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Abstract:

Predicting region-wide structural responses under seismic shaking is essential for enhancing the effectiveness of earthquake engineering
task forces such as earthquake early warning and regional seismic risk and resilience assessments. Existing domain-specific and data-
driven approaches, however, lack the capability to provide high-fidelity, structure-specific dynamic response predictions for large-scale
structural inventories in a timely manner. To address this gap, this study designed a novel deep learning framework, which integrates
heterogeneous ground motion sequences and partial structural information as model inputs, to predict structure-specific, probabilistic
dynamic responses of regional structural portfolios. Validation on a portfolio of highway bridges in California demonstrates the model’s
ability to capture inter-structure response variability by inputting critical and accessible bridge parameters while accounting for
uncertainties due to the lack of other information. The results underscore the framework’s efficiency and accuracy, paving the way for
various advancements in performance-based earthquake engineering and regional-scale seismic decision-making.

Introduction

Over the past two decades, earthquakes and their secondary
disasters have ranked as the deadliest natural hazards globally,
accounting for 58% of disaster-related fatalities®. Earthquakes
caused extensive damage to structures and infrastructure systems
in highly urbanized regions, as evidenced by the 2011 earthquake
and tsunami in Japan; this hazard resulted in an unprecedented
economic loss of $239 billion USD*. Earthquake-related research
and practice must be addressed at a regional scale?* to account for
spatial variations in seismic risk, infrastructure needs, emergency
response, structural portfolio impacts, and resource allocation*®,
Earthquake-prone, urban regions like California face heightened
seismic risks (Fig. 1(a)), threatening to undermine the lifelines of
their expansive transportation networks (Fig. 1(b)). Emerging task
forces have been established to assess and mitigate the regional
impacts of seismic hazards, focusing on earthquake early warning
(EEW) systems, regional ground motion (GM) hazard
simulations, as well as informed decision-making guided by
seismic risk and resilience assessments®2.

EEW systems aim to safeguard communities by rapidly
detecting earthquake events, estimating the expected shaking
intensity, and delivering real-time notifications to the public®. The
system uses sensors to pick up the initial less damaging P-wave
signal and issues alerts before the arrival of the more destructive
S-wave (Fig.1(d))®, which provides a critical window of time to
reduce injuries, save lives, and minimize damage to
infrastructure’®. Expected to reduce the number of injuries by
more than 50%?!, EEW systems are now operational in many
countries such as the USA'?, Japan®3, Mexico'4, and China®®.

Regional GM simulations predict seismic shaking maps
against hypothetical earthquake scenarios in the future. It
originates from probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (PSHA) that
estimates the likelihood and intensity of earthquake-induced
ground shaking at different sites by integrating uncertainties and
correlations in seismic sources!®, magnitudes, and ground
motions®>'” (Fig.1(e)). Recently, physics-based simulations
provided an alternative means to more realistically estimate
earthquake-induced ground shaking. They utilize numerical
techniques with detailed geological data to explicitly simulate the
physical processes of earthquake generation and seismic wave
propogation®®. The simulated synthetic seismograms supplement
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empirical GM databases and are particularly useful for conditions
with limited recorded GMs, such as large-magnitude earthquakes
at short source-to-site distances'®%.

Seismic risk and resilience models evaluate the socio-
economic impacts of earthquake hazards on the built environment,
enabling stakeholders to better prepare and plan for, absorb,
recover from, and more successfully adapt to earthquake events?
(Fig. 1(f)). The risk/resilience metrics are typically quantified by
integrating PSHA results, structural responses, and consequence
models to estimate seismic loss and simulate post-earthquake
recovery?,

The effectiveness of these task forces hinges on a critical
factor: the ability to reliably predict structural responses under
seismic shaking. Current EEW systems operate by estimating
seismic intensities at target locations. Their efficacy would be
significantly enhanced if structural responses and damage states
could be predicted in real-time for alert warnings®?%24, Physics-
based simulations generate synthetic GM fields across a region,
offering significant advantages for directly predicting dynamic
responses and inferring seismic damage?. Seismic risk and
resilience assessments typically rely on fragility models?® to
estimate structures’ probabilities of exceeding various damage
states. Fragility models are commonly developed through an
analytical approach that performs nonlinear response history
analyses (NRHAs) of structures subjected to a selected set of
GMs. Reliable dynamic response predictions can enhance EEW
systems, leverage results from physics-based GM simulations,
and refine fragility models to better support seismic risk and
resilience assessments.

Dynamic responses of structures can be obtained through
numerical simulation, seismic instrumentation, and shake table
testing (Fig. 1(c)). While seismic instrumentation provides real-
world measurements of structural responses under seismic
shaking?’, its effectiveness is constrained by sparse sensor
coverage, high costs, noise contamination, and limited response
data under strong earthquakes. Shake table testing has recently
been applied to full-scale structural systems?®; however, most tests
remain constrained by table size, the scaling challenge, high cost,
and the inability to fully replicate real-world boundary conditions.
Numerical simulation provides one viable strategy to predict
dynamic responses of structures through high-fidelity finite
element models that capture realistic material behaviors, complex
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component interactions, and nonlinear dynamics under seismic
loading®®. However, numerical simulation is not without
challenges in dealing with regional structures. The vast building
stock and infrastructure inventory in urban regions makes it
impractical to develop high-resolution finite element models for
every structure, given the sophisticated variations in geometry,
material properties, and design details. Most existing structural
and infrastructure databases fail to fully capture such variations,
typically providing only general information, such as construction
years and broad geometric parameters (e.g., the number of spans
for bridges or stories for buildings®-%2). This lack of detail hinders
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the extraction of all necessary data required to develop high-
fidelity simulation models for the entire structural portfolio. Even
if such digitized assets with complete structural information are
readily available, performing NRHAs for all structures under all
possible earthquake scenarios is computationally infeasible. In
regional seismic risk/resilient assessment, a crucial step to ensure
fidelity is to refine fragility models by transitioning from
archetype-based class  fragilities® to  structure-specific
parameterized fragilities®*35. However, developing such refined
fragility models requires an extensive number of NRHAs, as
exemplified by the 320,000 analyses conducted by Goda and
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FIGURE 1. Seismic response prediction supports various task forces in earthquake engineering. (a) Earthquake events in California with magnitude
greater than 5.0 from 1900 to 2024. GM records at various locations are available in the NGA West2 database®. (b) Highway systems and pre-1971, two-
span bridges in California. Certain geometric parameters of these bridges are available in the NBI database®. (c) Three approaches for dynamic response
predictions of bridges under seismic loading. (d) Earthquake early warning system. (e) Regional ground motion simulation through probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis. Earthquake rupture forecast adopts the UCERF3 model*® (f) Regional seismic risk and resilience assessments for the functionality recovery

curve and seismic risk map®.



