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Abstract: Due to increases in the number of inhabitants and their concentrations in densely populated
areas, there is a growing need in modern society to be cautious towards the impact of catastrophic
natural events. An earthquake is a particularly major example of this. Knowledge of the seismic
vulnerability of buildings in Europe and around the world has deepened and expanded over the
last 20 years, as a result of the many devastating earthquakes. In this study, a review of seismic risk
assessment methods in Croatia was presented with respect to the hazard, exposure, and vulnerability
of buildings in the fourth largest city (Osijek) in Croatia. The proposed algorithm for a detailed risk
assessment was applied to a database and is currently in its initial stage.

Keywords: seismic hazard; uniform hazard spectrum; seismic vulnerability; exposure model;
building typology

1. Introduction

Every year, the number of disasters around the world increases, causing more damage and
deaths. Earthquakes, floods, landslides, and other natural disasters cause irreparable damage, often
endangering the lives of people, cultures, material resources, and the environment [1,2]. Recently, the
number of natural disasters has been on the rise, with earthquakes, in particular. Their consequences
have become more severe, including damage to buildings, infrastructure, technology, and whole
societies [3–6].

Earthquakes cause more harm and affect more victims in a short period of time than any
other natural force. The devastating power of seismic events exposes certain weaknesses in urban
environments, as seen in recent earthquake-related disasters in Kobe (M = 7.3, 1995 Japan), Izmit
(M = 7.6, 1999 Turkey), Boumerds (M = 6.7, 2003 Algeria), Kashmir (M = 7.6, 2005 Pakistan), Sichuan
(M = 7.9, 2008 China), and Haiti (M = 7.0, 2010 Haiti).

In order to reduce the impact of earthquakes on engineering structures, a logical approach and an
assessment of earthquakes’ effects on buildings—and more importantly, on people—is needed. With
this aim, various methods were developed to estimate earthquake risk as accurately as possible [7–9].
An earthquake’s risk is measured in its potential damage to buildings and other structures, as well
as the number of people expected to be injured or killed in the area under observation. The first
step in the seismic risk assessment process is to estimate the earthquake hazard (earthquakes with
probable intensity in a given geographical area). Then, based on the available data from the exposure
model, evaluate the damage using one of the existing vulnerability assessment methods in order
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to estimate the losses. These losses can be assessed in a material form, through the damage of the
building stock or non-structural elements of buildings, or in the form of casualties or injuries during
the earthquake [10,11]. The last step is to analyze uncertainties, costs, decision-making criteria, etc.
The ultimate goal of studying earthquakes and their impact on people and buildings is to create a safer
environment, in case an earthquake occurs.

The basic elements of the earthquake risk assessment process are shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. The process of earthquake risk assessment.

Croatia is located on a Mediterranean-trans-Asian belt that is seismically active. Two earthquake
zones stand out: the coastal area and the northwestern continental part. The coastal area spreads from
the border with Slovenia to Senj, with interruptions near Šibenik and Split, all the way to Dubrovnik
and its surroundings (a very strong seismic area).

The first recorded earthquake in Croatia occurred in 361 AD when the town of Cissa on the island
of Pag completely collapsed into the sea. The second major historical earthquake occurred in 1667, and
it completely demolished the city of Dubrovnik. According to descriptions of these two earthquakes, it
can be concluded that the intensity was X-XII degrees on the Mercalli-Cancani-Sieberg (MCS) scale. In
the recent history of Croatia, the most important earthquake occurred in 1996 in Ston, and its intensity
was as high as IX degrees, according to the MCS scale.

According to the National Protection and Rescue Directorate of Croatia (2013), 56.22% of Croatian
territory, inhabited by more than 30% (1,633,529) of the total current population, is characterized as a
zone with a high risk of earthquakes occurrence.

The first study published to include a seismic risk assessment in Croatia was done for the City
of Zagreb in 1992 [12]. A seismological map published in 1987 for a return period equal to 500 years
was used to determine the size of the earthquake hazard according to the regulations at the time.
Risk assessment was made for the VIII◦ of the MSK-64 (Medvedev-Sponheuer-Karnik) scale, while
a maximum acceleration of 2.0 m/s2 (or 0.2 g) was estimated for the entire area using an earthquake
duration of 15 seconds and a narrower city area with a population of about 700,000, without taking
into account differences in local ground properties. The above-mentioned population estimate can
today be considered questionable due to increases in the number of buildings and people in the capital
since 1990.

Earthquake risk assessments should be of particular interest to the national authorities as they
implement new policies (assessments of capabilities, capacities, implementation of strategies, etc.). A
key obstacle to reliable earthquake risk assessments in Croatia is the lack of a database of the buildings.

Two key elements of a reliable risk assessment are seismic hazard analysis and building
vulnerability analysis. Both of these can bring uncertainty into the final risk estimates. For example,
deep geological formations beneath sites are not usually considered in the creation of seismic hazard
maps, which can lead to underestimated hazard levels in certain cases, as we have discussed further on.

Although a greater focus has been placed on seismic hazards and vulnerability assessment in
the scientific articles researched so far, very little attention has been paid to seismic exposure and
the relationship it has with assessing seismic vulnerability. Widespread uncertainty in seismic risk
assessment accumulates from the input and modeling techniques used. Even if the scale of uncertainty
caused by seismic hazard components has been studied well, the total uncertainty will increase
according to the seismic vulnerability component. However, insufficient attention is given to the
uncertainty caused by the components of seismic exposure. Key building data has not been well
defined for accurate vulnerability assessment, and, in this article, the most relevant parameters of
buildings have been emphasized.
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2. Proposed Methodology

The introduction highlights the need to create a reliable estimating model of earthquake losses
that will cover all possible scenarios that arise during and after an earthquake. To contribute to the
improvement of seismic risk assessment for civil engineering structures, we proposed an algorithm
shown in Figure 2. The basic concept of the algorithm is seismic hazard evaluation, vulnerability
assessment of civil engineering structures, and earthquake risk assessment. In order to carry out a
seismic hazard evaluation, it is necessary to have the required documentation of the local ground,
seismicity of the area and other parameters that affect the foreseen movement of the ground surface,
the state of the building, and the possible earthquake-induced damage.
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The seismic hazard evaluation has to be focused on the creation of the design earthquake spectra
that would be more reliable than the ones that are currently proposed by EC8, as well as on the creation
of the reliable artificial strong-motion time histories that shall be used as seismic input in the case of
nonlinear structural analyses. Here, the major focus should be also on the definition of the design
ground types and deep geology types and on the effects of the deep geology and local soil (shallow
geology) on surface ground motion. Furthermore, one of the focuses of future investigations should
be the influence of the local ground type and deep geological site surroundings on the temporal and
spatial distribution of the vibration-induced damages in civil engineering structures.

