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Evaluation of Damage Process and Residual Seismic Performance of RC Buildings Caused by Successive Earthquakes
(Part 1) Damage Spectrums on the 2016 Kumamoto Earthquake
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Abstract: The objective of this series of study is to grasp the damage process and the residual seismic performance in successive

earthquakes by the damage spectrum. Therefore, we organized the parameters of the current damage spectrum and created the damage

spectrum for successive earthquakes. As a result, it is found that the period characteristic of seismic wave affects the degree of damage

to buildings.
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Table 1. Proposed Damage Category by Park®

Slight Minor Moderate Severe  Collapse
Dlpp< 0.1 0.1=Dlps<0.25 0.25=Dlps<0.4 0.4=Dlpp<1.0 1.0=Dlp,
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Figure 1.Generating Process of Damage Spectrum
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Figure 3. Damaged Buildings

in Kumamoto Earthquake
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Figure 4. Damage Spectra on Kumamoto Earthquake
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