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INTRODUCTION J

Before the 1933 Long Beach, Calif., earthquake, seismic effects
were generally not considered in the design and construction of Navy .

structures. Some seismic design and construction requirements were . -

relaxed during World War II because of the shortage of material and
skilled workers. Since then, essentially all Navy structures have been
designed and constructed according to the prevalent codes. Earthquake
design force levels, however, have increased, and design criteria have
changed over the years as more earthquake ground motion and damage data
become available. Consequently, a building completed 15 years ago may
not be able to satisfy the current seismic design criteria.

As part of the Navy's earthquake hazard reduction program, essential*,
critical**, and other important structures at various Navy activities
have been analyzed by the rapid seismic analysis (RSA) procedure (Ref 1
and 2) to determine their seismic adequacy according to the current
Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) ground motion criterion:
of maximum ground acceleration with an 80 probability of not being
exceeded in 50 years. The aim of the RSA procedure is to identify those
buildings that may be susceptible to severe damage.

The RSA procedure was initially developed by John A. Blume and
Associates in a pilot study of a relatively large number of buildings at
the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard in 1973. Since then, the procedure has
been formalized and enhanced by the Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory
(NCEL).

The seismic investigation at a Navy activity may be divided into
two phases. In Phase I, the selected buildings at the activity are
analyzed by the RSA procedure. Those buildings found to be inadequate
in Phase I are analyzed in detail during Phase II to determine the
degree of strengthening required to reduce the potential damage and the
estimated cost.

The major steps of the RSA procedure*** are: b

e Select the buildings (by screening and visual inspection).

e Investigate geological site hazards.

* Perform a visual survey of lifeline utilities.

*Essential structures are those that provide disaster control, recovery,
and communications capability. Mission-essential structures are those
that serve a military mission that requires them to remain functional
during and after an earthquake.

*Critical structures are those that contain material that if released
would create a secondary hazard to surrounding structures and personnel
nearby.

***For more details about the RSA procedure, the reader should refer to
References 1 and 2. 1
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* Determine the site response spectra.

* Estimate the structural properties (natural periods, damping,
and base shear capacities) at the yield and ultimate levels
for the transverse and longitudinal directions of each building.

* Estimate the damage from the demands by the site response
spectra and base shear capacities of the building.

* Select the buildings for detailed analysis according to the
estimated damage and engineering experience and judgment.

Because of the large number of structures at each Navy activity, it
is generally not economically feasible nor practical to screen or perform
rapid analysis on all the buildings. The following criteria are used to
select buildings for field screening:

1. Structures constructed before 1973.

2. Buildings with greater than 3,000 ft2 of floor area.

3. Structures in seismic zones 3 and 4, and only essential
structures in seismic zone 2.

4. Structures not earth covered.

5. Structures with a replacement cost of more than $200,000.

6. Structures not scheduled for replacement within 5 years.

7. One-story, lightweight timber or preengineered steel buildings.

8. Other structures selected by the Public Works Office at the--
activity.

Structures constructed after 1973 are generally more seismic resistant
than those constructed before because of the lessons learned from the
1971 San Fernando earthquake and later code changes to reflect these -.

lessons. Criteria 2 and 5 eliminate the smaller buildings in the 2,500-
to 3,000-ft2 range. These smaller buildings have generally responded
well in past major earthquakes because of their relatively large linear
foot of wall per square foot of floor area as compared to buildings with
larger floor areas. Both results of analyses and experience in past
major earthquakes indicate that earth-covered structures are generally
quite resistant to earthquake damage. Criterion 6 may eliminate some of
the weaker structures (i.e., structures scheduled for replacement are

likely to be weaker than the general building population).
Even with the screening criteria, there are still too many buildings

that have to be analyzed by the RSA procedure at the current (1985) cost
of about $2,000 per building in Phase I. The following criteria are
suggested for eliminating buildings from further study:

2

.. . . . . . . .. .-........ .. . ... ..



.1.

1. Buildings that are essentially identical to those chosen for
analysis. Results of those analyzed are applicable to those
not investigated.

2. Buildings with foundation problems, such as extreme ground
settlement which results in footing or pile damage. Such
buildings should be analyzed in detail and repaired as part
of the normal maintenance program.

3. Structures that cannot be reliably analyzed with the RSA
procedure, such as large buildings with complex lateral force-
resisting systems whose vertical or horizontal configurations
are highly irregular. Such buildings should be analyzed in
detail during Phase II.

In general, the criteria used to screen and select buildings for
analysis by the RSA procedure eliminate the more seismic resistant or
newer buildings at a given site. Thus, the buildings analyzed tended to
be biased toward the weaker ones. The estimated damage for the buildings
is expected to be somewhat larger than the historic damage for the same
type of buildings.

The site response spectra determine the demand or loading on the
structures analyzed by the RSA procedure. Because of the procedures
used and conservatism involved in the determination of the maximum
ground accelerations (50 percentile) and the site response spectra
(84 percentile), the loading thus obtained for a given maximum ground
acceleration at the site represents a near upper bound value. That is,
there is less than about a 10% chance that the loading experienced by a
building with a given damping and natural period would be greater than
that indicated by the response spectrum (Ref 3).

In determining the damping and compute the natural periods and base
shear capacities, necessary assumptions were made at each step along the
way. The rapid analysis results are compared with historic damage data
from past major earthquakes to assess the adequacy of the RSA procedure
in predicting earthquake damage. -

Currently, Phase I of the rapid seismic investigations is about 80%
completed. Over 1,500 buildings at more than 50 different Navy activities
have been analyzed. Detailed seismic analysis has been performed on
some of the buildings. Seismic strengthening has been carried out on a
few of these buildings.

Objective

The objective of this investigation is to compare the RSA-estimated
damages for steel, concrete, masonry, wood, and brick buildings with
historic earthquake damage data for similar buildings.

Approach

To satisfy the objectives of this investigation, average historic
earthquake damage data for 10 different types of construction in the
form of percent damage versus the Modified Mercalli Intensity (Ref 4)

3



(MMI) were transformed to percent damage versus maximum ground acceler-

ation (MGA). The RSA data for 750 buildings at 22 different selected
Navy activities were separated into five groups: steel, reinforced
concrete, reinforced masonry, wood, and unreinforced brick. The estimated
average damages for each building group were computed for MGAs between
0.05 and 0.5g at 0.05g increments. The RSA damage data were compared
with the appropriate historic damage data and the differences were
noted.

HISTORIC EARTHQUAKE DAMAGE DATA

l In this section, the average historic earthquake damage data for
buildings are presented. The available historic damage data are in the
form of damage versus Modified Mercalli Intensity (MMI). By contrast,
the RSA data are in the form of damage versus maximum ground acceleration
(MGA). Hence, the MMI values must be transformed to equivalent MGA
values before comparisons can be made.