Although in recent years, several different approaches have been developed in the world in order
to estimate the seismic risk for whole countries or larger cities, all of those approaches are examples of
very detailed studies that require large number of data (in particular, a detailed building database),
which are not available in all countries, including Croatia. Therefore, the creation of a database for a
representative urban area would be an essential contribution because it is assumed that the dominant
building typologies are similar in other cities of the country.

A better estimation of seismic vulnerability and risk of masonry structures correlates with
improved safety of people worldwide, as the majority of the world population still inhabits masonry
structures. Moreover, defining low and high-risk building zones would contribute to urban planning
and town planning decision-making.
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Based on the data of masonry structures damaged during historical earthquakes, as well as
on results of experimental and/or analytical testing of new masonry materials and various seismic
protection technologies for masonry structures and related publications, the vulnerability curves for
different types of masonry structures should be developed.

Choosing a method of seismic assessment should take into consideration the (un)availability of
input parameters of the building database, as well as due to the advantages and disadvantages of
certain methods. The types of methods, advantages, and disadvantages of individual methods and the
chosen vulnerability method for the proposed methodology are presented in Chapter 4.

Based on the assessment of vulnerability and on the estimation of the level of hazard, the
earthquake loss estimation can be carried out. In this part of the methodology, the following will
be taken into account: probabilistic evaluation of seismic hazard and creation of uniform hazard
spectra (UHS) spectra, risk assessment of buildings constructed in compliance with older codes (for the
seismic-resistant design), and risk assessment for buildings constructed in compliance with Eurocode 8.

3. The Seismic Hazard Evaluation

Probabilistic seismic hazard assessment (abbreviated as PSHA) is used to estimate the probabilities
of experiencing a certain value of the selected ground motion parameter and considers contributions
of all plausible earthquakes that can occur in an analyzed area during the estimated life period of the
analyzed building.

Firstly, all possible seismic sources in the vicinity of the analyzed site should be defined. After
defining the geometry of the source zones and their average hypocentral depths, it is necessary to
define the expected rates of occurrence for earthquakes of different magnitudes for all seismic events
for which it is reasonable to expect that they will occur during a certain time period. The rates of
occurrence are defined based on the data on past earthquakes, usually by the least square regression
analyses. The data on the seismicity of Croatia and of a wider region, including the neighboring
countries, can be found, respectively, in the Croatian Earthquake Catalog [13,14] and the BSHAP2
catalog (Harmonization of Seismic Hazard Maps in the Western Balkan Countries Project) [15].

The territory of Croatia is characterized by large variations in seismicity. In fact, there are high
seismicity regions, such as the southeast and northwest parts of Croatia, and other areas that are
characterized by a rare occurrence of important seismic events, such as the Eastern part of Croatia, i.e.,
the Pannonian Basin, where the city of Osijek is located [16].

After the seismic source zones are defined, the next step in a PSHA analysis is to predict the severity
of strong motion at certain distances from the hypocenter, i.e., to define the so-called attenuation
equations. The attenuation equations can be used to predict values of various ground motion
parameters, like macroseismic intensity, peak ground acceleration (PGA), response spectra, and strong
motion duration. Such equations represent functions of the earthquake size, source-to-site distance,
and sometimes also some other factors, which affect ground motion at the analyzed site (mechanism of
the earthquake source, path effects for seismic waves, deep geology, local soil characteristics, etc). For
the creation of a regional attenuation equation, a series of real ground motion time histories (recorded
in that region) are needed. By using a sufficiently large number of such regional data, it is possible to
derive the regional attenuation equation.

Finally, to estimate the seismic hazard at the analyzed site, in a PSHA analysis, the attenuation
equations are used to estimate the ground motion, and contributions from all considered seismic source
zones are integrated over all possible magnitudes and all possible distances within the boundaries of
the source zones, and then summed up.

In the first seismic design code that was implemented in ex-SFRY (Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia) in 1964 [17], the 1950 Seismic Zoning Map was used. The 1950 map was compiled based
on the largest macro-seismic intensities that were observed at the time. In 1982, a temporary seismic
zoning map, also compiled based on the largest observed intensities, was used together with a new
seismic design code [18]. In 1990, a new seismic zoning map for the return period equal to 500 years
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was added to the new design code [19]. This map was the first that was compiled by using a PSHA
approach, with the seismic hazard still expressed through the seismic intensity degrees and estimated
by considering the average ground conditions. Values from the 1990 map were used for the design
of buildings that belonged to classes I and II, i.e., for residential buildings, schools, hotels, museums,
movie theaters, etc. [19].

Recently, new seismic hazard maps have been compiled for Croatia [20], also based on the PSHA
approach, with the seismic hazard now being represented by PGA (peak ground acceleration) values.
These maps were intended for use in the earthquake-resistant design along with Eurocode 8 [21](EC8)
spectra. Hence, these maps were adopted in the Croatian National Annex to EC8 [22]. In compliance
with EC8, the two maps have been compiled, one for the PGA values with the return period equal to
95 years, i.e., with the 10% probability of exceedance in 10 years, and the second for the PGA values
with the return period equal to 475 years, i.e., with the 10% probability of exceedance in 50 years. The
95 years map corresponds to the EC8 so-called “damage limitation” requirement, while the 475 years
map corresponds to the “no-collapse” requirement. Both maps represent seismic action for the ground
type A, defined in EC8 as the “rock or similar geological formations (including at most 5 m of a weaker
material at the surface) with the average shear wave velocity in the top 30 m greater than 800 m/s”.

