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ABSTRACT: A strong earthquake struck the city of Pisco in Peru on 15 August 2007. The
authors performed visual damage detection of buildings using images by QuickBird
satellite. The interpretation was carried out building by building, then the damage grades of
about 10,800 buildings were determined. The results were compared with field survey data
and also with aerial photographs, and the accuracy of damage inspection was studied. The
results show that about 70% of collapsed buildings of the whole city were detected. Some
amount of omission error was observed due to the limitation of vertical images.
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Accuracy 62.1% 12.5% 81.4%

Overall accuracy 70.6%
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B 64,65 18 29 266 313 85.0%
Sum 94 40 286 420
Producer’s
Accuracy 64.9% 20.0% 93.0%

Overall accuracy 79.8%
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