The Modified Mercalli Intensity scale, with its 12 levels, is an
attempt to measure the severity of earthquake ground shaking intensity.
Developed more than 50 years ago, the MMI scale relates human response
or structural response to ground shaking intensity. The scale is based
on the subjective judgment of the evaluators, materials of construction,
construction techniques, and human response to earthquake effects.
Structures generally are not damaged at MMI < VI. For MMI > IX, the MMI
scale is overly sensitive to the response of the soil. That is, a given
level ground shaking response at a site can occur under a wide range of
ground shaking intensities, depending on the soil profile at the site,
the properties of soil layers within the profile, and site topography.
The advantage of the MMI scale is that it directly relates building
damage to the intensity scale, making it a convenient tool for determining
earthquake insurance premiums.

In studying damage prediction for earthquake insurance, Sauter
(Ref 5) developed average historic earthquake damage versus Modified
Mercalli Intensity relationships for different types of building construc-
tion using the empirical approach. Because the adequacy of the method
depends on the reliability of the available information, an exhaustive
search for existing data from numerous sources was conducted. These
sources include government agencies, research centers, university
libraries, and insurance companies. A detailed compilation of all
collected data including sources and interpretation is given in
Reference 6. The damage relationships available for buildings were
simplified into 10 groups:

1. Adobe

2. Unreinforced masonry - low quality

3. Reinforced concrete frames - without seismic design
a.

4. Steel frames - without seismic design

5. Reinforced masonry - medium quality without seismic design

4



6. Reinforced concrete frames - with seismic design

7. Reinforced concrete shear walls - with seismic design

8. Wooden frame dwellings

9. Steel frames - with seismic design

10. Reinforced masonry - high quality with seismic design

These average damage relationships are shown in Figure 1. Damage isexpressed in percent of the current total replacement cost. THE RELATION-

SHIPS SHOWN ARE BASED ON RECORDED SEISMOLOGICAL INFORMATION FOR LESS
THAN 90 YEARS. INSTRUMENTED ACCELERATION RECORDS ARE ONLY AVAILABLE FOR
ABOUT 50 YEARS. FUTURE DAMAGE AND PREDICTED DAMAGE BASED ON PAST EVENTS
CAN DIFFER CONSIDERABLY. IN ADDITION, THE DAMAGE FOR A PARTICULAR
BUILDING CAN VARY CONSIDERABLY FROM THE AVERAGE DAMAGE RELATIONSHIP FOR
THE BUILDING GROUP, DEPENDING ON ITS STRUCTURAL CONFIGURATION, EXPERIENCE
AND JUDGMENT OF THE DESIGNER, AND QUALITY OF WORKMANSHIP, ETC. THUS,
THE INHERENT LIMITATIONS OF THE EMPIRICAL DAMAGE RELATIONSHIPS MUST BE
KEPT IN MIND WHEN USING THEM TO PREDICT EARTHQUAKE DAMAGE.

The historic damage versus MMI relationships shown in Figure 1 are
transformed into historic damage versus maximum ground acceleration
(MGA) by establishing a relationship between MMI and MGA. There are
many empirical relationships between MMI and MGA in the literature
(e.g., Ref 7 through 11). It is the general consensus that a range of
MGAs exists for each MMI level. Furthermore, Murphy and O'Brien (Ref 11)
found that the MGA value for a given MMI level is a function of the
earthquake magnitude and distance from the earthquake source, information
generally not available for MMI data before about 1933. The MMI versus
MGA relationship used in this study is shown in Figure 2. The relation-
ship is superimposed on a plot of the maximum acceleration data recorded
between 1933 and 1973. It is based on 70% of the mid-range of values
given by Sauter and Shah (Ref 9). The MGA from the curve shown in the
figure for each MMI level is generally about 20% larger than the values
given by Murphy and O'Brien (Ref 11) except at MMI level X, where it is
6% smaller. Incidentally, Murphy and O'Brien found that the MGA distri-
bution at each MMI level is log-normal. Of the 1,465 acceleration data
points used in their study, less than 2% of the total had values larger
than 0.3g.

From the plot shown in Figure 2, it is apparent that there is
considerable scatter in maximum ground -:celeration values at each MMI
level. It is the author's opinion that the extremely high peaks at the
various MMI levels are caused by local site amplification, such as local
topography or soil properties. For example, the 1.25g acceleration
between MMI VIII and IX was recorded near the abutment of the Pacoima Dam

during the 1971 San Fernando earthquake. The spurious peak was caused
by the amplification of the base motion through the rock ridge and the
fracturing of the ridge during the earthquake.

The resulting historic damage versus maximum ground acceleration
relationships or damage functions are given in Figure 3. From the
functions shown, it is apparent that adobe buildings on the average

5
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experience the greatest damage for a given maximum ground acceleration.
Brick buildings are expected to be severely damaged or collapse at a -
maximum ground acceleration between 0.2 and 0.3g. By contrast, wooden
frame dwellings and high-quality reinforced masonry buildings with

* seismic design are expected to only experience nominal damage at a '
.- maximum ground acceleration of about 0.5g.

The damage functions given in Figure 3 can be used to estimate the
earthquake damage to buildings not analyzed by the RSA procedure at the
various Navy activities. However, as mentioned earlier, one should be
cautious about using empirical data to predict future earthquake damage.

EARTHQUAKE DAMAGE ESTIMATED BY THE RAPID SEISMIC ANALYSIS PROCEDURE

The earthquake damage data estimated by the rapid seismic analysis I
procedure are presented in this section. First, a description of the
building data is given, including the location of the activity, types of
buildings and their approximate distribution according to type, and date
of design/construction. Then, the response spectra used in the analysis
are presented. Finally, the resulting damage functions for the buildings
are given. The buildings are separated into 5 groups:

e Steel

* Concrete

* Masonry

e Wood

* Brick

The sorted data are input into a modified version of the CEL 9
computer program (Ref 1) together with the digitized site response
spectra data. The program computes average estimated earthquake damage,
the standard deviation, and the coefficient of variation for each building
group from 0.05 to O.50g at O.05g increments. The resulting damage
versus maximum ground acceleration relationships (damage functions) for
each building group are presented in tabular and graphical form. The
significance of the estimated damage is discussed.

Data Base

The RSA data for 750 buildings from 22 selected Navy activities out
of 26 that were stored in the PRIME computer were used in this study.
The RSA data from the other Navy activities have not been entered into
the PRIME computer. Data for nonbuildings, such as elevated waterS.',

towers and radio antenna towers, were excluded.
The site identifications, number of buildings in each group at each

site, and the total number of buildings in each group are given in
Table 1. With the exception of Bangor, Jim Creek, Puget Sound, Whidbey
Island, Guam, and Sabana Seca, all the sites are in California. Bangor,

8

.. . . .... . .-

2.7.'



