, the timeliness of the application, the prejudice, if any, to the other parties, whether the 
applicant has sufficient interest in the proceeding, whether the interest of the applicant can be adequately 
represented by another party, the applicant's desired level of participation, whether allowing the 
application will delay or unduly lengthen the proceedings, and any other factors that are relevant in the 
circumstances. 

When deciding whether to allow a person to intervene  in an appeal under the Mines Act, the Board will 
consider whether the person's intervention will assist the Board by offering evidence or argument relevant 
to the appeal, whether their participation will unnecessarily delay the appeal, whether their evidence or 
argument will repeat or duplicate evidence or argument presented by other parties or participants, 
whether the parties will be prejudiced by the intervention, and any other factors which are relevant in the 
circumstances or required by the legislation. 

The Board will provide a written decision on the application. If the application is granted, the Board will 
advise the person of any terms, conditions or limitations placed on the person's participation, intervention, 
or status in the appeal. 

ENVIRONMENTAL APPEAL BOARD 
4th Floor - 747 Fort Street P0 Box 9425 Stn Prov Govt 

Victoria BC V8W 359 Victoria BC V8W 9V1 
Telephone: 250.387.3464 • Fax: 250.356.9923 • www.eab.00v.bc.ca   



Aniko Nelson 

From: EABI NFO EAB:EX <EABlNFO@gov.bc.ca > 
Sent: December 31, 2020 11:39 AM 
To: Aniko Nelson; Stalberg, Mike X FLNR:EX 
Cc: 'carfra@coxtaylor.ca'; Cowie, David AG:EX; Dutton, Alex AG:EX 
Subject: Appeal File: EAB-WSA-20-A010 Audet, A & K 
Attachments: 2020-12-31 LT Potentially affected parties.pdf; 2020-10-29 Engineers Order issued by 

the AWM.pdf; 2020-11-26 Audet Notice of Appeal.pdf; 2020-12-17 LF L. Meret re 
potentially aff. parties.pdf; Adding third parties participants and interveners.pdf 

Please find attached a letter from the Environmental Appeal Board of today's date, with attachments. 

Fiona Anderson (she/her/hers) 

Case Manager/Registrar 
Environmental Appeal Board I Forest Appeals Commission Oil & Gas Appeal Tribunal I Hospital Appeal Board I 
Community Care & Assisted Living Appeal Board Industry Training Appeal Board I Financial Services Tribunal 
Tel: (236) 478-3479 I Email: fiona.anderson@gov.bc.ca  

This communication (both the message and any attachments may be confidential and is intended only for the use of the person or persons to 
whom it is addressed. Any distribution, copying, or other use by anyone else is strictly prohibited. Ifyou have received this communication in 
error, please destroy the email message and any attachments immediately and not?fy  me by telephone or by email. 
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Environmental 
Appeal Board 

Fourth Floor 747 Fort Street 
Victoria British Columbia 
V8W 3E5 
Telephone: (250) 387-3464 
Facsimile: (250) 356-9923 

Mailing  Address: 
P0 Box 9425 Stn Prov Govt 
Victoria BC V8W 9V1 

Website: www.eab.gov.bc.ca  
E-mail: eabinfo©gov.bc.ca  

BRITISH 
COLUMBiA 

December 31, 2020 
Via Email & Regular Mail 

Brenda Edge & Timothy Osler 
313 Virginia Place 
Campbell River, BC V9A 8H5 

Strathcona Regional District 
990 Cedar Street 
Campbell River, BC V9W 7Z8 

Attention: Aniko Nelson 
Anelson(ãsrd .ca  

BC Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural 
Resource Operations & Rural Development 
2080 Labieux Road 
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6J9 

Attention: Mike Stalberg 
Mike .stalberq(äqov.bc.ca   

APPEAL FILE: EAB-WSA-20-AO1O 

0899978 BC Ltd. 
2 Lakeside Drive 
South Baptiste, AB T9S 1 R7 

Attention: Ronald & Steven Wasel 

0899978 BC Ltd. 
Corporate Registered and Records Office 
9 — 2225 Guthrie Road 
Comox, BC V9M 4G1 

BC Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure 
3rd Floor — 2100 Labieux Road 
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6E9 

Attention: District Manager 

Re: Water Sustainability Act Appeal — Audet, A & K V. October 29, 2020 Engineer's Order 
issued by the Assistant Water Manager under section 93 of the Water Sustainability Act 

The Environmental Appeal Board (the 'Board") has received a notice of appeal from Andre and Karen 
Audet appealing the October 29, 2020 Engineer's order issued by the Assistant Water Manager (the 
"Order") under section 93 of the Water Sustainability Act. A copy of the Order and notice of appeal are 

attached to this letter. 