Atkinson® for wood-frame houses in southwestern British
Columbia and the 44,010 analyses performed by Abarca et al.*
for 163 bridges in Italy.

Deep learning techniques have recently emerged as effective
surrogates to replace high-fidelity finite element models for
efficient predictions of complete structural response histories
during seismic shaking. Various types of neural networks, such as
convolutional neural networks®” and recurrent neural networks®,
have been developed to predict seismic response histories of
buildings and bridges. These models are typically trained on a
specific structure using GM sequences as the sole input, yet they
fail to generalize the predictions across different structures across
a region. A few studies®®**° have extended these frameworks to
predict seismic responses of different homogeneous structures by
integrating structural parameters into the model inputs. However,
these studies fail to address the inventory data challenges
mentioned above. On one hand, they often require sophisticated
structural parameters (e.g., natural periods) as model inputs,
which cannot be conveniently extracted from existing inventory
databases. On the other hand, they treat the prediction process as
deterministic, overlooking the fact that the structural parameters
used in deep learning are frequently incomplete for high-fidelity
response predictions. Surrogate response predictions must also
take into account uncertainties due to the incompleteness of
structural parameters as model inputs.
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This study develops a novel Structure Portfolio Response
Prediction Network (SPR-Net) to predict the distributions of
dynamic response histories using GM and partially available
structural parameters as model inputs. This approach captures
inter-structure variations using available and critical structural
parameters while treating missing parameters as sources of
uncertainty. The SPR-Net integrates the fully connected layers,
dilated casual convolutional layers, recurrent layers, and gate
mechanisms to effectively process heterogeneous data inputs,
where a hybrid loss function is devised to enable the probabilistic
response prediction. A feature selection module is also integrated
to identify critical structural parameters as incomplete input
information through a transfer learning** mechanism. The efficacy
and accuracy of this method are demonstrated against a portfolio
of highway bridges in the state of California, as shown in Fig. 1(b).

Results

Structural Portfolio Response Prediction Network (SPR-
Net)

The model architecture of the developed SPR-Net is shown in Fig.
2(a). It integrates fully connected layers, dilated casual
convolutional layers, recurrent layers, and gate mechanisms to
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FIGURE 2. Schematic framework of the SPR-Net for the seismic response prediction of structure portfolios. (a) The architecture of the designed
SPR-Net is composed of fully connected layers processing structure features, and dilated casual convolutional layers processing GM sequence. The features
from structure and GM are merged through the gate mechanism. (b) Loss functions for training the SPR-Net. The loss function for the probabilistic prediction
is composed of uncertainty loss £,, and data loss £,4. (c) The deterministic SPR-Net with all structure features as inputs and dynamic response history as
the output. (d) Feature selection based on Shapley values and data accessibility. (e) The probabilistic SPR-Net with selected key structural parameters and
GM sequence as input, and the mean and variance of the dynamic response history as outputs. The model is transferred from the deterministic SPR-Net by
freezing the module processing the GM data and fine turning other modules. The distribution of seismic response at each time step is considered to follow
a lognormal distribution, and the probabilistic SPR-Net predicts the mean e and variance g of the distribution.



effectively process heterogeneous data inputs and make
probabilistic seismic response predictions of structural portfolios.
The SPR-Net is designed with two distinct channels: the dilated
causal convolutional layer channel*>* for processing GM
sequences as time-series data, and a fully connected layer channel
for handling structural parameters as vector inputs. The
heterogeneous inputs are then fused through the gate mechanism,
where essential features are extracted and combined through the
skip connection and residual connection mechanisms. Depending
on whether the complete set of structural parameters is available
or not, the SPR-Net can be adapted to make deterministic or
probabilistic response predictions. Fig. 2(c)-(e) indicates the
workflow to establish the probabilistic SPR-Net where partial
structural information is available. The workflow involves a pre-
training of the deterministic SPR-Net, the selection of key
structural features, and transfer learning of the probabilistic SPR-
Net. The deterministic SPR-Net is first trained using results from
high-fidelity numerical simulations that incorporate all structural
parameters. The feature selection module then computes the
Shapley values* of all structural parameters and identifies the
important ones that (1) contribute most to the response predictions
and (2) can be easily extracted from existing inventory databases.
With the selected key structural parameters and GM data, the
transfer learning technique is used to train the probabilistic SPR-
Net model in Fig. 2(e), which freezes the GM processing channel
and trains other channels. The probabilistic SPR-Net model
predicts the mean and standard deviation of the response history
at each time step following a lognormal distribution, as shown in
Fig. 2(b). The loss function for the deterministic SPR-Net is the
mean squared error between ground truth and response prediction.
The loss function for the probabilistic SPR-Net is composed of the
data loss, which is the mean squared error between the ground
truth and the predicted median, and the uncertainty loss that
regulates the negative log-likelihood of producing the
observations from the predicted median and standard deviation.
More details regarding the SPR-Net are provided in the method
section.

Development of Benchmark Case-study Dataset

The case study predicts seismic responses of a highway bridge
portfolio in California, USA. The selected bridge class is the two-
span, single-column, continuous concrete box-girder bridges with
seat-type abutments constructed before 1971. The pre-1971 two-
span bridges take a significant portion of the bridge network in
California, as illustrated in Fig. 1(b)**#. The National Bridge
Inventory (NBI)*? provides basic bridge parameters, which are
combined with common design practice values to form the partial
information for developing the probabilistic SPR-Net. Conversely,
detailed bridge parameters are extracted from a comprehensive
review of design drawings for this bridge class in California®. A
total of 650 GM records are selected from the NGA-West2
database®®, comprising 221 records from earthquake events in
California and 429 from events outside California. All ground
motions are recorded from shallow crustal earthquakes in active
tectonic regions, which resemble the seismicity in California.
Each GM was scaled twice with a random scaling factor ranging
from 1 to 3, resulting in a total suite of 1950 GM records. Using
the statistical distribution of each detailed bridge parameter, 1,950
bridge samples are generated through the Latin hypercube
sampling method. These bridge samples are then randomly paired
with the GMs to develop high-fidelity finite element models and
perform NRHA, resulting in the case-study dataset comprising
GM inputs, detailed bridge parameters, and dynamic response
outputs for different bridge components, such as column and
bearing. This dataset is divided into subsets with 900 instances for
training, 240 for validation, and 810 for testing, ensuring no
overlap in between. Further details on the detailed bridge

parameters, high-fidelity numerical model, and GM dataset are
provided in the Supplementary Material.