Table 1. Number of Buildings in Each Category Analyzed by the

Rapid Seismic Analysis Procedure at the 22 Selected
Navy Activities

No. of Buildings in Category
Site

Steel Concrete Masonry Wood Brick

Alameda 7 19 1 8 0
Bangor 8 7 27 6 4
China Lake 3 25 5 2 0
Concord 3 15 4 2 0
Coronado 0 6 5 4 3
Guam 0 8 0 0 0
Jim Creek 0 6 0 1 0
Lemoore 6 15 40 1 0
Long Beach 7 8 0 0 0
Mare Island 15 19 0 1 15
Miramar 3 34 25 12 0
Moffett 7 21 5 10 0
North Island 2 27 5 1 3
Point Mugu 5 8 9 0 0
Port Hueneme 8 6 6 6 0
Puget Sound 22 13 0 19 27
Sabana Seca 0 34 2 0 0
San Francisco 7 6 0 5 0
Seal Beach 7 7 3 11 1
Skaggs Island 0 4 1 0 0
Subic Bay 4 17 10 0 0
Whidbey Island 4 12 8 13 0

Total 118 317 156 106 53

9I  .
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Jim Creek, Puget Sound, and Whidbey Island are in the state of Washington.
Guam is one of the Mariana Islands in the Pacific Ocean. Sabana Seca is W
in Puerto Rico in the Caribbean Sea. The distribution of buildings in
each category is as follows:

Type No.

Steel 118
Concrete 317
Masonry 156
Wood 106

, Brick 53

All the buildings are in the low-rise category (5 six stories), with the
great majority of them having three stories or less.

These buildings were constructed between 1858 and 1973. The following
. is an approximate distribution of the construction dates of the buildings:

Construction Percent
Date

Before 1940 24.7
1940s 44.4
1950s 13.0
1960s 14.3
1970s 3.6

100.0

About 70% of these buildings were built before or during the 1940s, with

44.4% of them built during the 1940s. As mentioned in the INTRODUCTION
section, some construction standards were relaxed during World War II
because of a shortage of materials and skilled workers. About 28% of
the buildings were constructed during the 1950s and 1960s. The remaining -

about 4% of the buildings were constructed during the earlier part of
the 1970s.

There is no assurance, however, that a building designed and con-

structed according to the minimum provisions of the prevalent seismic
code in California during the 1960s or 1970s will have the intended
seismic resistance characteristics. Whether a building has the desirable
seismic resistance characteristics intended by the design code depends
primarily on the experience and judgment of the designer or engineer and

* the quality of workmanship. This fact has been proven many times by
observing building damage in past earthquakes.

For instance, essentially all of the buildings at the Naval Air
Station, Lemoore, Calif., were designed and constructed during the
1960s. Most of the buildings were constructed of reinforced masonry.
Results from the rapid seismic analysis (RSA) indicate that the estimated I"

damage for steel buildings were somewhat higher than budldings constructed
from other materials, primarily from the lack of vertical bracing. The
masonry buildings generally have precast or cast-in-place concrete roofs
and reinforced, fully grouted concrete block masonry for resisting

10
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lateral loads. The RSA results show that masonry buildings generally
have lower estimated damage than other buildings. However, damage
estimates for some of the masonry buildings were high because of heavy
roofs or lack of effective shear walls. In several cases, the lateral
resistance of the masonry shear walls was impaired by too many openings.
In other cases, the shear walls were not connected to the roof diaphragm
and, hence, provided no lateral resistance. During the 1979 Imperial
Valley, Calif., earthquake (magnitude 6.9), the newly designed (according
to code provisions) and constructed Imperial County Services Building
suffered severe damage and had to be demolished because of faulty design
judgment.

• .About two thirds of the rapid seismic analyses were performed
before the modifications for enhancing the procedure were developed
(Ref 2). Whenever possible, these modifications were made on the data
before they were used in this investigation. A steel yield strength 3f
30 ksi was used on the majority of the analyses. However, most of the
Navy's steel buildings were constructed after 1940, and a yield strength
of 36 ksi would be more appropriate. Because it was rather difficult
and time consuming to make the appropriate changes in the base shear
capacity data, the steel building data were left unmodified. The effects
of this increase in yield strength on the RSA-estimated damages are
investigated by a sensitivity analysis.

Response Spectra

The majority of Navy activities are at sites with an intermediate
soil profile. An intermediate soil profile is defined as one with deep
cohesionless or stiff clay conditions, including sites where the soil
depth exceeds 200 feet and soil types overlying the bedrock are stable
deposits of sands, gravels, or stiff clays.

For consistency, the response spectra developed by the author for
the Long Beach Naval Ship Yard, Calif., were used to analyze all the
building data (Figure 4). The curves shown in the figure are for an
intermediate soil site and correspond to about the 84 percentile values.
That is, given the maximum ground acceleration at the site, there is
only about a 16% chance that the loading experienced by the buildings
will be greater than that indicated by the response spectra.

Damage Functions

Results from the computer analyses for the steel, concrete, masonry,
wood, and brick building are tabulated in Table 2. The average damage,
standard deviation (a), and coefficient of variation (COV) are given in
percent of the total current replacement cost of the building. The

-a standard deviation tended to level off to between 30 and 40% at average
damage of greater than about 40%. The coefficient of variation (COY), a
good indicator of the dispersion of the data about the average value, is
the largest for reinforced concrete and masonry buildings. This large
scatter of the data about the average value is most likely due to variation
in the architectural layout inherent to these types of buildings. The
variation in the architectural layout can have a significant effect on
the base shear capacities of these buildings.

a. . .. . * a. . . .
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tUnreinforced masonry - low quality

Reinforced concrete frames - without

2 3 seismic design

80 1 - Steel frames - without seismic design
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with seismic design
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Steel frames - with seismic design
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Figure 3. Historic earthquake damage functions for buildings.
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Figure 4. Site response spectra for Long Beach Naval Shipyard,
Long Beach, Calif.
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Assume that the data for the 750 buildings represent a random
sampling of the overall Navy building population in seismic zones 3 and
4. Results from calculations using the theory of sampling indicate that
there is 99.7% assurance (confidence level) that the computed average S.,.

damages shown in Table 2 for steel, concrete, masonry, wood, and brick
buildings will generally be within ±6.9*, ±9.9, ±8.0, and ±15.4%, respec-
tively, of the "true" average damage or the value that would have been
obtained had all the buildings been included.