In a letter dated December 16, 2020 (attached to this letter), the Ministry of the Attorney General, on 
behalf of the Assistant Water Manager identified you as having a possible interest in the Order under 

appeal. 

The Board is an independent, quasi-judicial tribunal created to hearing appeals from certain decisions 
of government officials, such as this decision by the Assistant Water Manager. The Board is not part of 
the Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development. Hearings 
conducted by the Board are open to the public, but they are not public inquiries. Appeals are limited to 
considering evidence and legal arguments related to the decision under appeal. 

The Board has the power to confirm, reverse, or vary the Order, send the Order back to the Assistant 
Water Manager with directions, or make any decision that the Assistant Water Manager could have 
made and which the Board considers appropriate. This is set out in section 105(6) of the Water 
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Sustainability Act. More information about the Board and the appeal process can be found on the 
Board's website: www.eab.qov.bc.ca. 

The Board may allow people or agencies to participate in appeals in different ways. The Board may 
designate third parties, who would have the same rights as the Assistant Water Manager and the 
Appellant (depending on the appeal). The Board may also designate participants, who may have more 
limited involvement, as permitted by the Board. 

If you with to participate in this appeal, either as a third party or as a participant, please provide the 
following information: 

1. Your full name, address for delivery, telephone number and email address; 

2. An explanation of how you will be impacted or affected by the subject matter of the appeal 
and/or what information you can provide on an issue in the appeal; 

3. The reasons why you should be added as a party or allowed to participate in the appeal; and 

4. The amount of participation that you seek (e.g., to present evidence on a particular subject 
only, the ability to cross-examine witnesses and present opening and closing arguments). 

Attached is an information sheet prepared by the Board to help explain the different ways people can 
participate in appeals and how the Board decides to allow people to do so. 

Please note, should you wish to participate in the appeal, a speculative statement such as "I may be 
affected...", is generally not enough to be allowed to participate in the appeal. 

If you wish to participate in the appeal in some manner, please provide the information requested, in 
writing, by January 21, 2021. Please send this information via email to eabinfo(ägov.bc.ca  if possible 
and reference the Appeal File number listed on the top right-hand corner of this letter. 

Once the Board has received your information, it will determine your level of participation in the 
appeal, if any, and will notify you of its decision. 

If you have any questions regarding the appeal process, please feel free to contact the Board's 
Registrar at 250-387-3464 or the Board by email at eabinfoqov.bc.ca. 

Regards, 

Fiona Anderson 
Case Manager 

Atts. 

cc: Neil. C. Carfra (carfra(coxtaylor.ca) 
David Cowie (David .Cowie(qov. bc.ca) 
Alex Dutton (Alex.Dutton(ciov.bc.ca) 



BRITISH 
COLUMBIA Water Sustainability Act 

  

ENGINEER'S ORDER 

SECTION 93 OF THE WATER SUSTAINABILITYACT 

WHEREAS you, Andre J. Audet and Karen B. Audet, are the registered owners of land legally 
described as: Lot 1, Section 26, Township 4, Comox District, Plan V1P87399 (PID: 028-078-
161) (the "land"); 

AND WHEREAS a dam on Mayfly Creek (the "Mayfly Creek dam") was constructed on the 
land with the permission of a former owner of the land and predecessor in title; 

AND WHEREAS you are now the owners of the land on which the Mayfly Creek dam is 
located and in respect of which a water licence is required; 

AND WHEREAS no authorization currently exists for the Mayfly Creek dam and no 
application for a water licence has been submitted by you or by prior owners of the land on 
which the dam is located; 

AND WHEREAS "owner" under the Water Sustainability Act (the "Act") has the following 
definition: 

"owner", in relation to land, a mine or an undertaking in British Columbia, means a person who 

(a) is entitled to possession of the land, mine or undertaking, or 
(b) has a substantial interest in the land, mine or undertaking; 

Further, "owner" in relation to a dam under the Dam Safety Regulation (the "Regulation") is 
defined as follows: 

"owner", in relation to a dam, means 

(a) the following persons: 
(i) a person who is a licensee in relation to a licence for the dam; 
(ii) a person who must under the Act, but does not, hold a licence for the darn; 
(iii) a person who was a licensee in relation to a licence for the dam immediately before 
the suspension, cancellation, termination or abandonment of the licence, and 