Pre-Training and Feature Selection

The deterministic SPR-Net is trained against response histories of
the column drift ratio Ac, column lateral force Fc, bearing
displacement y, and bearing lateral force Fb, using time-series
inputs from GM records and vector inputs from 15 detailed bridge
parameters, as shown in Figs. S1-S2 in the Supplementary
Material. Explanations of these 15 bridge parameters are provided
in the Method Section. The SHapley Additive exPlanations
(SHAP)* technique is then employed to analyze the training
process and rank the significance of each bridge parameter. Fig. 3
indicates the top 10 most influential bridge features concerning
the maximum column drift and bearing deformation. The results
demonstrate the model’s ability to capture the underlying physics
of how bridge parameters affect seismic responses. For example,
column drift and bearing displacement would be increased if the
bridge has a lower stiffness due to the slender column (1), larger
pounding gap (&), and longer span (L). Additional insights into the
influence of bridge parameters on other response metrics are
provided in Fig. S8.

While Shapley values offer a basis for ranking and selecting
influential bridge features, one should also consider whether their
values can be extracted conveniently, either from existing
inventory databases (e.g., the NBI) or inferred through typical
design practices. The study takes bridge geometric parameters,
namely column slenderness (1), span length (L), and abutment
seat gap (d), as available partial information to develop the
probabilistic SPR-Net. Conversely, other bridge parameters, such
as column reinforcement ratio (p,), system damping ratio (&),
bearing stiffness (k,,), are excluded due to their negligible impact
or the difficulty of extracting their values without testing
measurements or reviewing detailed design drawings.
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FIGURE 3. Feature importance by Shapley value against (a) the maximum
column drift and (b) the maximum bearing displacement.

Seismic Response Prediction through Probabilistic SPR-
Net

The structural parameter processing channel and the output layers
of the deterministic SPR-Net are modified from Fig. 2(c) to Fig.
2(e). This transfer learning process re-trains the model using only
key structural parameters towards probabilistic response
predictions. In particular, the GM processing channel is frozen
while other channels are trainable. For comparison purposes, the
long short-term memory neural network (LSTM)%®4 is also
trained as a base model with GM sequence as the sole input. Fig.
4 presents comparisons of the cumulative distribution functions
(CDFs) from the testing dataset for column and bearing responses,
including peak drift/deformation, peak lateral force, and
dissipated energy. Results from the probabilistic SPR-Net are
provided as the median prediction and those with one standard
deviation confidence intervals. Fig. 4 shows the superior
performance of the proposed SPR-Net considering both accuracy
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FIGURE 5. Time series response comparisons for column drift ratios at (a) 16™, (b) 50", and (c) 84™ CDF percentiles.

and uncertainty quantification: its predicted median response
aligns well with the ground truth CDF against most response
metrics. Conversely, the LSTM shows notable underestimations
in capturing large responses. Taking 84" CDF percentiles of
column responses as the example, the LSTM vyields relative errors
between 11%-25%, whereas the median predictions from the
SPR-Net are much closer, with relative errors at 1%-7%. The
probabilistic SPR-Net also captures its uncertainties in response
predictions; the one standard deviation results show a reasonable
interval that encompasses the ground truth data.

Fig. 5 further presents time-series response comparisons for
three cases selected from the test dataset. The selected cases
correspond to the results that have peak column drift ratios at the

16", 50", and 84" CDF percentiles. The median response
predictions from the SPR-Net closely align with the ground truth
data concerning both column drift (A.) and bearing displacement
(v), demonstrating its ability to capture the amplitude, frequency
content, and phase information of the entire dynamic response
histories of bridge components. While slight discrepancies are
observed in the predicted histories of lateral force demands on
columns (Fc) and bearings (Fb), the SPR-Net model predicts the
shaded confidence intervals that encompass the ground truth
responses in all cases. The confidence intervals for column drift
ratios and bearing displacements are narrow, indicating the strong
capability of the SPR-Net model in predicting bridge
displacements with a small uncertainty. In contrast, the LSTM
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model shows larger deviations from the ground truth data,
particularly in capturing peak responses and overall history
shapes. For the 16" percentile case (Fig. 5(a)), the peak column
drift ratio is 0.32% from the numerical simulation; the SPR-Net
predicts a median of 0.36% with interval bounds at 0.27%-0.51%.
However, the LSTM model predicts an unrealistic peak value of
0.56%. For the 50" and 84" percentile cases, the SPR-Net
demonstrates near-perfect predictions, with the predicted medians
and narrow confidence intervals closely overlapping the ground
truth response curves. Specifically, the ground truth for the 84"
percentile case has a peak column drift of 1.24%, which is
consistent with the SPR-Net predictions at the median of 1.25%
and confidence bounds of 1.00%-1.57%. In contrast, the LSTM
model underestimates the value, predicting a peak column drift at
0.79%, an error of approximately 36%.

Fig. 5 also compares predictions on the cumulative dissipated
energy (Ec) and force-displacement hysteretic loops of bridge
columns. The LSTM model overestimates the column drifts and
energies for the 16™ and 50" CDF percentile cases while
underestimating the values for the 84" percentile case.
Conversely, the SPR-Net reliably predicts the column’s dissipated
seismic energy, with matching hysteretic curves for all three cases
against the ground truth data. Overall, the proposed probabilistic

SPR-Net model significantly outperforms LSTM in terms of both
accuracy and uncertainty quantification. Comparisons on dynamic
response predictions demonstrate that SPR-Net is a more reliable
and robust model than LSTM.

Class and Bridge-Specific Seismic Fragility Assessments
and Loss Estimations

As mentioned, one application of dynamic response prediction of
bridge components is to support the development of their fragility
models and conduct seismic risk/resilience assessments. The
Cloud analysis approach®” detailed in the Methods Section is
utilized to develop bridge fragility models for (1) the entire
archetype class (as a low-resolution fragility representation of the
entire class where intra-class bridge variance is treated as
uncertainty) and (2) individual bridges, where bridge parameters
are considered model inputs for differentiating bridge
performance towards high-resolution bridge-specific fragility.
Fragility models can be developed using different engineering
demand parameters (EDPs), including peak values, such as the
drift ductility for the column and lateral displacement for the
bearing, as well as the energy-dependent index that relates seismic
damage to the entire response histories of bridge components. On
such EDP is the Park-Ang damage index*® for the bridge column.



