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SUMMARY

Technical activities, performed since very first moment after Umbria and Marche earthquake,
September 1997, were founded, most of all, on GNDT and SSN technicians and researchers
experience of previous quakes. The acquired know-how allowed to design procedures and
technical tools mainly to perform a complete damage survey and safety assessment on buildings,
both public (strategic) and private (residential). Churches survey was another goal, because the
vulnerability and cultural worth of a very large number of this kind of constructions, most of all
ancient, and because the people needs of prompt solace and gathering place. Technical tools, tested
during the quake, show a good performance and a lot of data, collected on about 120.000
buildings, will help to improve the know-how in several applied research field. The experience
was useful especially to improve the GNDT - SSN vulnerability and safety assessment form
herself, barely ready for use in September 97.The improved tools and procedures allowed the SSN
Emergency Office to promote a - ready for use – Operative Center Emergency technical operation
handbook, made with the GNDT – L’Aquila Researchers Team usual sharing. Other forms yet in
use for historical towns, hospitals functionality and landslide survey (last one product by Italian
Geological Survey and National Research Council) were added in the Book. It, eventually, offers a
set of advises to perform the survey in order of priority and coordination with the Operative Center
other emergency function teams and authority. The Emergency operation handbook, in his first
version, was used and further tested, a year later, during the September 1998 Pollino (Southern
Italy) earthquake and in a new improved version it will eventually be the official Italian civil
protection operational book for damage survey. Last but not least, the systematization of
emergency operation will let national and local government to plan a better reconstruction
intervention, assessing financial needs and defining design guidelines.

INTRODUCTION

Every post-earthquake situation, besides having its specific features according to the features of the event in
terms of severity and territorial extension, has had, until Umbria and Marche earthquake, one of its individual
characteristics which also depends on “local conditions”, that is to say from the particular training and
organization of the various bodies involve, from the number and quality of the people involved as concerns their
previous post-earthquake experiences or as previsional and preventional activities managed during seismic peace
time. Hence it follows the necessity to define unified procedures to which, in future, everyone has to conform
because all post-quake activities, from their first emergency and emergency phase, to the reconstruction phase,
are all strictly tied and can’t be considered in isolation. All that is set out and carried out at the very beginning
will condition all the following phases.
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The morning of September 26, 1997, SSN and GNDT experts were called up to support the National Civil
Protection Department for most part of the technical operations due Umbria - Marche earthquake.

The impressive amount of buildings collapsed or damaged, caused a need of shelter for a thousand of citiy and
village residents and worried the civil protection authorities because of the danger due to unsafe constructions.
The authorities decided a complete damage survey in order to provide safety operations and called up SSN and
GNDT teams to support the survey campaign. While the professional qualification and the main survey tools
were available, the Operative Centers suffered because of the large amount of operations to solve and some lack
of procedures. At the end of a four-month-damage-survey and safety assessment involving hundreds of
technicians in about 120.000 construction safety evaluation, the participant experts decided to draw an Operative
Handbook in order to collect all the material used and to define the main operations for the future. Actually the
operative model was used and tested, a year later, on the 9th September 1998 earthquake in the Pollino area
(Southern Italy).

General design

The general idea was to define a “field operative route”, starting from the citizen survey request coming through
the city major into the Operative Center. The major organizes people requests in three different files (residential
houses, strategic buildings and churches), taking part in priority decisions and passing the requests to the
Operative Center, where the survey manager sends a technicians’ team to assess the damage, eventually
informing the major about situation and the needs for safety. The major plays a basic role in the operations flow,
because he only (or his office) can collect different requests coming from residents in the same building, he can
assure access for the survey teams, he eventually can decide the evacuation also providing provisional operations
to assure safety. The construction were divided in three different typologies because strategic buildings needs the
best priority and, often, specific experts’ teams (e.g. hospitals). Churches are a very widespread typology. Often
ancient constructions with a historical, artistic and architectural peculiarity, also need special teams of experts.
Besides, after an earthquake, people ask for churches because of their traditional role in the village as gathering
and comforting place. Further, damaged buildings often threaten routes or other lifelines and so do landslides.
Therefore other two “field operative routes” were designed, in order to assess these problems using composite
teams of different professional fields experts.