In EC8 Article 3.2.2.2, elastic response spectra represent the pseudo absolute acceleration for a
natural vibration period, T, between 0 and 4 sec, and with viscous damping. Spectral acceleration
is equal to the PGA for T = 0. The whole spectrum is to be multiplied by the so-called soil factor, S,
which depends on the spectrum type (Type 1 and Type 2) and ground type (A, B, C, D, or E) [22]. In
EC8, spectral acceleration also depends on the earthquake magnitude “that contribute most to the
seismic hazard defined for the purpose of probabilistic hazard assessment”, i.e., on whether or not this
magnitude is equal to more than 5.5 (Type 1 spectra) or smaller than 5.5 (Type 2 spectra).

Table 1 shows seismic intensity degrees for the five most populated cities in Croatia, which were
shown in 1950, 1982, and 1990 seismic zoning maps. Table 2 shows the PGA values corresponding to
the 1990 maps for the return periods equal to 100 and 500 years, as well as the PGA values shown in
most recent seismic hazard maps. For the 1990 maps, the PGA values were estimated by using an
empirical equation (log10(acc) vs. I (◦MCS)) developed for the north-western Balkans [23]. The table
shows ranges that represent empirical PGA estimates for a median minus one and median plus one
standard deviation. Moreover, Table 2 also shows the PGA values from the newest maps, which are
multiplied by the largest S factor. For the city of Osijek, we used the value for Type 2 spectra and
ground type D, S = 1.8, while for the other four cities, we used the values for Type 1 spectra and ground
type E, S = 1.4.

Table 1. Seismic intensity degrees for the five most populated cities in Croatia, as given in 1950 [17],
1982 [18], and 1990 [18] seismic zoning maps.

City Name 1950 1982
1990

50 yrs. 100 yrs. 200 yrs. 500 yrs. 1000 yrs. 10,000 yrs.

Zagreb VIII–IX VIII VII VII–VIII VIII VIII–IX IX IX

Rijeka IX VII VI VII–VIII VIII VIII VIII–IX IX

Split VII VI VII VII VII VIII VIII VIII

Osijek VIII VII VI VII VII VIII VIII VIII

Zadar IX VIII VI VII VII VIII VIII VIII
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Table 2. PGA (peak ground acceleration) values corresponding to the 1990 maps [19] for the return
periods equal to 100 and 500 years, as well as the PGA values shown in most recent official seismic
hazard maps for Croatia [8,9].

City Name

1990 2011

100 yrs. 500 yrs. Tr = 95 yrs. Tr = 475 yrs.

Rock Soil Rock Soil

Zagreb 0.081–0.199 0.159–0.388 0.12–0.14 0.168–0.196 0.22–0.26 0.308–0.364

Rijeka 0.081–0.199 0.159–0.199 0.1 0.14 0.18–0.20 0.252–0.28

Split 0.081–0.102 0.159–0.199 0.12 0.168 0.22 0.308

Osijek 0.081–0.102 0.159–0.199 0.04–0.06 0.072–0.108 0.10–0.12 0.18–0.216

Zadar 0.081–0.102 0.159–0.199 0.08 0.112 0.18 0.252

PGA estimates derived from the corresponding seismic intensities are in fair agreement with
the values that are obtained from the newest hazard maps. For the city of Osijek, these values are in
exceptionally good agreement.

Here, we should note that none of the newest maps consider the features of the deeper geological
formations beneath the sites, while the intensity degrees shown on all previous maps correspond to an
average ground type and average deeper geological conditions.

The ground types that are given in EC8 represent only the characteristics of local soil, or more
precisely, only the 30 m of the stratigraphic profile. Still, different response spectra may be defined in
the National Annex if creators of the Annex wish to take into account the deep geology.

However, several regional seismic microzonation and strong ground motion studies [24–30] have
shown that the deep geology, i.e., the geological characteristics up to depths of hundreds of meters
or even a few kilometers [31], strongly influence seismic waves with both the shorter and longer
oscillation periods. These studies show that even if the shallow geology description takes into account
more than 30 m of the local soil depth (e.g., in the case we use the Seed’s et al. [32] classification),
empirical predictions may still be biased, so the deeper geology conditions need to be considered.
It is important to note that the mentioned studies show that PGA amplitudes are not so sensitive
to strong distant earthquakes, e.g., like those occurring in the Vrancea region in Romania [33,34].
This is due to the fact that the short-period waves attenuate fast, and, when they propagate starting
from distant sources, their final contribution is going to be smaller than the contribution given by
local events, even in the case of very strong (and very distant) events. Hence, almost everywhere
in Croatia, the PGA values will be vastly dominated by local seismicity. However, it is expected
that the long and intermediate period waves may be dominated by the contribution from larger and
more distant earthquakes. What is even more important, the long and intermediate period spectral
amplitudes are strongly influenced by the presence of deep geological sediments, just like those that
are present in the Pannonian Basin [24,29]. For the more reliable definition of seismic action for the city
of Osijek, for example, future seismic studies should include careful interpretation of deep geological
site characteristics and their effect on the spectral shapes. In other words, even though PGA estimates
seem to be adequately defined, the EC8 approach neglects to consider the deeper geological variations
surrounding the site, which strongly affect the longer period spectral amplitudes. Hence, there is a
need to formulate the microzonation maps, which will also consider the deep site geology.

Until the 1970s, only the attenuation equations for PGA values and macroseismic intensities
existed, and hence the PSHA analyses were able to produce results only for these two ground motion
measures, taking into account also the probabilities of occurrence of earthquakes and the spatial
geometry of earthquake sources. However, since the mid-1970s (i.e., after the first creation of empirical
equations for direct scaling of spectral amplitudes), it has been possible to carry out seismic microzoning
for large cities based on more comprehensive methods that also consider the frequency-dependent
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attenuation of strong-motion amplitudes and the simultaneous effects of the site deep geology and
soil conditions [35]. If one uses the empirical equations for prediction of various spectral amplitudes,
then by applying the exact same procedure as for estimation of the PGA values, the PSHA estimate
can be found for each ordinate of the response spectrum, and the so-called uniform hazard spectra
(UHS) can be calculated. Expectations of all UHS amplitudes will then have the same probability of
exceedance in t years. Several recent studies of seismic microzonation in the region of north-western
Balkans [25–30], which considered frequency-dependent attenuation equations and took also into
account the deep geology effects, have confirmed the merits of the UHS approach. The comparison
between the UHS-based and standard seismic microzonation studies is presented in Figure 3.
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4. Exposure

4.1. Review of Existing Building Taxonomies

On the global scale, various databases of building inventory have been developed based on
various approaches and with different levels of data accuracy and reliability. As opposed to the
significant efforts conducted in the field of hazard assessment, not much attention has been given to
exposure models despite their importance.