Capacity models for these EDPs are listed in Table S2 considering
four damage states for columns and two for bearings.

Fig. 6(a)-(c) compares class fragility curves of bridge column
and bearing derived from ground truth data, LSTM predictions,
and SPR-Net predictions. The fragilities derived from the median
SPR-Net predictions align well with the ground truth curves
across all damage states and EDPs. The probabilistic predictions
from SPR-Net also provide uncertainty measurements for fragility
bounds that consistently encompass the ground truth fragility. In
contrast, LSTM significantly underestimates the class fragility,
especially for higher damage states. For example, for column
collapse fragility using drift ductility, the peak ground
acceleration (PGA) at a 50% probability of exceedance is 1.70g
from the ground truth data. The SPR-Net predicts a median PGA
of 1.73g within a range between 1.55g-1.90g. However, the
LSTM prediction is 2.40g, representing a 41.2% relative error.

Bridge-specific fragility models are developed for three
representative structures, with their natural periods ranked at the
10™, 50", and 90" CDF percentiles in the test dataset, representing
stiff, medium, and soft bridges, respectively. Fig. 6(d)-(i)
illustrates the fragility results for the soft bridge that has a span
length L = 36.58 m, column slenderness ratio A = 6.25 and
abutment seat gap length § = 30.48 mm, resulting in a bridge
natural period of 1.03 seconds. With other bridge parameters
treated as unknowns, probabilistic seismic responses are predicted
using the SPR-Net. Fragilities for stiff and medium bridges are
also developed similarly and are provided in the Supplementary
Material. Fig. 6(d)-(f) depict the comparisons of seismic fragility
curves for column and bearing from the soft bridge. Similar
observations on the superior performance of the SPR-Net can be
found as those shown in Fig. 6(a)-(c), including a matching
median fragility and consistent bounds from the probabilistic
predictions. The LSTM model, however, significantly
underestimates the column and bearing fragility for the soft bridge
at higher damage states.

Fig. 6(g)-(i) further compare the seismic repair cost ratios of
the column and bearing for the soft bridge. The bridge is
considered to be located in Los Angeles, California (33.98, -
117.34), where seismic hazard data is available through the USGS
unified hazard tool*, as shown in Fig. S9. No matter which EDP
is considered for the column, Fig. 6(g) and 6(h) demonstrate that
the SPR-Net predicts consistent normalized column loss ratios
against the ground truth value. For instance, the drift-ductility-
based results indicate a column loss ratio of 1.57% from the
ground truth, which is well captured through the SPR-Net
predictions with a median of 1.30% and a probabilistic range
between 0.96-1.98%. In contrast, the LSTM model offers a single-
point prediction that is substantially lower in estimating column
repair costs (i.e., 0.38% from drift-ductility-based estimates).
Similar observations can be found for the seismic loss ratios of
bearings, as shown in Fig. 6(i).

Discussion

We develop a novel SPR-Net deep learning model to
probabilistically predict the dynamic responses of regionwide
bridge portfolios that vary in geometry, material properties, and
design details. The SPR-Net model integrates fully connected
layers to process bridge features, dilated casual convolutional
layers to process GM data, gate mechanisms to infuse these two
heterogeneous data inputs, and recurrent layers to predict the
temporal patterns embedded in seismic responses of bridge
components. The model deals with partial bridge information
through transfer learning that fine-tunes the structural parameter
processing channel. In particular, span length (L), column
slenderness (4), and abutment seat gap length (3) are selected as
key bridge features because of their high Shapley ranking and the
real-world availability of their values. Other bridge parameters,

either not influential or not easily accessible, were treated as
sources of uncertainty for probabilistic response predictions.

In contrast to the LSTM model which shows substantial
discrepancies in predicting dynamic responses of the case-study
bridge class, the SPR-Net incorporates partial bridge features with
more reliable predictions against different metrics, ranging from
response CDF distributions, individual response histories,
archetype-base class fragilities, bridge specific fragilities, and
seismic loss estimations (more results are provided in the
Supplementary Material). In particular, integrating structural
features into the SPR-Net enables a physics-consistent
characterization of fragility and loss for individual bridges (Fig.
S10-S11). The LSTM model overshadows this level of resolution,
resulting in underestimated losses for the soft bridge and
overestimated values for the stiff one (Fig. S11).

The proposed SPR-Net model has significant potential as an
efficient surrogate for addressing different challenging tasks in
earthquake engineering. By inputting real-time ground motion
data from EEW sensors, the model can instantaneously predict the
dynamic responses of bridge portfolios, thereby overcoming a
critical limitation of EEW: the lack of engineering-specific
metrics to support decision-making related to the triggering of
alerts for various end users®. The SPR-Net model achieves a
balance between high-resolution response predictions against
critical bridge attributes and uncertainty quantifications for the
lack of information of other parameters. This adaptability allows
the model to function as a viable down-streaming tool to deal with
seismic shaking maps predicted through regional GM simulations.
Moreover, the probabilistic response predictions generated by
SPR-Net can be seamlessly integrated into analytical frameworks
for regional seismic risk and resilience assessments. These
integrations can occur either as a direct module for predicting
seismic response and damage or as an intermediate module for
developing reliable archetype-based fragility models or bridge-
specific fragility models (both presented in the current study). The
latter can be tailored to account for variations in fragility
parameters across individual bridges within the inventory. Such
advanced response and fragility models are poised to refine
regional risk and resilience metrics, enhancing their applicability
for post-earthquake emergency response, long-term transportation
network planning, and seismic retrofitting of high-risk bridge
structures. These advancements hold significant promise for
improving decision-making processes and resource allocation in
the aftermath of seismic events.

The developed SPR-Net is not without limitations. Its training
and testing data come from nonlinear dynamic response analyses
against numerical simulations of high-fidelity finite element
models. The applicability of the SPR-Net remains constrained to
the simulation settings (e.g., the bridge class, modeling approach,
numerical solver, and GM characteristics), as getting a similar
amount of data from experimental testing and field measurement
still remains infeasible in the present. Previous studies have
validated the numerical models against experimental and field
tests of different bridge components, including columns?®,
bearings®, shear keys®, abutment backfills®?, pounding gaps®,
etc. To further enhance the robustness of SPR-Net, a viable
strategy is to explicitly take into account the modeling uncertainty,
namely the extent to which numerical models represent real-world
structures, against the entire case-study bridge class. Such
uncertainty quantification requires the availability of many more
strong GM records and reliable strong-response measurements of
bridges obtained from seismic instrumentation during large
earthquake events.