Equipment and human resource

The Umbria Marche quake allowed to define resource and, after that, the Pollino quake confirmed the
evaluation. The Operative Center layout, the equipment, the human resource were assessed. The operations need
space to accommodate the managing group, to receive, train, sort and send teams, allowing meetings, etc… in
different rooms, without any interference, considering the pressure situation in which operations are carried out.
The managing group needs four/five people to manage about 400 survey a day. A non-trained person can input
an average number of 60 survey forms each day or 100 request/team/survey result operations a day (from 50 to
100%less than the trained person). Teams perform (each team) survey assessment from 1 to 20 a day, training
and assignment included, depending on the situation (experience, difficulties in survey, building complexity, or
in finding address, in weather condition, in transport or others), on an average of 6/7 a day. Computers, copiers,
faxes, modems, phones and other equipment needs are assessed. The request trend starts slowly with a massive
climb after three/five days. During the first days is necessary to have a few well trained teams disposal, usually
called up from different Regional and National Civil protection offices or from SSN and GNDT, to provide
worst situations. After, when the request trend shows first increasing a general call up is needed, using both
private professionals and civil service experts.

The technical tools

The Handbook collected a several different form created in order to perform survey. The most important (hardly
ready in September 1997) is the damage and safety assessment form designed by SSN and GNDT. The first level
form for damage evaluation, quick intervention and safety of buildings in a seismic emergency, is one of the
tools being studied by a working group consisting of the GNDT and SSN. This working group was formed with
the aim of inspecting and updating the approaches and procedures concerning general data collection for the
damage study and the evaluation of the seismic vulnerability of buildings, regarding all forms of construction but
particularly those in masonry. The work for the determination of a survey and safety evaluation form was still in
progress when an earthquake struck the border area between Marche and Umbria and therefore was used in a
real situation. In the days immediately following those of the two main tremors, the form was adopted by the
National Department for Civil Protection and was also used by the fire department in an experimental way for
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the damage survey and safety evaluation in the Marche region. In the setup of the new form, the authors tried to
maintain the conceptual approach of an instrument (AMADEUS) [Gavarini, 1985] elaborated some years ago
within the GNDT, that had identified the basic contents and proposed a logical-decisional model to be followed
in the process of safety evaluation after an earthquake. Damage and safety assessment are:
•  management instruments as regards some emergency aspects with particular reference to building safety and

to the amount of people evacuated and the consequent needs of temporary shelter structures;
•  instruments for the definition of damages and then of the necessary resources for restoration interventions;
•  instruments for the setting out of reconstruction activities

The form is divided into sections: in section 1 there is the identification of the building (this occupies all the top
part, then there is a space in which all the cartographic identifications are written on a plan). In section 2, the
description of the building is reported; in section 3, the type; in section 4, there is the description  of damage to
structural elements and the most urgent interventions carried out; in section 5, damage to non-structural elements
and, here too, the most urgent interventions carried out; in section 6 the external damage and in section 7 the
geological-geotechnical situation. In section 8 there is the definition of risk levels: structural and non-structural,
external and geotechnical with three evaluation possibilities: high, low with measures and low. This section
constitutes a type of evaluation synthesis of the risk situation and through this synthesis the next phase is then
directed towards results regarding safety. This phase is subdivided into five possibilities: safe building (A), safe
building with intervention measures (B), partially unsafe (C), temporarily unsafe, to be re-examined carefully
(D), and unsafe building (E). Section 9 is intended for notes that can be freely and opportunely expressed by the
surveyor and that may prove very useful in clarifying specific situations. To fulfil the simplicity and rapidity
requirements, data which are directly observed or easily available, have been included in the form; information
which is nevertheless sufficient to give a minimum description of the building and is useful for various reasons
after an earthquake. One of the first requirements is the identification of the building. This is a basic operation in
this type of survey, however it requires particular attention in its organization so as to be easily feasible.
Concerning the seismic risk of the construction, the building is basically a structural unity, eventually interacting
with other adjacent units, to be considered in the safety evaluation. Since it is often difficult to identify this
structural unity in historical towns, where buildings constructed in different periods and with different materials
are inter-connected and grouped along streets and squares, the manual for the form compilation suggests some
criteria, taking into account homogeneity in construction type and geometry (e.g. number of storeys). For easy
use, the form adopts a filling-in system with choices on pre-classified information and with the possibility of
multi-choice in some cases.

