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Abstract: The purpose of this research is to evaluate the damage of the building by using the observation record. This paper shows the

outline of the evaluation method and time history response analysis.
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Fig. 1 Conceptual diagram of building damage degree evaluation method
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Fig. 2 Evaluation flow of building damage degree
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Fig.3 Frame of examination target building
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Fig. 4 Load-displacement relationship
Table 1 Analytical model characteristics
BAM | SBR[ SH2R | F1A | E260h8 | RS
B ||NREH| WA it 51 ®BIE | REIE Rl 1%
[kN/cm] [kN] [kN] EFE | ETE 53
Casel 2879 4378 9684 0.563 0. 001 04
Case? 4048 3239 13988 0.213 0. 001 )
Table 2 Earthquake response data (magnification 1.0)
2% 0k 155 B R BAMEE BRREE
[sec] [cm/sec?] [cm/sec
El Centro-NS 53.8 508. 6 50.0
ALK Hachinohe-N$ 54.4 332.3 50.0
Taft-EW 50.7 502.9 50.0
BCJL1 60.0 207.3 25.0
BCJL2 120.0 355.7 50.0
EL CENTRO-NS 81.9 556. 9 84.6
TAFT-EW 81.9 671.8 104. 0
HACHINOHE-NS 81.9 625. 1 104. 0
EIRK HACHINOHE-EW 81.9 575. 1 92.5
KOBE-NS 81.9 632.2 95.3
RANDOM 81.9 555.5 81.4
# P A4 60. 0 573.5 77.2
LEq0g;:] 60.0 472.1 59.2
J\F {148 120.0 479. 4 71.9
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Fig. 5 Acceleration response spectrum of earthquake response
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