Methods

Numerical simulation to develop the case-study dataset



The finite element model discretizes a structure into a large number of
elements for assembling large-dimension system matrices to solve the
following equations of motion under seismic loading:

M + Cx + Kx = —Mla, @

where x = x(t) € RV is the displacement responses of the system with a
dimension of N, and t € [0, T] denotes time. x and % are structural velocity
and acceleration responses. a, = a,(t) € R™" represents the acceleration
time history of a GM. M, C, K € R¥*" are the mass, damping, and stiffness
matrices of the structure. Values in C and K are functions of structural
responses when entering into the nonlinear range. Structural responses at each
time step are obtained by solving Eq. (1) through a time-stepping iterative
integration process, requiring the computations of inverse matrices such as K
at each iteration which takes a lot of computational time.

We develop finite element models for a portfolio of two-span, single-
column, continuous concrete box-girder bridges designed before 1971 in
California, United States®“5, The bridges vary in geometry, material
properties, supporting soil conditions, and design details. Table S1
summarizes the statistical distribution of each bridge parameter based on an
extensive plan review of the bridge class to capture different sources of
uncertainties®. We sample 1950 bridges using these data parameters and
couple each bridge sample with each set of bi-directional GMs selected and
scaled from the NGA West-2 database (Fig. S1). The GM sequence is also
trimmed to have the same length of 60 seconds with a time step of 0.05
second®”. For each bridge-GM sample, we utilize the high-fidelity modeling
scheme illustrated in Fig. S3 to build the finite element model for conducting
the dynamic response analyses. Each bridge model can be characterized
through 15 parameters, including span length L, deck width W}, column height
H¢, slenderness ratio A (height over diameter), reinforcement ratio p, and
concrete strength f., backfill height H,,, abutment pile capacity K,,, column
foundation translational stiffness Ky, and rotational stiffness Ky, bearing
stiffness k;, and friction coefficient w,,, abutment longitudinal seat gap &, mass
multiplier mg, and damping coefficient &. Statistical distributions of these
parameters for the sampled bridges are shown in Fig. S2.

SPR-Net deep learning framework

The proposed framework for developing the SPR-Net is shown in Fig. 2. It
includes model pretraining, feature selection, and transfer learning for
achieving probabilistic predictions. The SPR-Net consists of the fully
connected channel, dilated casual convolutional channel*?, recurrent layers,
gated mechanisms, skip connection, and residual connections. Structural
parameters and GM data are processed separately through fully connected and
convolutional channels. The casual channel constrains the temporal
dependency on the time span where the current response is only influenced by
previous GM records and independent of future information. The dilated
convolution ensures the size of the receptive field expands exponentially
without a significant increase in computation burden. The gate mechanism*? is
employed to (1) filter important information in the predicted sequence and (2)
infuse features extracted from both fully connected and convolutional
channels. The gate mechanism has the following mathematical representation.

Zyyr = tanh(Wf,k * zk) O] O'(Wg,k * zk) O] O'(kacbk) )

where = and (© denote convolution operation and element-wise
multiplication. a(+) is a sigmoid activation function, k denotes the layer index,
f,g and c denotes filter, gate, and fully connected layers, separately. b, and
z), are vector and sequence features from inputs. W is a trainable weight for
filter, gate, or fully connected layers. The residual connection overcomes the
vanishing/exploding gradient and degradation problems associated with deep
neural networks. It enables a deep architecture and shortens the error
propagation path for accelerated training. The skip connection plays a similar
role as the residual connection but directly connects the output of each hidden
layer to the output layer; it uses recurrent cells to further improve the modeling
of temporal dependency for long-time time series data.

The model pretraining is first carried out by feeding into the dataset that
includes the GM data and all structural parameters, which enables the SPR-
Net to achieve deterministic response predictions. The Shapley values* are
then computed to rank structural parameters according to their feature
importance in affecting the model prediction. Key features with easily
accessible values in practice are selected as partial structural information for
developing the probabilistic SPR-Net, while less critical or difficult-to-extract
structural parameters are excluded, contributing to the prediction uncertainties.
The SPR-Net considers the absolute values of seismic responses at each time
stamp following a lognormal distribution. To achieve probabilistic predictions,
the output layers are modified to have two separate recurrent layers predicting
both the mean (a) and variance (82) of dynamic responses at each time step.
Thus, the corresponding Gaussian distribution can be parameterized as

u=loga?—log+a?+ B2 3)

o?
o = log <1+ﬁ> 4)

Therefore, the predicted response x; at time stamp ¢ = i can be represented by
x; = exp(u; + 0; - ¢) - sign(a;) (5)

where ¢ is the standard normal random variable and sign(-) represents the
sign function.

SPR-Net network architecture

The SPR-Net consists of 12 neural network layers. Each fully connected layer
contains 4 hidden units; the convolutional layers have 16 filters and a dilated
width with a multiplier of 2. LSTM layers are employed to process the skip
connection from previous layers before the final prediction. Fifteen bridge
parameters are used as a complete set of inputs for the deterministic response
prediction. For the probabilistic SPR-Net, two branches of LSTM layers are
used to predict the mean and standard deviation simultaneously. Additionally,
the fully connected layer channel is adjusted to have an input size of three for
processing the selected three bridge parameters.

The loss function for the deterministic SPR-Net is the mean squared error
(MSE), as presented in Eq. (7). In contrast, the probabilistic SPR-Net adopts a
loss function that combines two loss terms, namely the negative log-likelihood
which quantifies the prediction uncertainty and the MSE loss for the median
response prediction, as shown in Egs. (6) and (7), respectively.

N2
£,00) = logo +W (6)
L4(0) = llexp(u) - sign(a) — yll3 @)

The SPR-Net model is trained on the training dataset using a batch size of
180 for 1000 epochs under the learning rate of 1 x 10~* for the Adam
optimizer®. The loss functions for both training and validation datasets
become stable after 500 epochs (Fig. S4).

Shapley additive explanations

The SHAP algorithm* explains the prediction process of a machine learning
model by identifying and ranking the importance of each input feature. It ranks
input features by comparing model predictions with and without each feature,
treating all features as potential contributors. For each prediction, the Shapley
value of each feature can be computed as below:

Yi = Ybase T Z;‘l:lf(xij) (8)

where y; is the predicted value of the ith sample, y,,.s. iS the base value of the
prediction across the entire database, nis the total number of features,
and x;; denotes the jth feature. The Shapley value of the jth feature, f(xl-,-),
can be expressed as:

f(xi) = Zses;0(UsDv(sUGYH = v(s)] €))

where S; is the set of all features excluding the jth feature, s represents any
subset of S;, |s| is the size of that subset, v(s) is the prediction value considering
only the features in subset s, v(sU{j}) is the prediction value when the jth
feature is also included, the weight w(|s|) is defined by:

w(s)=s'(n—s—1D'!n! (10)

The Shapley value systematically quantifies the individual contribution of
each feature to the entire model predictions, which enables the ranking and
selection of important features.