The form has been conceived and realized as a concise tool for easy data collection, concerning the structural
and non-structural evaluation, for a typological and vulnerability judgement of the building and also to act as a
guide in the safety evaluation. In the determination of type, and in particular of damage, the authors have tried to
establish a comparative classification in terms of the European Macroseismic Scale [Grunthal 1993]. This allows
for a conversion of the collected data to the scale and therefore, to progressively illustrate the macro-seismic
picture with a more marked engineering characterization. The data can also be used for the approximate
estimation of the costs necessary in order to activate intervention policies. This type of utilization has been tested
through the establishment of an evaluation model for economic damage. The form has also been experimented
through the realization of software, converting the data collected, within the form, into corresponding
information from the GNDT first level masonry form rendering existing costs models utilizable [Angeletti, 1984;
Benedetti & Petrini, 1984]. The conversion has provided the first cost estimates, which have been made available
to the National Department for Civil Protection. The information has proved useful to the local authorities, who
are currently involved in the organizational phase for the repair and restoration interventions. A new version of
the form, recently produced by the working group, is presented in Appendix 1. Other forms are contained: a
Churches, Landslides, etc.. and a different managing sheets useful for follow the different field routes regarding
the operations (Appendix 2). A Excel simple tool is enclosed, now implementing in a better visual basic tool, in
order to insert it in a wide computer tool address to manage all emergency functions.

CONCLUSIONS

Now that a first complete and computerized version of the Emergency Handbook has been defined, the National
Department of Civil Protection has started up Regions and with all the Bodies and Institutions involved, in order to
arrange and definitively approve these standardized procedures. Besides, consequent training and informative
activities at all levels are being programmed, so that in the event of future seismic events all the people involved in
the emergency could be ready to face them using pre-defined procedures and by using a common language,
assuming in this way a greater timeliness and efficiency.
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 APPENDIX 1

1sh LEVEL FORM  FOR DAM AGE EVALU ATION, QUICK INTERVENTIONS AN USABILITY OF
BUILDINGS IN THE SEISM IC EM ERGENCY

(Ver. 09/98)

Presidenza del C onsig lio dei M inis tri
D IPART IM E NTO  D E I SER V IZI
TEC NIC I N AZION AL I

Pres idenza del C ons ig lio  dei M in is tri

D IPAR T IM EN TO N A ZIO N A LE  D ELLA PR O TE ZIO N E C IV ILE

Consiglio  N azionale de lle R icerche
G R UPPO  N A ZIO NA LE PER  LA

 D IFE SA DA I TERR E MO T I
NG

D T

Photocopy of structural aggregate with building location and identification code

SECTION  2  Building description
M etrica l da ta A ge U se

Total
number of
stories(1)

Average story
height

[m ]

Average floor area

[m 2]

of building
and

strengthening

Use Number of
units in use

Utilisation
percentage

Occupants

! 1 ! 9 1 ! ≤ 2 .50 A ! ≤ 50 I ! 1300÷2100 1  " ≤ 1919 A " L iving area 1 ! 1  ÷ 2 A !  > 65% 1 ! no one 

! 2 ! 10 2 ! 2 .50÷3 .50 B ! 50  ÷ 80 L ! 2100÷3300 2  " 19  ÷ 45 B " P roduction 2 ! 3  ÷ 5 B !  30÷65% 2 ! ≤ 10   