A widely accepted qualitative definition of earthquake exposure is the tendency of an element
category to be at risk of being harmed by potential earthquakes.

For the large-scale assessments, to demonstrate unambiguously the assignment of a vulnerability
model to an individual building, most commonly specific risk-oriented taxonomies are applied [36].
The most prominent taxonomies are PAGER (the abbreviation for “prompt assessment of global
earthquakes for response”) [37], HAZUS (hazard-US) taxonomy [38], developed originally to describe
the USA building stock, RESIS-II building (reducción de Riesgo sísmico en Guatemala, El Salvador y
Nicaragua project) [39], EMS-98 (European macroseismic scale 1998) [40], which has been used for
seismic risk assessment not only in a few European countries but also in Turkey and in several Central
Asian countries.

The application of risk-oriented taxonomies is appropriate for developing exposure models that
are based on either an expert judgment [41], a combination of data compiled by authorities (e.g.,
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census data), or a field data collection [42], where each of the inspected buildings is assigned one of the
predefined group of building classes in compliance with the surveyor’s personal judgment.

In HAZUS [38], the main parameters for the classification of buildings are the basic load-bearing
system, building height, and criteria of the used design codes. Sixteen types of structures are identified
according to the basic structural system and seismic design criteria. Types of structures are increased to
thirty-six when the number of floors is considered. The building height is considered in three groups:
(1) low-rise buildings (for buildings with up to 3 floors), (2) mid-rise buildings (4 to 7 floors), and
(3) high-rise buildings (up to 20 floors). Types of structures are further increased to a hundred and
thirty-two separate typologies when the consideration of the engineering design level is considered
(pre-code, low-code, moderate-code, or high-code). Although it was developed specifically for the
US, HAZUS has been used with and without local adaptations widely globally (e.g., Venezuela, India,
Canada, etc.).

In PAGER [37], global building typologies are classified by using sixteen main building types
defined by primary structural material and lateral load resisting system, expanding to eighty-seven
subtypes when more specific building descriptions are available (i.e., height, diaphragm type, specific
material types, construction techniques, and ductility level).

The RESIS-II building classification scheme was developed specifically for use in Central
America [39]. The basis of this classification is HAZUS structural types, but with a reduced number of
typologies that consider differences in height. The design level is not considered for any structural
typology, consistent with the extent of building regulations in the region [43].

The EMS-98 system is fairly simplistic, and its European focus leads to greater attention given
to masonry and reinforced concrete (RC) building types, with a number of more detailed options
given for each. All steel and all timber structures are grouped together with no differentiation for any
characteristics other than the primary structural material.

On the other hand, more recently, so-called faceted taxonomies were introduced to provide a
more standardized description of analyzed buildings based on a more comprehensive set of basic
attributes [36]. However, according to Pittore et al. [36], these taxonomies cannot be used directly for
risk-related exposure models. According to the GEM (global earthquake model), single structures
are described in detail from the functional and structural points of view. Different levels of detail for
13 attributes describe a class of buildings (or an individual building): direction, position, plan shape,
structural irregularity, exterior walls, floor type, roof type, occupancy, year of construction, height,
lateral load-bearing system, the material of the lateral load-bearing system, foundation, and occupancy.

The lack of a database on buildings is a key obstacle to reliable earthquake risk assessments
in Croatia. This lack of data on current building stock was also pointed out in the project NERA
(abbreviation for “network of European research infrastructures for earthquake risk assessment and
mitigation”) [44]. Croatia represents one of the six countries in Europe (including Iceland, Switzerland,
Serbia, Bosnia, Herzegovina, Montenegro) that are identified for such an analysis. Based on results of
the project NERA that collected available data on the existing building stock in European countries, the
classification and representation of dwelling types for urban areas in Croatia (Figure 4) were obtained
through a review of the Google street view application (blue columns in the chart) and questionnaires
completed by Croatian researchers (orange columns in the chart). From Figure 4, one can distinguish
two basic building attributes that will serve for the proposed building taxonomy. The first being
material of the lateral load-bearing system (masonry, reinforced concrete (RC), timber, and other), and
the second being the construction age, which is related to the seismic codes (to be further discussed in
this paper), which is also directly related to the engineering design level.
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Table 3 shows the number of dwellings according to the year of construction in the whole Croatia
based on Census 2011 [45]. Other details on the existing building stock, which could be used for a
more precise description of their exposure in case of earthquakes (number of floors, material, structural
system, etc.), are currently not available in the state statistical databases.

Table 3. The number of dwellings, according to the year of construction [45].

Period of Construction Number Percentage (%)

built before 1919 112,217 7.5

built between 1919–1945 84,963 5.7

built between 1946–1960 138,858 9.3

built between 1961–1970 288,563 19.3

built between 1971–1980 325,203 21.7

built between 1981–1990 247,084 16.5

built between 1991–2000 129,687 8.7

built between 2001–2005 70,463 4.7

built from 2006 73,072 4.9

unknown 24,640 1.6

unfinished 1808 0.1

total 1,496,558 100

Characteristics of building structures in the region, as well as the construction practices, may
change over time, but some of the main characteristics stay the same for each period due to the
similarity of the materials, construction techniques, and quality of construction. That means that for
each type of buildings throughout Croatia, we could differentiate a distinctive conclusion on their
seismic resistance and behavior during an earthquake [46].

