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SEISMIC DIAGNOSIS OF WOODEN HOUSES
IN RESIDENTIAL AREA OF SETAGAYA WARD, TOKYO
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SUMMARY
To mitigate regional physical damage due to earthquakes, appropriate methods to evaluate seismic performance of
buildings and awareness of earthquake risks are indispensable. The authors conducted a questionnaire survey about
houses to residents and evaluate the seismic performance of wooden buildings in Setagaya ward, Tokyo. This paper
presents comparison of seismic evaluation results by three methods (seismic evaluation, seismic evaluation based on
questionnaire survey, and detailed seismic evaluation). How to use these present methods for the earthquake insurance
in Japan is also discussed.
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Fig. 1 Four stages to improve seismic performance
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Table 1 Comparison of seismic evaluation and detailed seismic
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Table 2 Inventory and seismic diagnosis of examined wooden houses
a b C d e
S43(1968) HO3(1991) S63(1988) S63(1988) S57(1982)
S56(1981)
2 2 2 2 2
m’ 117.40 98.93 104.40 106.35 84.98
m 7198 9331 65.98 85.60 81.56
m? 189.38 192.24 170.38 191.95 166.54
9 13 13 18
A .00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 1.00 - .00 1.00 .00 | 1.00 1.00
B .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 - .00 .00 | 1.00
C .00 .00 | 094 | 1.00 .00 .00 | 1.00 | 1.00 .00 .00 ] 092 | 100 - .00 | 1.00 | 1.00 .00 ] 0.90 | 0.84 | 1.00
D .00 .50 .50 .50 .50 .50 - .50 .50 | 1.50
E 070 | 050 | 0.96 ] 0.89 J 0.70 | 050 ] 113 | 154 1070 | 050 | 1.30 | 1.10 - 050 | 132 | 240 1070 | 050 | 071 | 1.04
F 0.90 | 0.90 0.90 0.90 | 1.00 1.00 100 | 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 100 | 1.00 1.00
— - | 08T ] 080 — — | 113 | 154 — — | 119 | 110 — — | 132 | 240 - - | 060 ] 104
0.63 | 0.68 0.80 0.95 | 0.75 113 105 | 0.75 110 - 0.75 132 1.05 | 068 0.60
i 7 h T
S54(1979) S61(1986) S07(1932) HO01(1989) S31(1956)
S58(1983) S43(1968)
2 2 1 2 2
m’ 101.58 39.75 90.09 59.08
m 56.31 29.81 73.29 2892
m’ 157.89 69.56 163.38 88.00
21 14 64 44
A 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 1.00 1.00 | 0.60 - .00 | 1.00 1.00 .00 | 0.60 0.60
B 0.80 .00 .00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 | 0.90 .00 | 1.00
C 1.00 .00 | 1.00 | 1.00 .00 .00 | 074 | 1.00 | 0.90 .00 - - .00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 0.84 .00 ] 0.90 ] 1.00 | 1.00
D 150 .50 .50 .50 150 .50 .00 | 1.00 .50 | 1.50
E 0.70 | 050 | 0.53 | 0.69 .20 1 050 | 0.86 | 1.18 | 150 .20 - - 070 | 070 | 199 | 326 .00 | 070 | 146 | 116
E 0.90 | 1.00 .00 .00 | 1.00 .00 0.90 | 0.80 - 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 .00 | 0.90 .90
= — [ 053 ] 069 - — [ 064 | 118 — - — 1 - - - |19 27 - — [ 079 J063
0.76 | 0.75 0.53 180 | 0.75 0.64 182 | 0.86 - 0.70 | 0.63 1.99 150 | 051 0.63
X Y
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Fig. 3 Significance of comparison of seismic diagnosis

methods
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4 Comparison of tota scores by the three seismic
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Comparison of detailed seismic evaluation and seismic evaluation based on questionnaire survey
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