The RSA damage functions for the different buildings are shown in
Figure 5. As expected, the unreinforced brick buildings generally have
the greatest estimated damage at all maximum ground acceleration levels. ..-

The wooden buildings have the next to the largest damage. This is not
surprising because the majority of these buildings are large-span struc-
tures, such as industrial shops, theaters, gymnasiums, and warehouses.
Earthquake performance of such large-span structures tends to be poor
because of their large seismic-demand-to-base-shear-capacity ratios as
compared to short-span structures. Wooden residential dwellings, short-
span structures that have performed well in past earthquakes, were
virtually eliminated by the RSA building screening and selection criteria.
Reinforced concrete and masonry buildings have the lowest estimated
damage, with masonry buildings the lower of the two. The estimated V
damage for steel buildings is between brick and masonry buildings.

To check the sensitivity of the estimated damage for steel and
wooden buildings to increases in the natural periods and base shear
capacities at the yield and ultimate levels, the estimated damage for
these buildings were computed for a 20 and 50% increase in these para-
meters. The original (unmodified) damages are compared with the modified
damages for steel and wooden buildings in Tables 3 and 4, respectively.
The results indicate that increasing the base shear capacities at the
yield and ultimate levels by 20 and 50% will reduce the estimated damage
by about 7 and 16%, respectively. Based on available information,
increasing the base shear capacities for steel buildings by 20% is
justifiable. Increasing the base shear capacities for wooden buildings
by 20% cannot be justified, let alone 50%. The estimated damages for
the steel and wooden buildings are rather insensitive to increases in
the natural periods.

The RSA-estimated damages agree qualitatively with those observed
during the magnitude 6.61 1971 San Fernando earthquake (Ref 12). For
pre-1933 buildings, the damage threshold is 0.15g. Maximum ground
accelerations of 0.3g or greater are associated with hazardous damage
and collapse of most of these older buildings. Structures designed in
accordance with minimum seismic code requirements received only architec-
tural damage where the MGA was less than 0.2g. There was minor to
appreciable damage to these buildings when subjected to ground motions
in the 0.2 to 0.3g range. The estimated strong motion duration Q> 0.05g)
for the earthquake is about 10 seconds. Had the duration of the shaking
been much longer, the observed damage would have been much more severe,
and more modern structures might have collapsed. The San Fernando
earthquake confirmed that buildings designed according to building code
provisions can have markedly different responses because of different
architectural layout, structural type, quality of workmanship, and
engineering judgment.

*These percentages are expressed in terms of the total current replacement

cost of the building.
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COMPARISON OF HISTORIC DAMAGE WITH ESTIMATED DAMAGE

In this section, the average damage functions from the rapid seismic
analysis (RSA) are compared with the corresponding historic damage
functions. The comparisons are made at maximum ground accelerations
between 0.2 and O.4g, where most of the damage is anticipated to occur.
The percent difference in damage used in the comparisons is in terms of
the current total replacement cost of the building.

A comparison of the damage functions for steel buildings is shown
in Figure 6. The RSA damages are between 8 and 20% larger than the
historic damages for steel frame buildings without seismic design. The
RSA damages are between 31 and 36 larger than the historic damages for
steel frame buildings with seismic design. Finally, the RSA damages are
between 20 and 28% larger than the average historic damages for steel
frame buildings with and without seismic design.

A comparison of the RSA damage functions for 1.0, 1.2, and 1.5
times the computed base shear capacities of steel buildings with the
historic damage functions is presented in Figure 7. Because of the
reason given earlier, it is felt that the RSA damage function for
1.2 times the base shear capacities is more representative of the actual
response of the steel buildings analyzed.

The primary cause of the difference between the RSA damage function
and the historic function for steel buildings is the presence of long-span
structures, such as industrial shops, warehouses, and aircraft hangars.
Such long-span structures are expected to experience greater earthquake
damage than short-span steel structures, such as office buildings,
because of the greater seismically induced inertia forces in the vertical
lateral force-resisting elements of the long-span structures.

A comparison of the earthquake damage functions for reinforced
concrete buildings is given in Figure 8. The RSA damages are between 7
and 39% smaller than the historic damages for reinforced concrete frame
buildings without seismic design. The RSA damages are between 4 and 6%
larger than the historic damages for reinforced concrete frame buildings
with seismic design. The RSA damages are between 17 and 20% larger than
the historic damages for reinforced concrete shear wall buildings with
seismic design. None of the RSA concrete buildings were designed to
resist the seismic forces by frame action or shear wall action alone.
These buildings are generally designed to resist the seismic forces by a *"C

combination of concrete frame (without seismic design) and shear wall
action. The RSA damages generally are within about ±6% of the average
of the historic damage functions for reinforced concrete frame buildings
without seismic design and reinforced concrete shear wall buildings with
seismic design.

A comparison of the damage functions for reinforced masonry buildings -
is shown in Figure 9. The RSA damages are between 7% smaller and 3%
larger than those for medium-quality reinforced masonry buildings without
seismic design. The RSA damages are between 15 and 29% larger than
those for high-quality reinforced masonry buildings with seismic design.
Finally, the RSA damages are about 10% larger than the average of the
historic damage functions for medium-quality reinforced masonry buildings
without seismic design and high-quality reinforced masonry buildings
with seismic design.

15
ibo.



o o; W W %D 4 L 4D

I 0

41

"a0 1 4 . ?,.

6n do la 0)) 0% Cr4 0)LO
c U n

00

C 4A
S- 0 NY 0 0 V.

o a C") . .
04O- *9- C6n 0 N

U) ou 0 U C) U
413 0
s-0 do -n 0 Ln

03Y

a CL OD0 0

415 Go v C"D
iv 03

41 0 0o c Cr) C4U
01 I= 0 c" - N t

C V

4U IV W ) 0 14 O ~
Nn 0 4W Hn

0 41 4J 0D NY N r-4 CN N

IJ
41 en Ch t

03 0) c O0m r4 t
0 >-

CO;

to 0 to to ) to4

C) 0Go

- 41

to- S- S-.9
C 41 

U) U) 0 4 0 1'

V L S.. A 0 "
c WE U1 41 41-
.9 0Lot CL C . 0 C

fu go4 01 CU CU)t
V9 +j u 4J U j0 + L

N in 41m 410 41- 1

0 '- Q. EQ US- S-16



01 d

o l f. Go r-4 CV
, .4 r4

46- On (n n N1 (1 C1

S 0 I 0 0 0 *

vn 0 01

co cm
CI.. *r- q* 0 m Q* CV

m. v ( 0 Q 0 lb U, (0

0 0
5.) 0

QS CY 4b lb4 O% n

00. r%* '4 4 U, 0l 0
x l ID 4n 9D W

iv5 40 c

C3. CL 4 0.% 9; C'

w0 
-

cmIc+) 10 40- I c

U) Q C )

I 9 I

>110 I L W it it__ __ __(n__

41-4

S+) it *n lb e , n

#A.