Until 1920, masonry buildings had wooden floor structures. These buildings were built in most
cases between 1860 and 1920, and they are currently part of the old town centers in Croatia. These
buildings are not designed with the main goal to cope with severe horizontal ground motions (e.g.,
earthquakes). Such buildings are classified as historical heritage. The first semi-prefabricated RC floors
were applied after 1930, and monolithic RC floors after 1964. Also, after the earthquake in Skopje in
1963, masonry buildings all over former SFRY were built systematically with horizontal tie-beams and
with vertical tie-columns in order to obtain confined masonry [4].
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Also, after the 1963 Skopje earthquake, the load-bearing system in reinforced concrete structures
(RC frames and RC shear walls) were built with respect to the provisions of the seismic regulations
introduced in 1964 (i.e., after the 1963 Skopje earthquake) and in 1981 (i.e., after the 1979 Montenegro
(coast) earthquake).

Eurocodes were gradually introduced between 1992 and 1998 as voluntary norms for structural
design. In that period, they maintained a pre-standards status (ENV label) due to difficulties that came
up with the harmonization of new standards with old national legislation. In 1998, the final version
was introduced, with the label of European standard (EN label), but the final implementation started
in 2005 by the introduction of the technical regulations for concrete structures (NN 101/05) [47]. In
2011, Eurocodes finally became mandatory norms in official use, although the pre-standards could be
also applied until the end of 2012. Therefore, during those two years (2011 and 2012), there was an
overlap between the implementation of ENV and EN.

Table 4 shows seismic codes for Croatia and classifications of dwellings by construction age and
common construction type.

Table 4. Classification of dwellings by the age of construction, a common type of construction, and
seismic codes for Croatia.

Age
Distribution before 1948 1948–1964 1964–1981 1981–2005 2005–2012 2010–Today

Seismic
regulation

(design
standards)

- - 1st earthquake
design regulation 1

Regulation
1981 [18] Pre-standards Eurocode 8

[22]

The common
type of

construction

Stone and
brick

masonry
buildings

with wooden
floors

Brick
masonry

with
reinforced
concrete

floors

Masonry with RC
floors (houses),

confined masonry
(residential

buildings), and
pre-code RC frames

Reinforced concrete buildings,
confined masonry buildings

1—after the 1963 Skopje earthquake.

4.2. Predominant Building Typologies for the City of Osijek

The proposed exposure model will include building characteristics that can be obtained through
field survey inspection. It will also include parameters relevant to certain seismic vulnerability methods.
Based on the up to date building database of the city of Osijek, basic characterization of buildings,
as well as obtained statistical analysis of those characteristics, is performed. According to Census
2011 [45], there are 51,123 dwellings in Osijek (Table 5). However, the number of buildings and basic
structural types are not included in the Census data. Using the database compiled so far, predominant
building typologies can be determined.

Table 5. Number and area of the dwellings for the city of Osijek [45].

Number of Dwellings Area in m2

Osjecko-Baranjska County 138,252 11,054,777

Osijek 51,123 3,853,094

A very important step to assess the earthquake’s impact on the built area is the knowledge of the
structure of the building, its structural system, the material from which it was built, the response of the
building in the earthquakes that occurred in that area, and engineering standards or regulations that
were valid during construction.

Building inventory is a database of buildings and their typology, which defines their exposure to
specific dangers and gives input on pre-calculated losses of those buildings. As a rule, the inventory
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requires particular building data: the purpose of the building, year of construction, height, utilization,
value, location of the building, etc.

Building databases of the selected area are compilations based on several different methods that
include:

- gathering the data from the archives of some public institutions or companies, such as hospitals,
schools, kindergartens, etc.

- going to the site and analyzing the buildings.

Throughout the history of the city, the building construction was changed depending on the
development of the building’s technology, knowledge of ground characteristics, urban insights on the
regulation of urban space, the application of urban protection measures, and the needs for building
space. Knowledge of the period of construction of a certain group of buildings, the basic characteristics
of the construction, and the manner of application of the relevant regulations (if they existed) is
important for a rough assessment of the seismic resistance and the expected effects of the earthquake
on buildings. Examples of typical types of buildings in the city of Osijek are shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Typical examples of (a) older masonry buildings (with wooden floors), (b) confined masonry,
(c) reinforced concrete (RC) frames, and (d) newer RC frames.

Within some of the city districts, basic data on the type of construction (masonry, reinforced
concrete, etc.) have been collected along with the year or period of construction, the level of the
earthquake forces for which it is designed, the height (number of floors), regularity in the layout/height,
horizontal and vertical bearing elements, etc. The above-mentioned data are systematized.

The database described in the paper [48] is further extended with the data on buildings. Based on
a total of 1100 buildings, the slightly changed results would be presented. By analyzing the collected
database, it can be seen that 97% of the buildings are masonry buildings, while only 3% of the buildings
are reinforced concrete. Percentages of certain classes of structural systems are presented in Figure 6.
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The structural systems for the buildings in the city of Osijek are classified as follows [48]:

- unreinforced masonry structures (URM), flexible floors (old bricks)
- unreinforced masonry structures, rigid floors
- confined masonry structures
- reinforced-concrete frame structures (RC)
- shear walls, built without taking into consideration earthquake-resistant design.

For the buildings in the database, the following results were obtained on the year of construction
(see Figure 7): 16% of the buildings were built before the 1940s, 32% were built between 1940 and 1970,
33% were built in the period from 1970 to 1978, and 19% in period between 1987 and 2006.
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Another valuable piece of information that can be obtained is related to the number of
stories/heights since it directly affects the fundamental vibration period—the most important dynamic
characteristic of the structure. The following results were obtained regarding the number of stories of
buildings in the database (Figure 8): 77% of the total buildings in the database are low-rise buildings,
16% of buildings are mid-rise, while only 7% of the buildings are high-rise. Since most of the buildings
are masonry buildings, the low-rise buildings are with either one or two stories, mid-rise buildings are
those with three to five stories, while high-rise buildings are those with more than six stories.
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5. Seismic Vulnerability Assessment for Civil Engineering Structures

5.1. Existing Seismic Vulnerability Assessment Methods

The concept of seismic vulnerability can be defined as a lack of structural safety when exposed
to an earthquake, i.e., as the structural response (in terms of predicted damage) to the effect of the
earthquake. Assessing earthquake vulnerability represents a quantitative assessment of the damage
and failure of the structure, which is reflected in certain measures, affecting the public interest (the
number of injured and killed persons, repair costs). It can be defined as the ratio of the expected loss
and the maximum possible loss, with the values going from 0 (no damage) to 1 (total damage).