(b) if there is no person to whom paragraph (a) applies, the following persons: 
(i) an owner, as defined in the Act, of the land on which the dam is located; 
(ii) a person who had the dam constructed; 

AND WHEREAS, by purchasing the land on which the unlicensed Mayfly Creek dam was 
constructed with permission of a prior owner of the land, you have become responsible for the 
dam, as a structure affixed to the land; 

File: 76800-20/22-100 Page 1 of 3 



AND WHEREAS the Mayfly Creek dam (often referred to as an artificial beaver dam) consists 
of an approximately 1 metre high and 10 metre long rip-rap rock weir across Mayfly Creek at the 
outlet of the Mayfly Creek wetland, which structure is considered to be a "dam" and "works" 
under the Act and the Regulation; 

AND WHEREAS, the operation and use of works without lawful authority and the diversion, 
use and storage of water without lawful authority are offences under the Act and the Regulation; 

AND WHEREAS, an Assistant Water Manager has the powers of an Engineer under the Act, 
pursuant to Section 93(2)(d) and Section 114(4) and (9) of the Act, including to: 

(d) order the construction, alteration, installation, replacement, repair, maintenance, improvement, sealing, 
deactivation, decommissioning or removal of any works. 

THEREFORE, I, Pat Lapcevic, Assistant Water Manager under the Act and the 
Regulation, exercising the powers of an Engineer, HEREBY ORDER you, Andre J. Audet 
and Karen E. Audet to: 

1. Retain suitably qualified professionals to prepare plans for: 

a. removal of the unauthorized dam from Mayfly Creek, and 

b. restoration of Mayfly Creek at the location of the dam, including at the outlet to the 
Mayfly Creek wetland, as close as possible to its original state following removal of 
the dam. 

2. The plans required by this Order must be prepared by suitably qualified professionals and 
must include: 

a. a method for draining water stored by Mayfly Creek dam in a safe and controlled 
manner, 

b. a method for proper spoil management of any spoils resulting from removal of the 
Mayfly Creek dam so as to prevent damage to Mayfly Creek and to the Mayfly Creek 
wetland, 

c. an environmental protection plan to protect the aquatic environment of Mayfly Creek 
during removal of the dam and to restore the site of the Mayfly Creek dam, including 
at the outlet to the Mayfly Creek wetland, as closely as possible to its original state 
following removal of the dam, 

d. the name of the suitably qualified person who will supervise the removal of the dam 
and related site restoration work, and 

e. a schedule of work required to remove the dam from Mayfly Creek and to restore the 
site of the Mayfly Creek dam, including at the outlet to the Mayfly Creek wetland, as 
close as possible to its original state following removal of the dam. 

3. Submit the plans required by this Order to this office by no later than May 31, 2021 for 
review and acceptance by this office (dam safety officer and habitat officer). Upon 

File: 76800-20/22-100 Page 2 of 3 



acceptance of the submitted plans by a dam safety officer, you will receive leave to 
commence removal of the dam in writing from the dam safety officer. 

4. When submitting the plans required by this Order to this office, you must confirm that 
written permission for removal of Mayfly Creek dam and for site restoration, including at the 
outlet of the Mayfly Creek wetland, has been requested and whether that written permission 
has been obtained from the following covenantees holding restrictive covenants against the 
land: 

a. Restrictive Covenant EX026254 (March 11, 2005) registered in favour of the 
Province of British Columbia (Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Protection). 

b. Restrictive Covenant and Statutory Right of Way FB0144412 (February 12, 2008) 
registered in favour of the Comox Strathcona Regional District. 

5. Following written acceptance of the plans required by this Order and receipt in writing of 
leave to commence removal of the Mayfly Creek dam and site restoration, you must, under 
the supervision of a suitably qualified professional, remove the Mayfly Creek dam and 
perform the restoration of the site of the Mayfly Creek dam during the summer of 2021 and, 
in the case of any instream work, within the applicable Reduced Risk Work Window for Fish 
and Wildlife for any species in Mayfly Creek for that summer or an extension of the Reduced 
Risk Work Window, as may be acceptable to this office, but in no case, must dam removal 
and related site restoration work be completed later than October 30, 2021. 

Dated at Nanaimo, British Columbia, this 29th day of October, 2020. 