! 3 ! 11 3 ! 3 .50÷5 .0 C ! 80 ÷ 130 M ! 3300÷5000 3  " 46  ÷60 C " Business 3 ! 6  ÷ 9 C !  < 30% 3 ! 11÷20

! 4 ! 12 4 ! >  5 .0 D ! 130 ÷ 210 N ! 5000÷8000 4  " 61  ÷ 71 D " O ffices 4 ! 10 ÷ 15 D ! Not u tilis. 4 ! 21÷ 40

! 5   !>12 E ! 210 ÷ 330 O ! 8000÷10000 5  " 72  ÷ 81 E "  Pub. Serv. 5 ! 15÷ 24 E ! In  costruc. 5 ! 41 ÷ 80

! 6 Basement floor F ! 330 ÷ 500 P ! > 10000 6  " 82  ÷ 91 F " S torage 6 ! >  24 F ! U nfinished 6 ! 81 ÷ 160

! 7 A ! 0 C ! 2 G ! 500 ÷ 800 7  "   >  91 G " S trateg ica l G ! Abandoned 7 ! ≥ 160

! 8 B ! 1 D ! ≥3 H !  800÷1300 Ownership A ! Public B ! P rivate

(1) - includ ing underground levels

SECTION  1  Building identification

P rov inc ia : _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ S urveyo r   |__ |__ |   F o rm   |__ |__ |__ |__ |    D ate __ |__  __ |__  __ |__ 

To wnsh ip : _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Ista t Reg. Istat P rov. Ista t C om une N . aggregate N .  building

Loca lity : _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ |__ |_ _ | |__ |_ _ |__ |  |__ |_ _ |__ | |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |__ | |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |_ _ |

Address

1 ! s treet

2 ! road

3 ! a lley 

4 ! square

5 ! locality

|__ |_ _ |__ |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |

|__ |_ _ |__ |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |

N um ber   |_ _ |__ |__ |_ _ |

Position

1 ! Iso lated

2 ! In ternal

3 ! End

4 ! Corner

Istat Codes

Ref. In map

Land
register:

Locality Code |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |__ |

Census sec tion |__ |_ _ |__ |

N. carta  |__ |__ |__ |_ _ |__ |_ _ |

Foglio |__ |__ |__ | M appale |__ |_ _ |__ |

Partice lle   |__ |__ |__ |__ | |__ |__ |__ |__ |

Building name or
owner of building |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |_ _ |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |_ _ |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |

Use code
|S |    |    |

1st page
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Is ta t P rov inc ia  |__ |__ |__ |    Is ta t C om une  |__ |__ |__ | S urveyor  |__ |__ |  N . o f fo rm   |__ |__ |__ |__ |__ |   D a te   __ |__  __ |__  __ |__ 

SECTION  3  Typology  (m ulti-cho ice  w ith  m ax 2  op tions)

A B C D E F G

N ot iden tified ! # # # # S I
r.c . o n  

m asonry

Vau lt w itho u t tie -bea m s # # # # # ! !

Vau lt w ith  tie -beam s # # # # #
m asonry 

on  r.c .
Truss  w ith  deform able  slabs (w ooden beam  w ith  
single  layer p lank, girder and vou lts,...) # # # # # N O !
Truss  w ith  sem irigd slabs ( w ooden beam s w ith 
double  layer plank, girder and flat planks,...) # # # # # ! orizzon t.

Truss  w ith  rigid slabs
(R .c. slab ls,...) # # # # # !

 W ithout tie-
beam s or 
stringc.

Irregu lar and bad quality  
m asonry

(C rushed stones, no t 
squared, stones, 

pebbles,..)

R egu lar and good 
qua lity m asonry

(Bedstones,brick, 
squared stones,...)

N
o

n
 id

en
ti

fi
ed

                                                       S tru ttu re
                                                       ve rtica li

    S tru ttu re
    o rizzon ta li

W ith  tie -
beam  or 
stringc. Is

ol
at

ed
 c

ol
um

ns

M ASO NRY STRUCTURES

                                           Vertica l s truc tu res                                                
      

        H orizo n ta l s tru ctu res M
ix

ed
 w

ith
 r.

c.