4J C I

Go 0 ' C 4 NY r- -C14

4 0 0

-4.)

10 0 IV Is
4- 0 09

0IA .0 IA W 0J V
to 5- 00 F-I

4C m 4Jn c
o~ IAS IA 4 .

V9 0a-0* 0 C

0 CL- a CL E .

41 uJ 4 U 4J CL 4-) CL >1o

~ r -4 r-4 r-40

17



100

steel
---- - Concrete

Masonry
80 Wood

60 ---- Brick

20

20- -

00 0.1--:~ M .2 0d.A 3  0.4 0.5

Figure 5. Rapid seismic analysis estimated damage functions for
buildings.
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Figure 6. Comparison of historic earthquake damage functions with the
rapid seismic analysis (RSA) estimated damage function for
steel buildings.
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Figure 7. Comparison of historic earthquake damage functions with those
estimated by the rapid seismic analysis (RSA) procedure for
steel buildings with and without modified base shear capacities.
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Figure 8. Comparison of historic earthquake damage functions with the
rapid seismic analysis (RSA) estimated damage function for
concrete buildings.
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A comparison of the RSA damage functions for wooden buildings with
the corresponding historic damage functions for steel frame buildings
with and without seismic design and wooden frame dwellings is given in .
Figure 10. Theoretically, historic damage for steel frame buildings and
wooden frame dwellings is not directly comparable with the RSA damage
for wooden structures. The RSA wooden structures generally consist of
relatively long-span structures, such as theaters, gymnasiums, warehouses,
and industrial shops. The smaller wooden frame dwellings or similar
short-span wooden structures have virtually been eliminated from the RSA
by the selection criteria. Understandably, the seismic performance of
steel frame buildings is not directly comparable with the seismic perfor-
mance of wooden buildings because of the difference in material behavior.
However, the spans of steel buildings (typically between 20- and 30-foot
spacing between bays) are closer to the spans of RSA wooden buildings
than typical wooden frame dwellings with numerous interior partitions.
The historic damage functions for the steel buildings are used as refer-
ences for assessing the validity of the RSA damage estimates for wooden
buildings. Furthermore, the author hypothesizes that the RSA-estimated
damages for wooden buildings should be closer to the historic damage for
steel frame buildings without seismic design, with the RSA damages
somewhat larger than the historic damages for steel buildings. This is
because the strengths, ductilities, energy absorption, and dissipation
capacities of the steel structural members and connections are larger
than those for wooden structural members and their connections.

From the damage functions shown in Figure 10, the RSA damages for
wooden buildings are between 44 and 62% larger than the historic damages
for wooden frame dwellings. The RSA damages are between 43 and 48%
larger than historic damages for steel frame buildings with seismic
design. Finally, the RSA damages are between 21 and 33% larger than
historic damage for steel frame buildings without seismic design.

In the few cases where the RSA was performed on small wooden buildings
similar to wooden residential dwellings, the estimated damages are generally
within about ±20% of the historic damages for wooden frame dwellings.

The effects of increasing the base shear capacities for RSA wooden
buildings by 20 and 50% on the damage function are shown in Figure 11.
Again, the estimated damages are compared with the historic damages for
steel frame buildings and wooden frame dwellings.

A comparison of the RSA damage function for brick buildings with
the historic damage function for low-quality unreinforced masonry buildings
is given in Figure 12. At MGAs less than about 0.3g, the RSA damages
are greater than the historic damages. By contrast, the RSA damages are
less than the historic damages at MGAs greater than about 0.3g. The
RSA-estimated damages are within ±25% of the historic damages for low-
quality unreinforced masonry buildings.

In short, the average RSA-estimated damages are generally within
between 5 and 25% of the average historic damages for the corresponding
types of buildings. The RSA-estimated damages for reinforced concrete
and masonry buildings are generally within 5 and 10% of the average
historic damages for reinforced concrete and reinforced masonry buildings,
respectively. The RSA-estimated damages for steel buildings and unrein-
forced brick buildings are generally within 25% of the historic damages
for the corresponding types of buildings. Moreover, it is hypothesized
that the RSA-estimated damages for wooden buildings are generally within
about 25% of the historic damages for such buildings.
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Figure 9. Comparison of historic earthquake damage functions with the
rapid seismic analysis (RSA) estimated damage function for
masonry buildings.
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Figure 11. Comparison of historic earthquake damage functions with
those estimated by the rapid seismic M~nalysis (RSA) for
wooden buildings with and without modified base shear
capacities.
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CONCLUSIONS

1. Assuming that the RSA building data represent a random sampling of
the Navy buildings in seismic zones 3 and 4, the average building damage
functions for steel, concrete, masonry, wood, and brick buildings obtained
in the study will generally be within ±6.9, ±6.9, ±9.9, ±8.0, and 15.4%,
respectively, of the values had all the Navy buildings within the two
seismic zones been included.*

2. Comparisons of the RSA damage functions with the historic damage func-
tions at between 0.2 and O.4g maximum ground accelerations indicate that:

e The RSA damage function for steel buildings is between 20 and 28%
larger than the average of the historic damage functions for
steel frame buildings with and without seismic design.

e The RSA damage function for reinforced concrete buildings is
generally within ±6% of the average of the historic damage func-
tions for reinforced concrete frame buildings without seismic
design and that for reinforced concrete shear wall buildings with .

seismic design.

e The RSA damage function for reinforced masonry buildings is about
10% larger than the average of the historic damage functions for
medium-quality reinforced masonry buildings without seismic design
and that for high-quality reinforced masonry buildings with seismic
seismic design.

The RSA damage function for mostly long-span wooden buildings is
between 44 and 62% larger than the historic damage functions for
relatively short-span wooden frame dwellings. The RSA damage
function for wooden buildings is between 21 and 33% larger than
the historic damage functions for steel frame buildings without
seismic design.

The RSA damage function for unreinforced brick buildings is
within ±25% of the historic damage function for low-quality
unreinforced masonry buildings.

3. The RSA building damage functions and the historic building damage
functions can be used for estimating earthquake damage to buildings not
analyzed by the RSAP. However, the inherent limitations of these functions
given in the text must be considered.

RECOMMENDATION

Seismically inadequate buildings that pose hazards to life or impact
the mission reliability of the activity should either be strengthened,
have their functions transferred to seismically resistant structures, or
be scheduled for demolition and replacement.

