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Table 3.2.1 Predicted damage to structural members of

suspension bridges and cable stayed bridges
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Photo 3.2.1 Example of seismic retrofit method for existing bridges
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Fig 3.2.3 Cable stayed bridge for the study
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Table 3.3.1 Relation between structural seismic performance levels and required performance of structure
RC 2
1
2
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3.3.1
Figure 3.3.1 Relationship among seismic performance levels, damage levels of member

and stability levels of foundation
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Figure 3.3.2 Load-displacement relationship and damage levels
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Figure 3.3.6 Demand-yield-seismic

-coefficient spectrum
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Table 3.3.2 Limit displacement for damage levels and result of evaluation
mm
1 2 3

1 69 296 374 2 3 OK
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1) Iai,S., Matsunaga,Y.and Kameoka,T.: Strain space plasticity model for cyclic mobility, Report of Port and Harbour

Research Institute, Vol.29, No.4, pp.25-56, 1990.
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Figure 3.4.1 Cross section of a sheet pile quay wall and its reinforcement plan
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3.4.3

Figure 3.4.3 Results of numerical analysis (time histories)
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Figure 3.4.4 L2 Input motions for a piles supported wharf and a crane by two mass-spring model analysis
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wharf and a crane)
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Phot.3.6.3 Accident scene at uplifted manhole
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Figure 1 Velocity response spectrum from
simulated wave at Sakai, Osaka by

Tsuruki et al.
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2.0 3K000
3.8.1
Table 3.8.1 Seismic evaluation results for the river dikes.
1.0 2.0 3.0
(m) (m)
(m) (m) (m) (m)

L2K600 3.00 0.70 1.44 o 2.41 o 1.82 o 1.23 o
L2K800 -0.93 X 1.90 o 0.80 o -0.30 X
L3K000 -1.16 X 1.56 o 0.12 X -1.32 X
L3K200 -1.10 X 2.18 o 1.36 o 0.54 X
L3K400 0.30 X 2.09 o 1.18 o 0.27 X
R3K400 | 3.20 0.70 -1.57 X 2.25 o 1.30 o 0.35 X
R3K600 -1.65 X 2.69 o 2.18 o 1.67 o
R3K800 -0.03 X 2.97 o 2.74 o 2.51 o
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IK 3.9.1 SK
3.9.2

3.9.1

Table 3.9.1 Outline of objects analyzed for exemplifying the seismic safety evaluation procedure

ST 116m 311 109.6gal 259.5 gal
SK 155 293 106.9 gal
IK 111m 460 194.8 gal 284.0 gal
YN 115 202 143.4 gal
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3.9.2

3.9.2
Table 3.9.2 Outline of actual seismic countermeasures for existing dams
/ /
35m 9
1934 1998 2002
33.3m ®
1927 2002 2005
33.33m
( ) ”
1900 2001.8 2005.3
14.1m D
1959 ( ) 2003.9 2005.8
22.5m
1964 ® 2000 2004

3.9.1 ( ) 3.9.2 ( )
Photograph 3.9.1 Panorama of the Yamakura Photograph 3.9.2 Panorama of the Murayama Dam
Dam
3.9.6
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3)
4)
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5)

-307 pp613-614 2003.9
6)
— 2005.7
7) http://www.dokokyo.or. jp/ce/ce0502/project.html

8) kikoukan01@mz.pref.chiba.lg.jp
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Fig 3.10.1 Distant view of bridge
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3.10.3 Table 3.10.1 List of tests
35m PS
3.10.1 40m
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PS m
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60cm 10
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Table 3.10.2 Possessing strength of samples
20. 9N/mm”
1.5N/mm”
32.9N/mm’
3.5/mm’
31. 3kN/mm’
3.10.2 3.10.3
Fig. 3.10.2 Circumstance of sampling Table 3.10.3 Results of statical analysis
0.59
114
0.49
0.85
3.10.2 0.82
1.94
3.10.2
ver.2.40
3.10.3
i)
Vs=700m
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foreshock of the 2004 off the Kii peninsula earthquakes and strong ground motion simulation of

the hypothetical Tonankai earthquake using the empirical Green's function method, Earth
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