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Table 1 Damage index of pier
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Table 2 Damage index of support
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Figure 3 Seismic fragility curves of pier
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Figure 5 Bridge components and system fragility curves in near-fault earthquake
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Figure 6 Bridge components and system fragility curves in far-field earthquake
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Figure 7 Bridge system fragility curves in near-fault earthquake
1.0 7 1.0 1.0 T 10— T
08f 4 08 038 5% 08 =T EHEC LN
P ¢ = N
Mool ! 306 06 " B 0.6 EHLLR
3 = = K =
Boal | — mmETan | 2040 o - wmETan 304 - - Tan| B 04
"o ~C mwEian| 2 - wlELan| B W — gt B
021 # —— i R 0.2 —— i TR 0.2 4 —EH TR 0.2 3
. — A= —— @b LR bR i
0 02 04 06 08 10 0 02 04 06 08 10 0 02 04 06 08 10 0 02 04 06 08 1.0
PGAlg PGA g PGAlg PGAlg
(a) B (b) e (c) PEEARAS (d) SEAREIR

B8 EMEMIEGMBEEAT -MAZSREH&EITLL
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creased first and then decreased with the increasing MWCNTs content, and the maximum value was detected at
0.5% MWCNTSs content. The shear strength of samples doped with MWCNTs was greater than that without
content. The cohesion strength showed similar change tend with the shear strength and the maximum value ex-
isted between 0. 5% and 1. 0%. The internal friction angle first decreased and then increased with the increas-
ing MWCNTSs content, and the minimum value appeared at 1. 0% content. The results indicated that the shear
strength of clay could be significantly improved by mixing MWCNTSs with 0. 5% —1. 0% content. The MWCNTs
altered the microstructure of the clay, which was the main cause of the change in the soil macroscopic mechan-
ical properties. SEM results indicated that the contact between clay particles was relatively close and the large
and small pores showed a uniform distribution in the specimen without MWCNTSs content. The number and size
of pores in the soil sample changed significantly after adding MWCNTSs. It increased the compactness of the
specimen with lower content, in which the threshold was determined to be 0. 5% content, leading to the in-
crease in shear strength. It could be observed that the number of pores increased but was less than the speci-
men without content with the increasing MWCNTSs contents (1% and 2% ). It could be attributed to the reason
that the adsorption and cementation of MWCNTSs on soil particles were weakened due to lubricating effect, re-
sulting in a decrease in shear strength.
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Abstract; To study seismic response of high-speed railway bridge under near-fault earthquake, this study took
a high-speed railway rigid frame bridge as the sample of study, the whole bridge model was established by
OpenSees and seismic fragility curves were established by reliability theory, bridge fragility under near-fault
and far-field earthquakes were compared and analyzed. The influence of near-fault ground motion velocity
pulse effect on seismic response of bridge structure was studied. The results showed that under the action of a
near-fault earthquake with velocity impulse, the fragility of bridge members and systems in each damage state
was significantly higher than that of far-field seismic motion. The fragility of bridge systems in near-fault and
far-field seismic action was higher than that of a single component. The seismic fragility evaluation system u-
sing a single component could overestimate the seismic performance of the bridge. Compared with the first-or-
der boundary method, the second-order boundary method took into account the correlation between bridge
members. The upper and lower bounds of the fragility curves were smaller and the seismic fragility of the
bridge was more accurate. In rare earthquakes, the system’s fragility under near-fault earthquakes increased
by percent point of 3, 13, 23, 3, respectively, compared with that under far-field earthquake. The influence
of velocity pulse effect on seismic response of bridge structure should be considered in the evaluation of the
seismic performance of bridge structure near fault area.
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