*These percentages and subsequent ones are expressed in terms of the
total current replacement cost of the building.
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Silverdale. WA: ROIC('. Corpus Christi. TX: ROI('(. C'rane. IN: ROI(CC. Kellavik. Iceland: ROICC. Kev
West. FL: ROI('(. Point Mugu. ('A: ROICC!AROICC. Colts Neck. NJ: SW Pac. Dir. Engr Div, Mania.
RP: SW Pac. OI('(' Manila. RP

NAVFUEL DET Ol('. Yokohama. Japan
NAVIIOSP (CO. Millington. TN: Dir. Engrg Di%. ('amp Leljcune. NC: SC'E (Knapowski). Great Lakes. IL:_

SC'E. ('amp Pendleton ('A: SC'E. Pensacola FL-
NAVMAG SCE. Subic Bay. RP
NAVMEDCOM SEREG. Head. Fac Mgmt Dept. Jacksonville. Fl.: SWREG. Head. Fac Mgmt Dept. San

Diego. ('A: SWREG. 0C'(. San Diego. CA
NAVO('EANOC)(ode 6210) (NJ Paige). Bav St. Louis. MS
NAVO('EANSYS('EN ('ode 964 (Tlech Library). San Diego. ('A: ('ode 964211 (Baysidc library). San Diego.

(CA
NAVORDNIIS1'ESTSTA Dir. Engrg. PWVD. White Sands. NNI
NAVORDSTA PWO. Louisville. KY
NAVPGiSC'OL PWO. Monterey. ('A
NAVPHIBASE Harbor (Clearance Unit Iwo. Norfolk. VA: PWO. Norfolk. VA: SUEF. San D~iego. C'A
NAVSC'OL('E(OFF ('35 Port Hlueneme. ('A: C'ode ('44,A. Port Iluenemne. ('A
NAVSC'S'OL. PWC). Athens CA
NAVSEA('ENPA(' Code 32. Sec Mgr. San D~ieg~o. ('A
NAVSEASYS('OM C'ode 0)6114. Washington. DC: ('oide ('EI.:ID23. Washington. D)C
NAVSE('GRUAC'r PWAO. Adak AK
NAVSIIIPREPFA(' Library.. Gjuam: SC'E. Subic Bay. RP: SCE.. Yokosuika Japanl
NAVSIIIPYD ('ode 20)2.4, Long Beach. C'A: ('oide 2012.5 I Iihrar\ I' Bremerton. WA',: ('ode 440). Bremerton.

kA\ ('ode 44)). P'ortsmouth. NilI: ('ode 44)). Portsmouth. VA: ('tite 4411)4, Bremerton, WA: IOir. PWI)
(('ode 42))). Portsmouth. VA: ILibrarv. Portsmouth. NILI PWO. Bremerton. WA: PW( ). Mare Island.
Vallejo. C'A

NAVSTA ('0. L~ong Beach. ('A: (CO. Roosevelt Roads. PR: ('tide IS. lid\%a\ Island. D~ir. Frnar I)is . P\\ 1)
(Code lX2tK)). NMayport. FL.: Engrg D~ir. Rota. Spain: S('E. Guam. Marianas, Islands: SCE. San Diego C'A

NAVSUPPAC'I' Engrg Div. Naples. Italy.: PWO. Naples. Italy'
NAVSURFWPN('EN ('ode F211I (C,. Rouse). lDahlgren. VA: (Code W42 I R I'on/ctto). Di~algren. VA.': 1)111'

White Oak Lab. ('odc WSO. Silver Spring. MD)
NAVWARC'OI Fac ('oord (('ode 241. Ne\%port. RI
NAVWPN('EN DROI('( (('odte 70)2). China Lake. ('A: I'W( (('ode 260). (China Lake. ('A
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NAVWPNSTA Dir. Maint Control, PWD. Concord. CA: Engrg Div. PWD, Yorktown. VA: PWO. Charleston.
* SC: PWO. Seal Beach. CA 4

NAVWPNSTA PWO. Yorktown. VA
NAVWPNSTA Supr Gen Engr. PWD. Seal Beach. CA 1
NAVWPNSUPPCEN Code 09. Crane. IN
NETC Code 42. Newport. RI: PWO. Newport. RI
NCR 20. CO. Gulfport, MS
NMCB FIVE. Operations Dept. Forty. CO): THREE, Operations Off.0N
NOAA Joseph Vadus. Rockville, MD S

NRL Code 58WK Washington. DC
USCG Code 2511 (Civil Engrg). Washington. DC
NSC Code 54.1. Norfolk. VA
NSD SCE. Subic Bav. RP
NUSC DIET Code 3322 (Varlev) New London. CT: ('ode EA123 (R.S. Munn), New London. CT: Code TA131

* (G. De Ia Cruz). New London CT
* OCNR Code 700)F. Arlington. VA

PACMISRANFAC PWO. Kauai, HI
PHIBCB I. CO. San Diego. CA: 1. P&E. San Diego. CA: 2. Co. Norfolk. VA
PMTC Code 4253-3. Point Mugu. CA: Code 5(041, Point Mugu. CA: Code 5054-S. Point Mugu. CA
PWC ACE Office. Norfolk. VA: (Code I10, Great Lakes. IL:- Code 10. Oakland. CA: Code 1011 (Library).F

Oakland. CA: Code 102. Nlaint Plan & Inspec. Oakland. CA: (Code 123-C, San Diego. ('A: Code 21m)
Guam. Mariana Islands: Code 4W,) Pearl Harbor. HI:1 Code 4WK. San Diego. ('A: ('ode 42(1. Great Lakes.
IL:- Code 421). Oakland. CA: Code 422. San Diego. ('A: Code 423. San Diego. ('A: Code 424. Norfolk. VA:.

Code 425 (L.N. Kaya. P.E.). Pearl Harbor. HI: ('ode 5111). Oakland. ('A: Dir Maint Dept (Code 5WK). Great
Lakes. IL: Dir. Maint Control, Oakland. CA: Dir. Sers' Dept (Code 4tW), Great Lakes. IL:- Fac Plan Dept
(Code 1011I). Pearl Harbor. HI Library (Code 134). Pearl Harbor. HIL Lihrarv. Guamn. Mariana Islandls:
Library. Norfolk. VA: Library, Pensacola. FL: Library. Yokosuka JA: Prod Offr. Norfolk. VA: Tech

* Librar'.. Subic Bay. RP
SUPSIIIP 'Tech Library. Newport News. VA
HAYNES & ASSOC HI. flaynes. P.E.. Oakland, (CA
US DEPT OF INTERIOR Bu~r of Land Mgmint (('ode 5831. Washington. D(': Nat'l Park Syc, RMR PC,

-'Denver. CC)
USCG iqtrs Library. Washington. DC
USC'G R&D ('ENTER Librarv. (Groton. CTI

*USDA Ext Serv (T' Maher). Washington. D(% Forest Ser\. Reg S. Atlanta. GA
USNA Chairman. Nlech Engrg Dept. Annapolis. MI): Mgr. Engrg. Civil Specs Br. Annapolis. MD: PWO.

