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ABSTRACT

This study represents results of fragility curve development for 3-span continuous bridge.
To research the response of bridge under earthquake excitation, Monte Carlo simulation is
performed to study nonlinear dynamic analysis. Because of limited number of real time
histories from the Korean peninsula, a set of 150 synthetic time histories were generated.
Fragility curves in this study are represented by lognormal distribution functions with two
parameters and developed as a function of PGA. Five damage states were defined to
express the condition of damage based on the actual experimental damage data of bridge
column. As a result of this research, the value of damage probability corresponding to each
damage state were determined. This approach may be used in constructing the fragility

curves for all of bridge structure and, by extension, in constructing the seismic hazard map.
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Fig. 1 Schematic Diagram for constructing the fragility cruves for RC bridge piers
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