There are several reasons (situations) that require the use of the concept of earthquake vulnerability,
and the main ones are [49]:

- vulnerability as one of the main factors in the seismic risk analysis,
- vulnerability as a major factor in the development of earthquake scenarios,
- the basis for establishing a risk reduction strategy for buildings or the classification of risk elements,
- base data for the creation of intensity scales (e.g., EMS-98 scale [40], which refers explicitly to

seismic exposure).

Methods that can be used to define function/damage probability curves for earthquake risk
assessment are generally classified as empirical, analytical, expert judgment, or hybrid (Figure 9).
Many researchers briefly explained every method [43–52], and here the advantages and disadvantages
of a certain method have been highlighted. Empirical methods are based on observations of real
damages and post-earthquake surveys. The empirical methods rely on the knowledge of the previous
characteristics of buildings during certain seismic events and on the possibility of extracting statistical
functions that relate the likelihood of damage to a building at a given location, with the expected
intensity of shaking. In order to reliably produce such functions, large datasets are needed that will
cover the full range of performances of a particular building typology to the full range of considered
possible seismic intensities.

Many scientists have addressed the issue of earthquake damage assessment and made suggestions
for damage probability matrices (DPMs). In 1973, Whitman et al. [53] presented various buildings with
a certain level of damage (structural and non-structural) as a function of intensity and suggested the
form of damage probability matrices. In 1982, Braga et al. [54] proposed one of the earliest versions of
the damage probability matrices for Europe based on observed damages in Italy following the Irpinia
earthquake in 1980. They applied the binomial distribution to calculate damage for earthquakes of
different intensities. According to this method, also called ‘direct’, buildings are divided into three
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types (A, B, C), and, for each type, the matrix of damage probability is estimated according to the
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In Japan, in 1968, the first index-based method for low rise RC buildings was developed by
Shiga et al. [55]. The method was developed using the 1968 Tokachioki earthquake damage data to
calculate the relationship between easily available structural information (wall or column areas) and
observed damage.

Then, in 1984, Benedetti and Petrini [56] developed a similar empirical approach to determine
relationships applicable to Italian unreinforced masonry, based on the evaluation of eleven parameters
and combined with some weighting according to their relative importance. The damage factor related
to the PGA values was assigned from the function library according to the overall score.

It is not possible to develop seismic vulnerability functions with this method, which is known as a
prioritization scheme and is used as a first-level screening to highlight the most vulnerable structures.
This initial approach to index assessment aims to give preference to vulnerable structures for detailed
assessments of seismic vulnerability.

Analytical methods are used for a single building when it is evaluated in numerical terms (ultimate
force, displacement capacity, etc.) [43]. The reliability of the obtained results depends on the capabilities
of the computational model to predict the behavior of a real structure and on the number of parameters
that are necessary to be defined. Structural models, idealized to a greater or lesser extent, always
include assumptions that can lead to noticeable differences in results. The use of different modeling
techniques, inputs, and methods for assigning characteristics to a model makes a difference in analytical
modeling. For example, simpler models are faster to build and solve but rely on more assumptions,
while more complex models require more computational effort and deeper engineering expertise but
deliver more accurate results.

5.2. Experiences Obtained by Provided Seismic Vulnerability Assessment Methods in Croatia

Analyzing the city as a whole is a demanding task. It is difficult to work with a large number of
buildings and different types of structures, especially in European regions, where urbanization has
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spread over several centuries. Finding out about the behavior of older buildings is often impossible.
It is difficult to assess the concept and quality of the building materials used at the time of their
construction. It is even more difficult to try to model the behavior of an old building without knowing
the laws of behavior and principles that have been followed in the steps of its construction. The phase
of earthquake diagnostic or vulnerability assessment is the phase in which structures that are not
related to behavior models and that do not fully or completely obey construction and disposition rules
are evaluated.

In any empirical or analytical research, a number of uncertainties must be considered, and this
requires expert opinion and the decision of a team of experts. The choice between the empirical and
the analytical approach or the use of the combined approach will, therefore, ultimately depend on the
decision of the experts conducting the damage assessment of the buildings of an urban area.

Empirical methods based on the actual damage observations and on the post-earthquake surveys
applied in the territory of the City of Osijek in Croatia are presented in papers by Antičević et al. [57],
Ivandić et al. [58], Hadzima-Nyarko et al. [8,59].

Analytical methods applied in the territory of the City of Osijek, and based on the structural models
and results of dynamic or static analyses, are presented in the works of Galista and Hadzima-Nyarko [60],
Hadzima-Nyarko et al. [61], and Pavić et al. [62].

The problem of estimation of earthquake-induced structural damage can also be solved by
calculating the so-called damage ratio (DR). A relatively simple and rapid analysis of potential
earthquake damage based on the coefficient of damage, as a numerically expressed value indicating
the level of structural damage, was proposed by Morić et al. [63,64] and Hadzima-Nyarko et al. [65,66].

Based on these studies conducted so far, we came to understand the advantages and disadvantages,
i.e., the limitations of empirical and analytical methods (Table 6).

Table 6. Limitations of empirical and analytical methods.