* Annapolis. MD
ADVANCED TE('INOLOGY Ops ('en Mgr (Moss). Camarillo, ('A
BERKELEY PW Engr Div (Harrison). Berkeley,. CA
C'ALIIFORNIA SlAT UNIVERSITY C'V. Chelapati. Long Beach. ('A
C'ITY OF LIVERMORE Project Engr (Daukins). Livermore. ('A
C'IARKSON ('0OL1. OF lETCH CG. Batson, Potsdam. NY
C'OLORADO) S(11001. OF MIINES Dept oif Engrg (('hung). Giolden. 'C)
('( RNUILL L'NI'ERSII') Civil & Enmiron Engrg (F. Kulhwai,. Ithaica. NY: ILibrar\. Ser D~ept, Ithaca. NY
D)AMES & MOORE LIBRARY Los AXngeles.. CA
NIAR('ORPS AIRCNI) ('ONBA'l C'YR CE D~ept (Kalapian). Mielbourne. FL
6F( R(dA, INS lilt F OF [[('I NOLOCG V CE Scot (Kahin I Atlanta. GA
INS1I tI O F MARINE SC'IENCEFS I-ibrir%. Port AXransas.. I X

*JOHNS HlOPKINS ('NIX ('F Dept (lone.). Baltimiore. Nil)
I+. 11 II Cil .NI VEFRSHNl Frite t ner! ILab. I Ileedle ). 1k' hleheni. PA: i nderman I ibir. Ser ('ataloguer.

Bethlehem., PAX
\lWI('Ol A'X IU (INOI.O( I(AI t'NIX'IRSIIY ('L D~ept (Ilaa'.. Hloughton. M[
Mll FInIrig Ihi. ('ambtridil'e. NIXA Lib. lech Repiot,,(Cambridge. NlX: RV Wbitman. C'ambride,. MA

* ~NEW: MIL XI(( SOLAR UNE R( Y INS I D~r.s be) la'. Li% ruces. NM
)RF60( N SIX IF U'N IIRSIITY CU Dept (H icks.) ('or'allis. OR

* ~PENNSYLV.XANIA SIX IF t'NIX'IRSIlY (iotol'.ki. I. nisr.i Park. PA,: SnYder. State ('ollege. PA
* ~PO R I SAN DlII 00) Prot Uner. Port Fac. San lieo. C'A.

l'ORlILAN( SIAII t'NIVI[RSIl) 1 INiegiore. Portland. OR
PtURDUE 'I (NIVIIRSI IN' Engrg I ib. Lail~i'.dk. IN: 0 A leconard'. .lala.\ette. IN

* ~SA.N IIL(i( SI 1A I I UN\I\. D~r Kri'.bnamoorth\.. San lDivgo (A
SEAX I'llI I ('IRSI I Y Seht.ieeler. Secittic. .
S( )t I IWS I RSC'I INSI J1 I ok.in'.on . San A'ntonio. IX. King. Sain A'ntonio. l-X R IDellart. San AXntonio

(X. San Anttonio . IN
* ~SI ANF( RI) UNIXI RSlIIN (I Depti (Ocre I Stanlord. CA.
* SIAll IX 'I OF N[W\ YORK CL D~ept . lultalo. NY

I IX AS A lI N)VI RSIIN J-1-I. Nied,'.% Lck. ( olle'" Stioni. IN: )ceanl Finer Prot . C'ollege Station., TX
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UINIVE RSITFY OF ('.IFORNIA CF D~ept (Gerwick). Berkelev. CA: CE Dept (Taflor). Davis. CA; Engrg
(Wviliamson). BerkeleN. (CA. Nasal Arch Dept. Berkeley CA 0

UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII CL D~ept (Chiu). Honolulu. IIl: L-ibrar% (Sci & Tech Di% ), Honolulu. fiI
UNIVERSITY OF IL.1 INOIS CF D~ept (WX. Gamble). Urbana. If.: Civil Engrg Dept (Hall). Urbana. If,:

LibrarN. Urbana. IL: Ms Ila Disson. Urbana. IL.: Mietz Ref Rm. Urbana. IL
UNIVERSITY OF MICIGAN lDr. Riehart. Ann Arbor. Mlt
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA-LINCOLN Ross Ice Shelf Proj. Lincoln. NE
UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO NMERI (Falk). Albuquerque, NNI
UINIVERSITrY OF NOTRE DAME Katona. Notre Dame, IN
UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA Dept of Arch (P. McClearv). Philadelphia. PA
UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN Breen. Austin. TX: Thompson. Austin, TX
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGION Dept of Civil Engr (Dr. Mattock), Seattle %VA
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN (Great Lakes Studies. Ctr. Milwaukee. WI -

ALFRED A. YEE & ASSOC. Librarian. Honolulu. III
AMERICAN CONCRETE INSTIIUlFE Library. Detroit. Nil
AMIETEK Offshore Rsch & Engrg D~i%. Santa Barbara. CA
ARVID GRANT Olympia, WA
ATLANTIC RICH-FIELD) CO. R.E. Smith. Dallas. TX