Pat Lapcevic 
Assistant Water Manager, exercising the powers of an Engineer under the 
Water Sustainability Act 

File: 76800-20/22-100 Page 3 of 3 



ENVIRONMENTAL APPEAL BOARD 
P0 Box 9425 Stn Prov Govt V i C tor i a BC V8W 9v1 
• 250.387.3464 • Fax: 250.356.9923 eabinfo©gov.bc.ca  
www.eab.gov.bc. ca  

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Time Limit for Commencing Appeal 

An appeal must be filed with the Environmental Appeal Board within the statutory appeal period. 
The Board does NOT have the authority to extend the filinq period.  

Filing Fee 

For a notice of appeal to be complete, it must include the appeal fee of $25.00 for each decision 
beinQ appealed. This fee is required by section 2(2) of the Environmental Appeal Board 
Procedure Regulation and cannot be waived by the Board. The fee may be paid by cheque, 
money order or bank draft made payable to the Minister of Finance. 

Persons Filing the Appeal 

1. Name of Appellants 

Andre J. Audet and Karen E. Audet 
Address 

2580 Crystal Drive 
City 

Courtenay 
Postal Code 

V9N 9K1 
Phone Number 

250-338-8809 
Fax Number Email 

andrecaudet.ws 

2. Name of Appellants' lawyer 

Cox Taylor, Attn. Neil Carfra 
Address 

3rd Floor, 26 Bastion Square 
City 

Victoria 
Postal Code 

V8W 1H9 
Daytime Phone Number 

250-414-8134 
Fax Number 

250-382-4236 - 

Email 

carfraccoxtaylor.ca 

3. Address for delivery: 

receptionc2coxtavlor.ca and carfra(coxtavlor.ca 

Details of Decision to be Appealed 

Who made the Decision and what is the Decision Date? (PLEASE ATTACH A COPY OF THE DECISION, IF 
POSSI BLE) 

Pat Lapcevic, Assistant Water Manager, exercising the powers of an Engineer under the 
Water Sustainability Act. 

Order/Decision dated: October 29, 2020 
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When did you receive the decision? 

November 2, 2020 

Reasons for Appeal and Particulars 

Please explain why you believe the decision is wrong and should be changed. Use a separate 
page if required. 

There are two bases on which we say the decision is wrong: 

1. The Dam Safety Regulation does not apply to the Mayfly Creek dam; and 

2. The Audets are not the "owners" (as defined) of the Mayfly Creek dam and 
therefore are not properly subject to the Order. 

The Requlation does not apply 

The Regulation does not apply to minor dams as is set out in section 2: 

Application of regulation to minor dam 

2 (1) Unless otherwise ordered under subsection (2), this regulation does not apply 
to a dam that meets both of the following criteria: 

(a)the dam is less than 7.5 m in height; 

(b)the dam is capable of impounding at full supply level a maximum total storage 
volume of water in the reservoir of the dam of 10 000 m3  or less. 

As is apparent from the Order itself, the dam, "consists of an approximately 1 metre 
high and 10 metre wide long rip-rap rock weir across Mayfly Creek." As such, section 2 
(1)(a) is not met. 

The appellants say the Assistant Water Manager made no decision about the 
impoundment capacity of the dam but it is less than 10,000 rn3  As such, section 2(1)(b) 
is not met. 

Further, the Order contains no order under section 7 of the Regulation so the Order is 
not an order that the Regulation applies to under section 2(2) of the Regulation. 

It follows from the preceding that the Regulation does not apply to the Mayfly Creek 
dam. As such the order is a nullity and must be reversed. 
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The Audets are not the "owners" 

1. The Audets do not have a water licence to store water behind the Mayfly Creek 
dam and have disclaimed any responsibility for the decommissioning of the dam. 

2. The Audets did not have any role in building the dam — it was there when they 
bought the property on November 30, 2009. Rather, they understand that several 
levels of government (Province of British Columbia, Comox-Strathcona Regional 
District and, possibly, the Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans); a 
community group, the Oyster Bay Streamkeepers; and the previous owner of the 
property, Oyster Bay Investments Ltd., constructed it in or around 1999 (the 
"Builders") 

3. The Regulation addresses ownership of a dam as follows: 

Definitions and interpretation 

1 (1) In this regulation: 

"owner", in relation to a dam, means 

(a) the following persons: 

(i) a person who is a licensee in relation to a licence for the dam; 

(ii) a person who must under the Act, but does not, hold a licence for the 
dam; 

(iii) a person who was a licensee in relation to a licence for the dam 
immediately before the suspension, cancellation, termination or 
abandonment of the licence, and 

(b) if there is no person to whom paragraph (a) applies, the following 
persons: 

(i) an owner, as defined in the Act, of the land on which the dam is 
located; 

(ii) a person who had the dam constructed. 