Method Disadvantages

Empirical

- specific to particular seismo—tectonic, geotechnical, and built environments
- errors in classification of building damages
- intensity—uncertainty caused by subjectivity and discrete scale
- lack of data for larger, rarer earthquakes
- available databases capturing earthquake damage data may be incomplete or of poor quality
- unable to account for specific structural details and the strengthening of buildings
- Damage probability matrices (—based primarily on the observations of damages during past
earthquakes may sometimes not be applicable for the prediction of damages during future
seismic events.
- practices of building construction often change significantly after disastrous earthquakes—the
performance of new buildings cannot be then represented by existing probability matrices
- vulnerability classes are defined for different building typologies based only on the material
used in construction and on the structural system (and in part on the particularities of
earthquake-resistant design) while neglecting the height range (number of stories)

Analytical

- the significant computational effort is needed while there are limitations in modeling
capabilities
- involve assumptions that can cause significant discrepancies in results
- variation in results, depending on the use of different modeling techniques, input data, and
ways to assign characteristics to the model

The above-specified methods have been so far applied to individual parts of the city. The next
step is to make it for the entire city or the largest urban settlements. Also, based on the experience
gained to date, certain methods will be slightly modified for the study area.
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6. Results

6.1. Selected Characteristics of Buildings for the Database

Based on the study of the literature on damage methods [43], the aim was to select the relevant
characteristics of buildings for the database. To understand the most important (used) construction
features of seismic vulnerability assessment and, therefore, the data that should be a priority in the
data collection phase, a three-part systematic review of relevant literature groups was conducted and
presented in [43], and, accordingly, it was concluded that the following parameters of buildings are the
most important (Figure 9):

- number of stories
- material type
- lateral load resistant type
- elevation irregularity
- plan irregularity
- ground type
- changes in vertical strength and/or stiffness (e.g., soft stories)
- short column (applicable to RC frame structures only).

The parameters shown in Figure 10 are grouped into three areas that identify the different levels
of significance of the parameters needed to evaluate the vulnerability of buildings. In the green area,
the most useful parameters are those that are most affected by the good response of the building to
earthquake activity. Based on the knowledge of these parameters, an experienced assessor can ad hoc
estimate possible damage. In the area marked as moderately useful (in the pink area), are geometric
and structural characteristics and other data, which are useful for determining more precise building
behavior, identifying other properties, or for final analyses and evaluations. Their knowledge and
inclusion in the analysis deepens, improves, and specifies the results of vulnerability calculation. In
the third group (blue area), the parameters of minor importance on the earthquake response of the
structure are classified, but knowledge of these parameters and budgeting can provide results for the
purpose of targeted or specific earthquake vulnerability assessments.

Figure 10. The proportion of the vulnerability index methods that prioritize different building
parameters (redrawn from [43]).

A database whose properties are described in Section 4.2 is under development for the city of
Osijek. The following building parameters in the database were selected as the most important, and
they were already collected:
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- structural system
- year of construction
- state of preservation
- the regularity of the floor plan
- regularity along with the height
- number of stories
- story height and total building height
- the material used for the construction of the walls and the type of the floor structure
- position within the block
- building size
- floor area and gross floor area of the building
- ground type
- purpose of the building.

Additional information was also collected so that each building could be displayed in a Geographic
information system (GIS) environment:

- cadastral parcel number
- street name and house number.

Based on these requirements, a mobile application, developed by EM2 LLC (www.em2.solutions),
was created for the Android operating system (Figure 11). The mobile application was designed with
flexibility and ease of use in order to simplify and speed up data entry in the field with the use of
mobile phones or tablets. The mobile application consists of several screens for data input pertinent to
creating a building stock database. While in the field, all of the data entered by the users are stored in
a central database on a server. The application was also designed to work in offline mode, thereby
enabling the user to enter data in areas where internet access is poor and/or non-existent. In such a
scenario, data is stored locally on the mobile device and then synchronized to the central database on
the server when the device comes “online”.Sustainability 2020, 12, 1796 18 of 25 
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Users of the application are assigned to one of two roles: standard user or administrator. Upon
installation of the application on a mobile device, the user is required to register and is automatically
assigned a “standard user” role. A standard user can only view and edit his/her building data entered
into the database. The administrator can access the central database and edit/modify all the data
through the mobile application or through a web application.

www.em2.solutions
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6.2. Provided Seismic Vulnerability Assessments Based on the Selected Building Characteristics

It was concluded that most empirical methods could be implemented if the aforementioned
parameters are collected. Two methods will demonstrate the application of the selected parameters.
The first method is the macroseismic method developed by Giovinazzi and Lagomarsino [67–69]. The
second method is the visual screening method, which identifies the highest priority buildings, i.e.,
buildings for which a more detailed method is to be implemented later (as described in Section 4).

The macroseismic method is also called ‘indirect’ since the relationship between the seismic action
and the structural response is defined by the vulnerability index. The vulnerability index in a specific
area is obtained based on a combination of data collected by observation in situ and from different
building typologies. The mean damage grade µD is related to the macroseismic intensity I and depends
on two parameters: the ductility index Q and the vulnerability index VI [69]:

µD = 2.5
[
1 + tanh

(
I + 6.25×VI − 13.1

Q

)]
(1)

where I is the degree of macroseismic intensity; Q is the ductility index used to fit the damage surveys
data and controls the slope of the vulnerability curves; and VI is the vulnerability index, for which
the typological vulnerability index (i.e., the most plausible value for the specific building type, VI) is
computed as the centroid of the membership function. According to [69], the proposed value is 2.3 for
residential buildings.

The vulnerability index of every building involves other factors: the regional vulnerability
modifier and the behavior modifier. The calculated vulnerability index for every building for two
levels of intensity—VII and VIII—were connected with the most probable damage state (Table 7) and
presented in Figure 12.

Table 7. Mean damage grades, most probable damage states vs. EMS-98 damage grades [70].

Mean Damage Grade Intervals Most Probable Damage State EMS-98 Damage Grade
0–0.5 None D0

0.5–1.5 Slight D1 (Grade 1)
1.5–2.5 Moderate D2 (Grade 2)
2.5–3.5 Substantial to heavy D3 (Grade 3)
3.5–4.5 Very heavy D4 (Grade 4)
4.5–5.0 Destruction D5 (Grade 5)
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In the case of intensity level VII (Figure 12a), “Substantial to heavy” could damage 18% of the
buildings in the block under consideration. “Moderate” damage state is possible for most buildings,
and 15% of buildings can reach the “Slight” damage state. At this earthquake intensity, fewer buildings
can remain undamaged. At the level of intensity VIII (Figure 12b), very few buildings would be
damaged by “Moderate” or “Slight” damage state. Most buildings (72%) would suffer “Substantial to
heavy” damage, and as many as 18% would suffer "Very heavy" damage. In the observed block of
buildings at this earthquake intensity, no buildings would be absent damage.

The second method used the numerical scoring system and is related to the earthquake-resistant
design requirements of the National Building Code of Canada [71]. This method is a screening
procedure with the aim to rank buildings in order to find those that should be evaluated in more detail.