Transfer learning for probabilistic predictions

Transfer learning is applied to train the probabilistic SPR-Net using previously
trained hyperparameters as a warm start. It freezes the dilated convolutional
layers as the base model for processing the GM data, whereas the weights for
fully connected layers are re-trained against the selected three bridge
parameters. The models are trained by 1000 epochs with a learning rate of
1 x 10~* for the Adam optimizer; the loss functions on both the training and
validation datasets become stable after 500 epochs.

Long short-term memory model

For comparison purposes, the reference LSTM model is also designed to have
12 neural network layers and 32 filters, followed by 2 layers of 1D
convolutional layers. The loss function is adopted as the mean squared error,
the same as the deterministic SPR-Net model. The LSTM model is trained
using a batch size of 180 for 1000 epochs under the learning rate of 1 x 1073
for the Adam optimizer, and the model with the least loss on the validation set



is used for comparisons. The training, validation, and testing data sets for the
LSTM model are the same as the SPR-Net model.

Cloud analysis and seismic fragility modeling

Seismic fragility measures the probability of bridge components exceeding
certain damage states at varying intensity measure (IM) levels of GMs. The
Cloud analysis®® considers the EDP-IM pairs to have a linear relationship in
the logarithmic space, as shown in Eqn. (11). The associated dispersion
corresponding to the linear regression is computed through Eqn. (12). The
seismic fragility model is then estimated as a lognormal CDF by comparing
seismic demands and capacities of bridge components, as shown in Egn. (13).

log(ugpp) = a+b-log(IM) (11)

1
Beop = J 77 —3 21 [log(edpy) — log (ugpp)I? (12)

log(ugpp) —log(C)
P[EDP = C|IM] = & [—
VBipe + B2

where EDP is the engineering demand parameter of interest, which is
adopted as the drift ductility and park-Ang index*® for the column, and peak
displacement for the bearing; C is the corresponding seismic capacity
model, as shown in Table S2; ugpp is the mean value of the seismic
demand for the given EDP; M is the number of IM-EDP pairs available for
analysis, and edp; indicates the i*" seismic demand parameter obtained from
the NRHAs. Column drift ductility equals its lateral displacement demand
divided by the yielding displacement; the lateral displacement of the
bearing can be directly extracted from the NRHAs. The Park-Ang damage
index (Dp,) of the column is computed as:

Amax Eh

Dpy = A—u+¢p,4m (14

13)

where A,, is column’s maximum displacement demand; A, is the
displacement capacity corresponding to the same drift ductility at each
damage state (Table S2); 4 controls the balance between the influence of
peak deformation and cyclic damage accumulation, with a value of 0.05 used
for the reinforced concrete structure®; F, denotes the yielding force, and Ej,
is the total dissipated energy through hysteretic behavior.

Normalized seismic loss ratio

The performance-based earthquake engineering framework? is utilized to
compute the normalized annual seismic loss ratios of bridge components, as
shown in Eq. (15).

SLR = fIM Z d X pag(IM) X |%| dam) (15)

where SLR denotes the normalized seismic loss ratio; d; is the damage ratio
that represents the percentage in repair losses corresponding to damage state i,
as listed in Table S2; A(IM) is characterized by the hazard curve, as shown
in Fig. S9 for the considered bridge site; pys;(IM) is the in-state damage
probability that can be computed by subtracting the consecutive damage state
fragility values in Eqn. (13) at each IM level. More information regarding the
SLR computation can be found in the Supplementary Material and elsewhere®’.
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Figure S1. Physical features of the selected ground motion dataset

Fig. S1 shows statistical distributions of GMs’ physical features, including earthquake magnitude, duration, peak
ground acceleration (PGA), Joyner-Boore distance (Rj;,), average shear wave velocity to a depth of 30 meters (Vs30)
of recorded GM sites, and the acceleration response spectra (S,) of all motions. Since bridges are considered to be
geographically spread across the state of California, no site-specific target response spectrum is utilized for selecting
the GMs. Instead, a general suite of 650 bi-directional GM records is selected from the NGA-West2 strong motion
database'. The GMs are selected to have earthquake magnitudes M,, larger than 6.0, the Joyner-Boore distance (R;»)
less than 80 km. These criteria eliminate small motion records that do not cause significant seismic damage. As a
result, the selected GMs consist of 221 records from earthquake events in California and 429 motions recorded outside
California. It is worth mentioning that all GMs are recorded from shallow crustal earthquakes in active tectonic
regions, which somewhat resemble the seismicity in California. These GMs are further scaled twice with a random
scaling factor ranging from 1 to 3 to generate more motions that are strong in intensity to cause significant nonlinearity
and damage to bridge components. As such, a total suite of 1950 GM records is compiled.
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Figure S2. Distributions of fifteen bridge parameters from bridge model sampling

All bridges in the considered class are characterized by 15 independent modeling parameters, including span length
L(m), deck width W;(m), column height H.(m), column slenderness A defined as the height over diameter, abutment
seat longitudinal gap length § (mm), abutment backwall height H, (mm), damping ratio £, mass factor mg, column
longitudinal reinforcement ratio ps(%), concrete strength f.(Mpa), abutment pile stiffness K,, (N /mm), translational
K.(kN/mm) and rotational stiffness K,,,(Nm/rad) of column foundation, bearing friction coefficient y; and
stiffness k;, (N /m/mm). Fig. S2 shows the statitiscal distributions of these 15 modeling parameters from 1950 bridge
model samples established for nonlinear dynamic response analyses.
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Figure S3. High-fidelity numerical model of each bridge sample