4. The Audets are not licensees nor are they required to hold a licence for the dam; 
however, one or more of the Builders must have applied for and obtained a licence 
for the dam then or since. If a licence has ever been issued to someone, that 
licensee is the "owner" of the dam by reason of subsections (a)(i) or (a)(iii) within 
the Regulation's definition. If so, the Order cannot apply to the Audets. 
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5. If no licence has ever been issued for the dam then one or more of the Builders is 
the "owner" because it or they constructed the dam. The Audets did not. As such, 
the Order cannot apply to the Audets. 

6. Further, the Audets are not the dam's 'owner" merely because they are on title to 
the property. As noted above, the definition of "owner" in the Regulation refers to 
the definition of that term in the Water Sustainability Act. The Act's section 1 
provides: 

"owner", in relation to land, a mine or an undertaking in British Columbia, means 
a person who 

(a) is entitled to possession of the land, mine or undertaking, or 

(b) has a substantial interest in the land, mine or undertaking. 

In the context of the Act, a dam is not "land" but it might be an "undertaking". 
Section 1 defines that as: 

"undertaking" means a project, including al/land and other property acquired or 
to be acquired in connection with the project, and the general scheme for the 
acquisition, maintenance and operation of the works for the project, for 

(a) the diversion, carriage, use and sale of water, or 

(b) the sale of power produced from water, 

the water use purpose of which water is referred to in an application or 
authorization. 

7. In this case, it is common ground that the Audets have never made an application 
in respect of the water nor obtained an authorization for it. As such, they cannot be 
the dam's owner as they are not entitled to nor have a substantial interest in the 
"undertaking". 

8. In the alternative, if the "land" referred to within the definition of "owner" in the Act 
means or includes the dam — which is denied — then the Audets are not the "owner" 
of it because they are not entitled to possession of the dam given the terms of the 
section 219 covenants that were on title to the property when t"he Audets bought it 
and that are still on it. 

9. Covenant EX026254 removes all meaningful possessory and ownership rights from 
the Audets and reserves to the Province ("Ministry of Water, Land and Air 
Protection") the power and authority to exercise such rights as the transferee under 
the covenant. It is the Province who is the "owner" under this definition both 
because it is the one who is entitled to possession or (and we say 'and') the same 
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Signature 

covenant gives the Province a substantial interest in the land, mine or undertaking. 
The Province should be seeing to the safe decommissioning of the dam. 

10. Furthermore, the section 219 covenant registered as charge FB0144410 on title to 
the property similarly gives all meaningful possessory and ownership rights over the 
dam and its vicinity from the Audets to the Comox-Strathcona Regional District. Its 
successor is the Strathcona Regional District. It too or instead owns the dam for 
the purposes of the Dam Safety Regulation. The Ministry ought to be demanding 
that the regional district attend to the safe decommissioning of the dam if the 
Ministry is of the view that the dam is not the Province's own dam. 

11 . Finally, the combined effect of the two covenants EX026254 and FB0144410 is that 
the Audets are prohibited from decommissioning the dam even if they wanted to. 
This is because Order #4 effectively gives a veto to the Province and to the 
Strathcona Regional District. And if the Audets were to proceed with the other 
terms of the Order but without the consent of these two covenant holders, the 
Audets will be in breach of the covenants. 

What result are you seeking from an appeal (What do you want the Board to order at the end 
of the appeal?) 

That the Order be reversed or the Order be varied such that it applies only to those 
persons, other than the Audets, who are properly the owners of the Dam. 

Signature of Neil Carfra, lawyer for the appellants 

Date 

November 26, 2020 

This Notice of Appeal may be filed by ordinary mail, registered or certified mail, courier, or by leaving a 
copy at the Board's office during normal business hours: 8:30 am to 4:30 pm, Monday to Friday, 
excluding public holidays. It may also be filed by facsimile or e-mail (eabinfoqov.bc.ca), with the original 
notice of appeal and the $25 appeal fee to follow by mail. 

ENVIRONMENTAL APPEAL BOARD 
4th Floor 747 Fort Street P0 Box 9425 Stn Prov Govt 

Victoria BC V8W 3E9 Victoria BC V8W 9V1 
Telephone: 250.387.3464 • Fax: 250.356.9923 • Email: eabinfogov.bc,ca  

Website www,eab.qov.bc.ca   
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