The final result, i.e., the so-called seismic priority index (SPI) was calculated using two factors:
structural index (SI), related to failure or possible damage to the building, and non-structural index
(NSI), related to failure or damage to the building’s non-structural components [71]:

SPI = SI + NSI (2)

The structural index (SI), which is based on the following components: ground motion (seismicity
and local soil conditions), structural behavior (the type of structure and structural irregularities), and
importance of the building, can be calculated as [71]:

SI = A · B · C · D · E (3)

where A represents the seismicity; B the local soil conditions; C the type of structure; D irregularities;
while E represents the importance of the analyzed building.

The non-structural index (NSI), which is based on hazards corresponding to life-safety or hazards
corresponding to vital post-disaster operations in buildings, building importance, and local soil
conditions, can be calculated as follows [71]:

NSI = B · E · F (4)

where B-local ground conditions; E-building importance; F = max (F1, F2), where F1-hazards
corresponding to life-safety and F2-hazards corresponding to vital operations.

The following criteria are proposed for the purpose of ranking buildings:

SPI = 0–10 indicates low priority
SPI = 10–20 indicates a medium priority
SPI = 20–30 indicates a high priority
SPI > 30 potentially hazardous

The seismic priority index (SPI) was calculated for each building for the same building block and
presented in Figure 13.

The obtained results showed that for the intensity of earthquake VII, only 3% of the observed
buildings could be considered as potentially dangerous. Most buildings have an SPI > 20, indicating a
high priority, 28% indicate a medium priority, and a smaller number low priority (Figure 13a). For
the intensity of earthquake VIII (Figure 13b) with respect to the calculated SPI, approximately similar
percentages of the total observed number of buildings were obtained. The number of low priority
buildings remained the same, and the proportion of buildings with SPI > 30 increased by 5%. This
increase led to a decrease in the percentage of total buildings with a medium priority of 3% and of
buildings with low priority by 2%.

As it could be seen from Figures 12 and 13, a direct comparison of the results of two different seismic
assessment methods was not possible because the macroseismic method yields mean damage grades to
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calculate the degree of damage to a building, while the screening procedure gave priority points on the
basis of which buildings are ranked in priority building groups for further more detailed evaluation.
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Also, based on the provided vulnerability assessment methods, it could be seen that the selected
characteristics of buildings were quite sufficient for two completely different methods. We considered
this extremely important because it is very difficult, once building data is collected, to add new features,
subsequently depending on the vulnerability assessment method.

7. Conclusions

Knowledge about seismic vulnerability of buildings at the European and world level in the past
twenty years has been deepened and expanded due to many devastating earthquakes.

Most of the territory of Croatia is characterized by a high degree of seismicity. The eastern part
of the country where the city of Osijek is located is characterized by the rare occurrence of stronger
seismic events. The specific characteristics of deep geological deposits on which the city lies, and which
are not usually taken into account when designing seismic hazard maps, can introduce uncertainty
into the ultimate effects of an earthquake on buildings and people in the city, even in the case of
low-intensity earthquakes.

The paper discussed issues related to a more reliable assessment of seismic risk, with an emphasis
on the relatedness and impact of seismic exposure on it.

The uncertainties that arise in seismic risk assessment arise from the inputs data used and
modeling techniques. Therefore, an estimation algorithm was proposed in the paper, and the building
data from the Osijek city exposure model was used in its application.

The proposed algorithm was elaborated through three phases: seismic hazard evaluation,
vulnerability assessment of civil engineering structures, and risk assessment.

The results in the first phase were uniform hazard spectra for the targeted area. In the second
phase, an exposure model was developed, and the characteristic typologies were adopted. With one of
the empirical or analytical methods, the degree of damage was calculated.

Based on the estimation of the level of hazard and the vulnerability assessment in the third step
after comparing design forces according to different building codes, the damage to buildings and
human losses was calculated.

In the article, characteristics of buildings were presented, as well as the parameters relevant to
certain seismic vulnerability assessment methods, which were selected for the exposure model of city
Osijek. Adopted structural systems were presented too, as well as an analysis of their percentage
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representation in a sample of 1100 buildings for which data in the database have been collected so far.
An analysis of the representation of collected buildings in the base with respect to year of construction
and number of stories was also presented.

With the macroseismic and visual screening method, we demonstrated the application of the
selected parameters for the exposure model, on the example of a characteristic block of buildings from
the Osijek city base.

According to the macroseismic method, the most probable interval of mean damage was obtained
as 1.5–2.5 for the intensity of earthquake VII, and 2.5–3.5 for the intensity of earthquake VIII. The mean
damage grade obtained was associated with the most probable damage state defined as "Moderate"
with respect to “Substantial to heavy”.

According to the visual screening method, for both earthquake intensities taken into account, the
highest number of buildings was assigned to the “high priority” group for further detailed assessment.

The aim of the proposed methodology, the developed exposure model, and this paper was to
contribute to the improvement of seismic risk assessment for civil engineering structures in Croatia
and wider.

However, the results from the city of the Osijek case study could be used also for other cities in
Croatia, as well as for many cities in neighboring countries due to similar hazard levels and similar
building typologies.
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13. Herak, M.; Herak, D.; Markušić, S. Revision of the earthquake catalogue and seismicity of Croatia. 1908–1992.
Terra Nova 1996, 8, 86–94. [CrossRef]
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23. Trifunac, M.D.; Lee, V.W.; Živčić, M.; Manić, M.I. On the correlation of Mercalli-Cancani-Sieberg intensity
scale in Yugoslavia with the peaks of recorded strong earthquake ground motion. Eur. Earthq. Eng. 1991, 5,
27–33.
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25. Lee, V.W.; Manić, M.I.; Bulajić, B.Đ.; Herak, D.; Herak, M.; Trifunac, M.D. Microzonation of Banja Luka for
performance-based earthquake-resistant design. Soil Dyn. Earthq. Eng. 2015, 78, 71–88. [CrossRef]
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microzoning of Štip in Macedonia. Soil Dyn. Earthq. Eng. 2017, 98, 54–66. [CrossRef]
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