Fig. S3 shows the high-fidelity numerical model for the two-span, single-column, continuous concrete box-girder
bridge designed before 1971 in California, United States. This bridge class represents a significant portion of the
bridge inventory in the state of California®*. The numerical models are developed in OpenSees to simulate the seismic
responses of 1950 bridges in the same class. As shown in Fig. S3, the bridge deck is simulated using elastic beam
elements with mass lumped along the centerline. The connections between the bridge deck and end abutments are
preserved through rigid transverse beams. The columns are simulated using displacement-based beam-column
elements with discretized fiber-defined sections. The Concrete(02 material is used to model the concrete, and material
properties for the confined concrete are computed using Mander’s model*. The Stee/02 material simulates the steel
reinforcement in the column section*. The Zero-Length-Section element is added at the bottom of the column to model
the strain penetration effect’. Elastic translational and rotational springs are used to model the column foundation,
whereas a spring system is established to simulate the dynamic interplay among various abutment components,
including the backfill, bearing, shear key, and pile foundation. A trilinear material is used to model the abutment pile
foundation. The bilinear hardening material is used to simulate the nonlinear behavior of the bearing. The contact
element developed by Muthukumar and DesRoches® is adopted to simulate the pounding effect between the deck and
the abutment wall. The shear keys’ force-displacement response is modeled using a trilinear curve based on the
Caltrans-UCSD field experiments’, and the seismic resistance of abutment backfills is simulated using a hyperbolic
material®.
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Figure S4. The training history of the (a) deterministic SPR-Net model and (b) LSTM model.

Fig. S4 shows the training history of the loss functions for the deterministic SPR-Net model and reference LSTM
model. The deterministic SPR-Net takes GM sequences (Fig. S1) and values for the 15 bridge parameters (Fig. S2) as
model inputs; the LSTM takes the GM sequences (Fig. S1) as the sole inputs. The loss function for both models is the
mean squared error. The models used are those with the smallest validation losses, which are 1825.5 for the SPR-Net
model at the 805" epoch, and 2965.6 for the LSTM model at the 935" epoch.
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Figure S5. Seismic response predictions of the deterministic SPR-Net model for column peak drifts at (a) 16™, (b)
50, and (c) 84™ CDF percentiles
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Figure S6. Seismic response predictions of the LSTM model for column peak drifts at (a) 16, (b) 50, and (c) 84™
CDF percentiles

Figs. S5 and S6 compare the seismic response history predictions between the deterministic SPR-Net model and the
LSTM model. Three cases from the testing dataset were selected for the comparison, corresponding to those at the
16%, 50™, and 84" CDF percentiles of the peak column drift ratios (i.e., Fig. 4(a)). Fig. S5 shows consistent time
history predictions on the column and bearing responses from the deterministic SRP-Net model, while those from the
LSTM model in Fig. S6 show substantial prediction discrepancies, particularly for the 50" and 84™ percentile cases.
Quantitative comparisons of these two models using a comprehensive set of evaluation metrics are provided in Fig.
S7.



pred true
|Yr951dual yresuiual (Sl)

true
|yresidual

Lresidual

maxlytrue | _ maxlypred |

Lpeak = max|ytrue| (S2)
true __ red
Iy |
Z (53)
PRl z-ly,-””ﬂ "
- Z |ytrue| (S4)
R2 = RZ[ypred’ytrue] (SS)
ytrue _ ypred

1.0 1.0 1.0
0.8F o0.sf 0.8
= 0.6} & 0.6 %06
C04f —— SPR-Net ©04f — sprRNet | ©04
0.2 — LSTM 0.2f — LSTM 0.2f
0TI 0235 04 05 O000T0 0304 05 00 01 02 03 04 05 9000102 03 0405
Lresidual Lpeak Lresidual Lpeak
1.0 1.0
o.sf 0.8
& 0.6 %06
O 0.4f Co4
02 0.2
0G0 0T 020504 05 W0 OT03 0304 05 00 0102 03 04 05 006010203 0405
A £ A £
2 400 6 £ 300
§ i 0.90 confidence % I 210.90 confidence,
2 4t 2 200f 2
45 200} g b= I g
5 Aaf 5 100f ' A
O ok
g g
Z 05457060 075 0.90 07 0 Z 054570.60 075 0.90 $355=0.45 0.00 045 0.90
R? N R? N

(a) (b)

Figure S7. Comparisons of the deterministic SPR-Net model and the LSTM model for (a) column drift and (b) the
bearing displacement

A comprehensive set of evaluation metrics is used to assess and compare the performance of the deterministic SPR-
Net model. These metrics include the (1) relative errors in residual (Lyesigua in Eqn. S1) and peak responses (Lpeqx
in Eqn. S2); (2) amplitude loss (A in Eqn. S3) that calculates the mean value of the amplitude differences over the
entire / time steps; (3) energy loss (€ in Eqn. S4) that calculates the relative error in the time integration of absolute
responses; (4) coefficient of determination (R? in Eqn. S5) between predicted and true responses; and (5) probability
density function (PDF) of the normalized error (V' in Eqn. S6) at every time instant. In these equations, y

true ,,true

Vi
and yTU€, ., represent true responses over the entire time history, at time step i, and the residual value, respectively,

pred

red .,pred
and yp yl and y esidual

represent those from predictions.



These six metrics evaluate the model performance both locally and globally. £L;¢iquars Lpeax and N evaluate the
prediction accuracy on specific time steps for local performance assessment, while A, £ and R? capture the global
quality of response predictions. Fig. S7 compares these six evaluation metrics between the deterministic SPR-Net
model and LSTM model on the testing dataset for both column drift and bearing displacement responses. The CDF
curves of Lyesiguats Lpeak» A, and € show that the SPR-Net model consistently outperforms the LSTM model in both
local and global seismic response predictions. Additionally, R? from the SPR-Net model are above 0.9 for most cases,
much higher than the R? values from the LSTM model. Fig. S7 shows that the developed SPR-Net model is more
accurate and reliable than the reference LSTM model.
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Figure S8. Shapley values of bridge parameters for (a) column energy dissipation, (b) bearing energy dissipation,
(c) enclosed area of column deformation, and (d) enclosed area under bearing deformation

Fig. S8 shows the ranking in Shapley values of bridge parameters against column and bearing responses in terms of
the dissipated energy (i.e., force-displacement products) and the enclosed deformation area along the entire time
history. In addition to span length L, column slenderness A, and abutment seat gap length J, other structural features,
including bearing stiffness k;, column height H., and deck width W, also show high rankings in Shapley values,
demonstrating their substantial influences on the seismic responses of column and bearing. However, these other
bridge attributes are not selected as the critical structural parameters for developing the probabilistic SPR-Net model.
Bridge attributes such as H, have a high ranking against column dissipated energy; however, their Shapley value
features a low dispersion, indicating that the impact of these parameters is limited to a small number of instances.
Other parameters, such as bearing stiffness k;,, show considerable influences but are generally difficult to extract their
values. Obtaining the values of these parameters requires either on-site testing or a thorough review of design
documents. As a result, only features that are both influential and have their values easily assessable are retained,
whereas all remaining parameters are treated as unknowns with a source of uncertainty through probabilistic seismic
predictions. The results show that omitting these other features does not significantly degrade the performance of the
probabilistic SPR-Net model.
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Figure S9. Seismic hazard curve for the considered bridge site at Los Angeles

The bridge for computing the normalized seismic loss ratio is considered to be physically located in the city of Los
Angeles (33.98 N, —117.34 W), in California, United States. The associated hazard data for peak ground acceleration
(PGA) can be extracted using the USGS unified hazard tool®. Eqn. S7 is further utilized to regress the hazard data
against a continuous hazard curve.

