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Abstract—This paper presents a methodology to develop fragility 
curves for shallow tunnels so as to describe a relationship between 
seismic hazard and tunnel vulnerability. Emphasis is given to the 
influence of surrounding soil material properties because the dynamic 
behaviour of the tunnel mostly depends on it. Four ground properties 
of soils ranging from stiff to soft soils are selected. A 3D nonlinear 
time history analysis is used to evaluate the seismic response of the 
tunnel when subjected to five real earthquake ground intensities. The 
derived curves show the future probabilistic performance of the 
tunnels based on the predicted level of damage states corresponding 
to the peak ground acceleration. A comparison of the obtained results 
with the previous literature is provided to validate the reliability of 
the proposed fragility curves. Results show the significant role of soil 
properties and input motions in evaluating the seismic performance 
and response of shallow tunnels. 

 
Keywords—Fragility analysis, seismic performance, tunnel 

lining, vulnerability. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

NDERGROUND structures are classified as complex 
engineered structures that require detailed analysis and 

design. Tunnels, for instance, are massively constructed as 
transportation infrastructures and utility network, especially in 
urban environments where space is very limited. Although the 
construction cost of underground structures is very expensive, 
such structures are as the less vulnerable structures during 
earthquakes compared to aboveground structures [1]. 
However, due to severe damage experienced on the several 
Dakai subway stations after being attacked by the Hyogoken-
Nambu earthquake on 17 January 1995, experience suggests 
that tunnels become vulnerable during an earthquake event. In 
fact, any instability of the structure will provide some level 
degree of damage that may highly detrimental the overall 
performance of the network (e.g. [2]–[4]). Considering their 
utmost importance to the public safety that cannot be 
compromised, engineering practitioners have become more 
aware of the safety of such structures during an event of an 
earthquake because if the structures are damaged, the repairing 
works are not only costly and time-consuming but it is also 
difficult to carry out the rescue works. However, a very 
limited amount of studies has been carried out to study and 
understanding the dynamic performance of tunnels under such 
unpredictable extreme hazards. In view of the importance to 
enhance the resilience of these structures, the overall aims of 
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the study are drawn in order to evaluate the probabilistic 
future performance of tunnels during an earthquake event. 
This can be done by constructing the fragility curves as a 
representation of a conditional probability of a structure to 
endure a specific damage level when subjected to a given 
hazard. Recently, [6] developed methodologies for the 
construction of numerically derived fragility curves for tunnels 
(circular and rectangular sections) in alluvial deposits. They 
investigated the seismic response of shallow tunnel under 
quasi-static 2D plane-strain conditions, where the induced 
seismic ground deformations calculated through 1D free field 
analysis are applied at the boundaries of the soil-tunnel 
system. They compared the numerically derived curves with 
the previous empirical curves and highlighted that the 
important role of soil conditions and typology of the tunnel in 
modifying the response of the tunnel lining. Along these lines, 
it is strongly suggested that the tunnels behave differently due 
to uncertainties of soil, structure and induced seismic hazard. 
Instead of performing 2D analysis, the 3D nonlinear time 
history analyses are considered to evaluate the seismic 
dynamic response of a circular shallow tunnel. Particular 
emphasis is given to the influence of surrounding soil material 
properties because the dynamic behaviour of the tunnel mostly 
depends on it. The tunnel models are assumed to be buried in 
four homogenous ground media (i.e. [7]) ranging from stiff to 
soft soils and are expected to experience a strong earthquake 
ground motion. 

This paper is intended to tackle several important 
shortcomings of the 2D analysis on evaluating the seismic 
response of tunnels and to highlight the effect of soil material 
properties of soil in describing the interaction.  

II.  METHODOLOGY 

The proposed procedure for the derivation of fragility 
curves of the 3D tunnel models subjected to strong ground 
shaking is depicted in Fig. 1. This procedure has been 
developed by neglecting the 1D equivalent linear analysis of 
the soil profiles which usually conducted to estimate the 
dynamic properties of layered soil as presented by the 
previous studies (see [6], [8]-[10]). Instead, in this study, the 
material properties of the homogeneous soil profiles were 
taken as suggested in [11]. The representative soil-tunnel 
models are developed to describe the specific geometry and 
characteristic of the proposed models, in which consideration 
has been made for the uncertainties of soil parameters. 

In this paper, the dynamic response of the tunnels was 
evaluated by performing 3D nonlinear time history analyses 
using the sophisticated finite element software, Midas GTS 
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it is noted that high level of PGA resulted to the higher value 
of seismic induced structural forces (i.e. axial force and 
bending moment). Although, this parameter was not been the 
only parameter that attributed to the failure of the lining [23] 
because the response and performance of the tunnels are 
depending on various uncertainties factors as suggested by 
[24], [25] (i.e. typology of tunnels, geological condition, and 
earthquake parameters).  