 W ithout tie-
beam s or 

stringc.

W ith  tie -
beam s or 

stringc.

#
#
#

Not 
regu lar

Regu lar

A B

1
P lan or 

e levation # #

2
curta in  wa ll 
d isposition # #

OTHER STRUCTURES

R.C   fram e

R.C . W alls

S te ll fram e

Regularity

ROOFING

1 !$Pushing and heavy

2 !$Not push ing and heavy

3 !$Pushing and light

4 !$Not push ing and ligh t

2 Fall of roof tiles, chim neys... !
3 Fall of cornices, parapets,... ! ! # # # # #
4 Fall of other internal or external objects ! ! # # # # #
5 Dam age to p lum bing, sewage or heating system s ! ! # # #
6 Dam age to e lectrical or gas system ! ! # # #

SECTION  4  Damage to STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS and provisional interventions already carried out

A B C D E F G H I L A B D F H L

1 Vertica l s tructu res # # # # # # # # # ! ! # # # # #

2 H orizon ta l s tructres # # # # # # # # # ! ! # # # # #

3 S tairs # # # # # # # # # ! ! # # # # #

4 R oofing # # # # # # # # # ! ! # # # # #

5 C urtain  w alls , pa rtitions # # # # # # # # # ! ! # # # #

6 Pre-ex is ting  dam age # # # # # # # # # !

N
on

e

D
em

ol
iti

on
s

Ti
e-

be
am

s

R
es

to
ra

tio
ns

B
ar

rie
rs

 a
nd

 

pa
ss

ag
e 

pr
ot

ec
tio

ns

   
                         Level -
                         extension

  S tructural -
  com ponents
  P re-exs isting dam age >

 2
/3

1/
3 

- 
2/

3

<
 1

/3

> 
2/

3

1/
3 

- 
2/

3

< 
1/

3

> 
2/

3

1/
3 

- 
2/

3

< 
1/

3

D 4-D 5
Very serious

D 2-D 3
Serious

D 1
Light

DAM AGE (1 ) M EASUR ES TAKEN
N

o
n

e

P
ro

ps

(1 ) -  For each leve l p rov ide  the extent o f dam age only  if present. If the  object on the line is  not dam eged tick off N one.

SECTION 5  Damages to NON STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS and provisional interventions already carried out

A B C E G I L

1 Detachm ent of p laster, coverings, fa lse ceilings ! ! # # # # #
! # # # # #

N one R em ova l P rops
R estora tion N o-

access

M EASUR ES TAKEN

DAM AG E 
PRESENT

        
                      
                                              In terven tions
    Type of dam age

B a rrie rs 
an d 

pa ssag e 
pro te ction

SECTION 6  External danger caused by other buildings and interventions already carried out

  

Build ing
Internal 
stree ts

 Access N o access
Barriers and 

passage protection
A B C D E

1 From  the co llapse of othe r build ings

# # # # #

2 From  the fa ll o f e lem ents of othe r bu ild ings

# # # # #

M EASUR ES TAKEND AN G ER O N 
                                                    In terventions

     Tipe of dam age

SECTION 7  Land and foundation

1 !$Top   2 !$Strong slope 3 !$S ligh t slope 4 !$H orionta l A !$Absen t B  !$C rea ted by eqk C !$Increased by eqk D  !$Pre-ex is ting

SETTLEM ENTS O F SO IL O R  FO U N DATIO N   PR ESEN T O R  PO SSIBLEM O R PHO LO G Y O F THE S ITE

B
ar

rie
rs

 a
nd

2nd page
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Ista t P rov incia  |_ _|__ |__ |    Ista t Com une |_ _|__ |__ | Surveyor |_ _|__ |  N . of form   |_ _|__ |__ |__ |__ | D ate   __ |_ _ __ |_ _  __ |_ _ 

SECTION  8  Safety assessment

RISK ASSESSMENT SAFETY RESULT

RISK

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

A
L

(S
ec

t.
 3

 e
 4

)

N
O

N
 S

T
R

U
C

T
U

R
A

L
(S

ec
t.