A(PGA) = a - exp [,8 (ln (#))_1] S7)

The equation with a = 63.728, f = 42.475, and y = 35.404 fits the hazard data well, as shown in Fig. S9.
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Figure S10. Comparisons of seismic fragility curves and seismic loss estimations for the medium bridge. (a) column
fragility using drift ductility (b) column fragility using the Park-Ang index (c) bearing fragility (d) column loss
ratio using drift ductility (e) column loss ratio using Park-Ang index and (f) bearing loss ratio.
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Figure S11. Comparisons of seismic fragility curves and seismic loss estimations for the stiff bridge. (a) column
fragility using drift ductility (b) column fragility using the Park-Ang index (c) bearing fragility (d) column loss
ratio using drift ductility (e) column loss ratio using Park-Ang index and (f) bearing loss ratio.

Fig. S10 compares the fragility and seismic loss results for the medium bridge that has a span length L=27.73 m,
column slenderness ratio 4=5.60 and abutment seat gap length 6=50.01 mm, resulting in a bridge natural period of
0.75 seconds. Fig. S10(a)-(c) show a matching median fragility and consistent bounds from the probabilistic
predictions of the SPR-Net model. The LSTM model, however, significantly underestimates the column and bearing
fragility for the medium bridge at higher damage states. Fig. S10(d)-(f) further compare the seismic repair cost ratios
of the column and bearing for the medium bridge. No matter which EDP is considered for the column, Fig. S10(d)
and S10(e) demonstrate that the SPR-Net predicts consistent normalized column loss ratios against the ground truth



value. In contrast, the LSTM model offers a single-point prediction that is substantially lower in estimating column
repair costs (i.e., 0.30% versus 0.94% for drift-ductility-based estimates).

Fig. S11 compares the same metrics for the stiff bridge that has a span length £=29.30 m, column slenderness ratio
4=3,69 and abutment seat gap length 6=22.15 mm, resulting in a bridge natural period of 0.64 seconds. Fig. S11(a)-
(c) show matching median fragility and consistent bounds from the probabilistic SPR-Net model. However, the LSTM
model overestimates the fragilities at lower damage states and underestimates the ground truth against higher damage
states. Results for the normalized seismic loss ratios also demonstrate reliable predictions from the SPR-Net model.
Nevertheless, the LSTM model predicts much higher loss ratios for both the column (i.e., 0.99% versus 0.77% for
drift-ductility-based estimates) and bearing (i.e., 9.27% versus 6.32%).



Table S1. Statistics of bridge parameters considered for the bridge class

Parameters Type Mean Standard deviation
Superstructure

Span length, L,,(m) LN 31.78 8.74

Deck width, Wy, (m) LN 9.78 1.98
Column

Height, H.(m) LN 6.63 0.87

Concrete strength, f,(MPa) N 29.03 3.59

Slenderness ratio, 4 LN 4.30 0.91

Rebar strength, f,(MPa) LN 465.0 37.30

Reinforcement ratio, ps(%) U 2.25 0.52
Foundation

Stiffness, Kp (kN /mm) N 245.78 105.08

Rotational stiffness, K.(GN - m/rad) N 6.8 1.1
Abutment

Backwall height, H, (m) LN 2.19 0.44

Pile capacity, K, (kN /mm) LN 0.125 0.54
Elastomeric bearing pad

Stiffness per deck width k;, (kN /m?) LN 908 327

Coefficient of friction for bearing pad u,, N 0.30 0.10
Expansion joint

Longitudinal gap (pounding), 6§ (mm) LN 23.5 12.5

Transverse gap (shear key), A(mm) LN 12.8 2.58

Acceleration for shear key capacity, ag, (g) LN 1 0.2
Other parameters

Mass factor, my U 1.05 0.06

Damping ratio, & N 0.045 0.0125

Earthquake direction, ED B - -

Note: N =normal; LN = lognormal; U = uniform; and B = Bernoulli distribution

Table S1 summarizes statistical distributions of 18 bridge parameters based on an extensive plan review of the bridge
class in California to capture different sources of uncertainties®. 15 parameters are included as inputs to train the
deterministic SPR-Net model, whereas steel strength f,,, abutment transverse gap length A, and acceleration for shear
key capacity agy, are excluded from modeling training. This is because (1) the steel strength f,, of each bridge is found
linear proportional to the corresponding concrete strength f, and (2) the abutment transverse gap A and the
acceleration for shear key capacity ag, are not influential to bridge responses, particularly those along the longitudinal

direciton.



Table S2. Seismic capacity limit state model and damage ratios for bridge column and bearing

Capacity Limit State Model Damage Ratios
Component EDP Median Dispersion
St M! E' C' S M E C S M E C
Column Drift ductility 1.0 20 3.0 4.0
. 0.03 0.08 0.25 1.00
Park-Ang index 1.02 1.0 1.0> 1.02 025 025 047 047
Bearing Displacement (mm) 254 101.6 - - 0.50 1.00 - -

Note: 'S, M, E, and C represent slight, medium, extensive, and collapse damage states, respectively; *Park-Ang damage
index considers 1.0 of reaching each damage state, where A, in Eqn. 14 equals the drift ductility at each damage state
(i.e., 1.0 — 4.0 from slight to complete damage) multiplied by the column yielding displacement.

Three EDPs are selected to assess the seismic fragility and loss ratios of the bridge column and bearing. The
corresponding seismic capacity model and damage ratios are shown in Table S2. The column is considered to have
four damage states as defined by HAZUS'%'2, and the bearing has two damage states'!. The seismic capacities of each
bridge component are assumed to follow lognormal distributions with median values listed in the table, and dispersions
of 0.25 for slight and moderate damage and 0.47 for extensive and collapse damage. Damage ratios for these two
components are adopted from the recommendation'3.
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