39 2 Vol .39 Supp-2
2017 10 Chinese Journal of Geotechnical Engineering Oct. 2017

DOl 10.11779/CIGE2017S2057

CPTU

1 *1 1 2 2

Q. 210096 2. 510275)
CPTU CPTU
SPT CPTU SPT
CPTU
TU443 A 1000—4548(2017)S2—0236—04
(1989— ) E-mail: zbdxdw@163.com

Evaluation method for sand liquefaction of Hong Kong-Zhuhai-M acao
Bridge based on CPTU tests

DUAN Wei', CAl Guo-jun, LIU Song-yu', ZHU Liu-wen?, DU Yu?
(1. Institute of Geotechnical Engineering, Southeast University, Nanjing 210096, China; 2. CCCC-FHDI Engineering Co. Ltd., Guangzhou
510275, China)

Abstract: The earthquake liquefaction is one of the direct causes for unstable ground and damage of upper structure. Therefore,
the liquefaction assessment is an important part of anti-seismic investigation in engineering. By taking the island and tunnel
project of Hong Kong-Zhuhai-Macao Bridge as an example, the CPTU data is compared with the results of standard penetration
tests and shear wave velocity tests. On one hand, the correlations between CPTU data and SPT, shear wave velocity are
established. On the other hand, the sand liquefaction potential of the island tunnel is evaluated by the method of CPTU and
compared with the liquefaction results of SPT and shear wave velocity. The results show that the liquefaction method of CPTU
has certain advantages and may provide reference basis for similar engineering survey.
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