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Evaluation of Bridge Fragility by Capacity Spectrum Method

Fik- ¥ Shinozuka, Masanobu™"
Kim, Ho-Kyung Shinozuka, Masanobu
ABSTRACT

This study exammes the fragxhty curves of a bridge by Capac1ty Spectrum Method. A sample
of 10 nominally identical but statistically different bridges and 80 ground-motion time histories
are considered to account for the uncertainties related to the structural capacity and ground
,motion,' respectively. The comparison of fragility curves by Capacity Spectrum Method with
‘those by time-history analysis indicates that the agreement is excellent for the state of at
'least miﬁor damage but not as good for the state of major damage where nenlinear effects
clearly play a crucial role. Overall, however the agreement is adequate even m the state of
major damage considering the large number of typical assumptions under which the analyses

of fragility characteristics are performed.
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3.1 Capacity Spectrum
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Push-over curve® R #Fo] 435 AA F7HN7H AF 72 YW 27 3 Ay
F AdEE 47 NEEH A2Eo2 =AYoEZN A& 5 At °E capacity curvedti®
gk o] W £HEHFL aFe /¥ R= YAE uigoz vgi Zol A + Ao (ATC,
1996). ' ’

- 330 -



Fi=(w/ glwi‘ﬁi)v (1)

714, Fe A3 (=12 .N) Ag £, wts FH o B9 A8tF, ¢, 2AF i o
712 2ogae] AE Ve 72 99, adxn N sdEde "3y Folu
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o} A AFE uhel o] capacity curver AR FEe sHWe el WY ANF & Auude
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3.2 Demand Spectrum
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AR, (X) damage= TOAR EFZHAMY Xgholn, 0,5 24079 854 Fo|r},
MERF j7F &33ee B9 48 dold $EL 9eH 2o
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