- BATFULE-COLUIMBUS L-ABS D Frink. Columbus, OH
BETHILEHEMI STEEL_ CO. Engrgz Dept (Dismuke). Bethlehem. PA
BRITisiI EMBASSY Sci & Tech Dept (Wilkins). Washington. DC
BROWN & ROOT Ward. Hlouston, TX
CANADA Viateur De Champlain. D.S.A.. Nlatane. Canada
CHAS T MAIN. INC RC Govette. Portland. OR
CHEVRON OIL FIEL-D RESEARCH CO. Brooks. La Habra. CA
CONCRETE TECHlNOLOCY CORP. A. Anderson. Tacoma. WA
C'ONRAD ASSOC. L~uisoni. V*an Nuys, (CA
CONSTRUCTION TECH) L-AB A.E. Fiorato. Skokie. IL-
DILLINGHAMI PRECASTr F NMeHale. Honolulu. Hit
DRAVO C'ORP Wright. Pittsburg. PA
EVALUATION ASSOC. INC MA Fedcle. King of Prussia. PA
EXXON PRODUCTION RESEARCH CO Chao, Houston, TX
FLRG J10 NC. Library . Houston. TX
(GLIDDEN CO. Rsch Lib. Strongtsville. OH-
GRUMMAN AEROSPACE C'ORP. Tech Info Ctr. Bethpage, NY
HUGHES AIRC'RAFI Co Tech Doe Ctr. El Segundo. CA
NUSC l)ET Library (Code 4533) Newport. RI
LIN OFFSHORE ENGiRG P. Chow. San Francisco CAr
LINDA HALL. LIBRARY lDoc Dept. Kansas City. MIO
MARATHON OIL CC) Houston TX
MOBIL. R & D CORP' Offshore Eng Librars . Dallas. IX
%WF.SI:R. RU"TEI)GL. WENTXC)R4II AND) JOHNSTON EA Richards. New% York. NY
N\L\\ ZE,\l XNI) New Zealand Concrete Resecarch Assoc. (L-ibrarian). Porirua
I.'\(Irl MARINE TECIIN( 1.06IY (M. \%ailter( Duvall. WA
1[ 1 P'S .\SSOC P.A. Phelps. Rhecem \'alles, C A
PORIlAND (%IFN'I .ASSOC. Cork'%. Skokie. II-: Rseh &Des% Lab Lib'. Skokie. II-
SAND[l \ l.ABORA'IORIES Librars D~i%.. I-iserinore CA
SFEICI ('ORI' Peroni. %lujo,. El.
SIILI.I OFFSI ORU INC 1: lDosl. IlOUston. IX
slit 1- OIl. (0. Is&P (i iinert!. Ilouston.F"
SIMPISON (it MPFRI / & IIL( jR INC Consulting Engr,. (17. ill ). Arlington. MA
IRXX S\ SIELMS IDai. S;im Bernardino. CX: Fiwr Librars . (lcseland. Ofl
WSI INGIOUI.SL IF1( IRI ('ORI' Librars. Iittsbuigh PA
\NSS 1W IANNI N. II S I NIR. & A\SSOC( X IM Piticr. Northbrook. IL.
XXO D)WA RD( I NI (4 )NStLI IAN IS R I ojmnvuc/. I loarston. IX
BROX\ N, ROIR I tL nisersos. \1

litl I I (A K . IIt- 1. ( '111.1d., .. .

I lt/I / Iano ( A
HAY~NES. BI Round Rod.. IX
I AN ION. IAX Redmond. \%A..

Ph[ IFRSI N.(.XI N \k (aminrll,'. (A
R I BUSIEFR ('I. O ld S,rook. CI
d'II1 I VOW'LI .I \RR'Y X\sncotc I'
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INSTRUCTIONS

The Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory has revised its primary distribution lists. The bottom of
the mailing label has several numbers listed. These numbers correspond to numbers assigned to the list of
Subject Categories. Numbers on the label corresponding to those on the list indicate the subject category and
type of documents you are presently receiving. If you are satisfied, throw this card away (or file it for later
reference).

If you want to change what you are presently receiving: It I""

* Delete - mark off number on bottom of label.

* Add - circle number on list.
* Remove my name from all your lists - check box on list.

* Change my address - line out incorrect line and write in correction (ATTACH MAILING LABEL).

• Number of copies should be entered after the title of the subject categories you select.

Fold on line below and drop in the mail.

Note: Numbers on label but not listed on questionnaire are for NCEL use only, please ignore them.

Fold on hne and staple.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (mI '"""
POSTAGE AND FEES PAID

NAVAL CIVIL ENGINEERING LABORATORY DIEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
PORT HUENEME. CALIFORNIA 93043 DOD-U--

OFFICIAL BUSINESS
PENALTY FOR PRIVATE USE. 6E00
I INDNCEL.700/4 (REV. 12-73)

@00.LL1.L70404

Commanding Officer
Code L14
Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory
Port Hueneme, California 93043



DISTRIBUTION GUESTIONNAIRE

The Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory is revising its primary distribution lists.

SUBJECT CATEGORIES 28 ENERGY/POWER GENERATION
29 Thermal conservation (thermal engineering of buildings, HVAC

I SHORE FACIUTIES systems, energy loss measurement, power generation)
2 Construction methods and materials (including corrosion 30 Controls and electrical conservation (electrical systems.

control, coatings) energy monitoring and control systems)
3 Waterfront structures (maintenance/deterioration control) 31 Fuel flexibility (liquid fueis, coal utilization, energy
4 Utilities (including power conditioning) from solid waste)
5 Explosives safety 32 Alternate energy source (geothermal power, photovoltaic
S Construction equipment and machinery power systems, solar systems, wind systems, energy storage
7 Fire prevention and control systems)
8 Antenna technology 33 Site data and systems integration (energy resource date, energy
9 Structural analysis and design (including numerical and consumption data. integrating energy systems)

computer techniques) 34 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
10 Protective construction (including hardened shelters. 35 Solid waste management

shock and vibration studies) 36 Hazardous/toxic materials management
11 Soil/rock mechanics 37 Wastewater management and sanitary engineering
13 BEQ 38 Oil pollution removal and recovery
14 Airfields and pavements 39 Air pollution
IS ADVANCED BASE AND AMPHIBIOUS FACILITIES 40 Noise abatement
16 Saw faclities (including shelters, power generation, water supplies) 44 OCEAN ENGINEERING
17 Expedient roads/airfields/bridges 45 Seafloor soils and foundations
18 Amphibious operations (including breakwaters, wave forces) 46 Seafloor construction systems and operations (including
19 Over-the-Beach operations (including containerization, diver and manipulator tools)

material transfer, lighterage and cranes) 47 Undersea structures and materials
20 POL stora , transfer and distribution 48 Anchors and moorings
24 POLAR ENGINEERING 49 Undersea power systems, electromechanical cables,
24 Same as Advanced Base and Amphibious Facilities. and connectors

except limited to cold-region environments 50 Pressure vessel facilities
51 Phiysical environment (including site surveying)
52 Ocean-based concrete structures
S3 Hyperbaric chambers
54 Undersea cable dynamics

TYPES OF DOCUMENTS

85 Techdasa Sheets 86 Technical Reports and Technical Notes 82 NCEL Guide & Updates 0 None-

83 Table of Contents & Index to TDS 91 Physical Security remove my name

-A



PLEASE HELP US PUT THE ZIP IN YOUR .-

MAIL! ADD YOUR FOUR NEW ZIP DIGITS
TO YOUR LABEL (OR FACSIMILE),
STAPLE INSIDE THIS SELF-MAILER, AND
RETURN TO US.

(fold here)

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
POSTAGE AND FEES PAID

NAVAL CIVIL ENGINEERING LABORATORY DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PORT HUENEME. CALIFORNIA 93043-5003 DDae 1 .. AL

OFFICIAL BUSINESS
PENALTY FOR PRIVATE USE. $300

IND.NCEKL.2700/4 (REV. 12-73)

0020-LL-L700@dd

Commanding Officer
Code L14
Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory
Port Hu eneme, California 93043-5003
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