B. Derivation of Fragility Curves  

Prior to the derivation of fragility curves, two fragility 
functions: Smi and βtot were calculated for each type of soil. 
The example of evolution graph with the function of damage 
index and the PGA is illustrated in Figs. 7 (a) and (b). The 
relationship of damage index and the PGA is described by the 
solid trendline and the input dataset is fitted by an average 
linear regression analysis. The medium threshold value of the 
PGA (Smi) for minor, moderate and extensive damage state can 
be estimated using the equation of linear regression. The graph 
is constructed by considering the natural logarithm of the 
damage index (lnDI) as the dependent variable and PGA as 
the independent variable.  

 

 

 

Fig. 7 The example of the evolution of damages with PGA at the 
ground surface for circular tunnel model buried in (a) Dense Sand 

and (b) Loose Sand 
 
In particular, the set of fragility curves derived for dense 

sand, loose sand, stiff clay and soft clay are depicted in Figs. 
8-11. The derived seismic fragility curves describe the 
percentage probability of exceeding different damage states 
for a given value of ground shaking (i.e. PGA). The curves are 
estimated using the lognormal probability distribution function 
as provided in (1). A clear trend between percentage 

probability of damage and PGA was observed for all types of 
soil. The fragility curves are derived based on the 
extrapolation values of the computation results. As can be 
seen, the higher percentage of minor damage state is expected 
to occur in each type of soil compared to the moderate and 
extensive damage states. Similarly, the rate of damage 
increases with the increment of PGA, while the vulnerability 
of tunnel model is gradually increasing from soil type dense 
sand to soft clay. The results could be attributed from the 
different value of soil material properties such as modulus 
elasticity, Poisson's ratio, cohesion and friction angle [6], [26]. 
It is noted that soft clay soil will suffer high probability of 
damage compared to other types of soils.  

 

 

Fig. 8 Fragility curves of circular tunnel for dense sand 
 

 

Fig. 9 Fragility curves of circular tunnel for loose sand 
 
In comparison, the derived fragility curves are predicted to 

experience a higher percentage of minor damage compared to 
the previous fragility curves (Fig. 12). Overall, it can be seen 
that a good agreement is achieved in the for all comparative 
fragility analysis especially for the fragility curve of clay 
medium. This can be attributed to the input parameters of soil 
material properties such as stiffness and damping of the soils. 
The obtained results also revealed that better agreement in the 
seismic tunnel responses is recorded although a different type 
of analysed conditions was adopted by the researchers (3D 
nonlinear time history versus 2D quasi-static). In fact, the 
proposed 3D models provided a better representation for 
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analysing complex structure like tunnels, and not only 
accounted the effect of SSI, but it also produced acceptable 
results for nonlinear time history analysis [16]. In addition, the 
definition of damage index, damage states, and beta values 
also can alter the obtained results. These assumptions are 
made due to the complex nature of the seismic fragility 
problem.  

 

 

Fig. 10 Fragility curves of circular tunnel for stiff clay 
 

 

Fig. 11 Fragility curves of circular tunnel for soft clay 
 

 

Fig. 12 Comparison of analytical fragility curves for Minor Damage 
State 

V. CONCLUSION 

The comprehensive methodologies for the derived seismic 
fragility curves of the proposed shallow tunnel models 
embedded in four homogenous soil medium presented herein 
refer to the future probabilistic performance experienced by 
the structure when subjected to transversal seismic loading. In 
particular, the proposed methodology presented and applied to 
a representative soil-tunnel system. Tunnel dynamic response 
is evaluated through 3D nonlinear time history dynamic 
analyses, for increasing levels of seismic intensity in the 
transverse direction of tunnel axis. Critical analysis has been 
presented about the current methods of analysis, structural 
typology, ground motion characteristics, the effect of soil 
conditions and associated uncertainties on the tunnel integrity. 
The damage state thresholds are defined based on the 
exceedance of the lining capacity due to the development of 
lining forces. The fragility curves are estimated in terms of 
peak ground acceleration at the ground surface, based on the 
evolution of damage with increasing earthquake intensity. The 
results are compared and validated with available literature 
study. 

It was found that the surrounding soil plays an important 
role in evaluating the future performance of the tunnel. The 
curves modified due to different soil condition, where the 
tunnel that buried in high stiffness behaves better than the 
lower ones. The results show that there is a strong relation 
between the soil condition and the seismic response of the 
tunnels. The lowest percentage probability of tunnel damage 
occurs in well-constructed tunnels in good ground conditions, 
especially in stiff soil. Results denote the significant role of 
soil condition and input motions in evaluating the performance 
and response of the tunnel. It is interesting to remark that soil 
with high strength (stiffness) which is stiff soil perform better 
compared to the typical soft soil.  

It can be concluded that the 3D nonlinear time history 
analysis provides a better representation and acceptable result 
in evaluating the seismic behaviour and response of the 
complex structure like tunnels, with consideration of soil-
structure interaction. In fact, the derived fragility curves can 
be readily adopted as a guide for preliminary assessment of 
tunnel response against different seismic scenarios in typical 
soil profiles. However, critical analyses are required to ensure 
that the proposed fragility curve is reliable to cover a major 
aspect of the study and might be useful to provide new 
knowledge for risk assessment and loss estimation.  
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