 5
)

E
X

T
E

R
N

A
L

(S
ec

t.
 6

)

G
E

O
T

E
C

H
N

IC
A

L
(s

ec
t.

 7
)

LOW ! ! ! !

LOW  W ITH
MEASURES ! ! !

HIGH ! ! ! !

A SAFE bu ild ing !

B SAFE WITH QUICK INTERVENTIONS but 
tem porarly no t safe !

C  PARTIALLY UNSAFE bu ild ing !

D TEMPORARILY UNSAFE to be care fu lly 
reviewed !

E UNSAFE bu ild ing !

UNSAFE UNITS, FAMILY AND PEOPLE EVACUATED

N. of unsa fe  units  |__ |__ | Fam ilies evacuated  |__ |__ | N . of people    |__ |__ |__ |

LIM ITED  (*) O R EXTEN SIVE  (**) M EASUR ES TA K EN  TO  (CA SE B)

* ** M EASU RES SUG GESTED * ** M EASU RES SUG GESTED

1 # # Application of rein forcem ent 7 # # Rem oval o f cornices, parapets, pro jecting e lem ents

2 # # Repairs of light dam age of curta in w all and partitions 8 # # Rem oval o f in terna l and external ob jects

3 # # Roofing restoration 9 # # Barriers and passage protections

4 # # Props on stairs 10 # # Repairs to  system s

5 # # Rem oval o f wallings, coverings, fa lse ceilings 11  # #
6 # # Rem oval o f tiles, chim neys, parapets 12 # #

SECTION  9 Other observations

Inspection accuracy
 
O utside  only  

 
Partia l 3

 
Com ple te  (>  2/3 )

On the damage, on interventions, on usability, etc.

Sub ject Notes

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

______ __ _______________ ______________ __ _____________ __ ______________ _______________ __ _

Photograph pin

SURVEYOR (in  b lock le tters) Signature

1 ! 2 ! !

3rd page
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APPENDIX 2
FORM LIST ENCLOSED IN THE TECHNICAL OPERATION HANDBOOK

Form I1 - Petition to the Mayor about inspection public, private, monumental and religious buildings
Form I2 - Petition to the Mayor about inspection for landslide phenomenon
Form I3 - Petition to the Mayor about joined inspection

Form R1 - Request to Operative Center about inspection private buildings
Form R2 - Request to Operative Center about inspection public buildings
Form R3 - Request to Operative Center about inspection monumental and religious buildings
Form R4 - Request to Operative Center about inspection about landslide phenomena
Form R5 - Request to Operative Center about joined inspection

Form A1 - Surveyor private data
Form A2 - Technical Coordination Group member private data
Form A3 - Composition Operative Center Technical Coordination Group
Form A4 - Technical team composition
Form A5 - Identity card
Form A6 - Transit permission in areas devastated by a quake
Form A7 - Permission for practicability inspections
Form A8 - Vademecum for the teams involved in building practicability survey

Form S1 - First level form about damage first aid practicability survey for ordinary building
- Second level form both for masonry and concrete structure
Form S2 - First level form for building vulnerability survey
Form S3 – Form for churches seismic damages post quake emergency
Form S4 – Landslide phenomenon census paper
Form S5 – Joined survey statement

Form GP1 – Public, private, monumental, religious urgent measures
Form GP2 -  Urgent landslide area measures

Form GE1 - Public, private, monumental, religious urgent safety account
Form GE2 – Account about landslide area inspections

Form G1 - Operative Center summary about council inspections – private buildings
Form G2 - Operative Center summary about council inspections – public buildings
Form G3 - Operative Center summary about council inspections – monumental and religious buildings
Form G4 - Operative Center summary about council inspections – landslide phenomena
Form G5 - Operative Center summary about council inspections – joined inspections
Form G6 – Daily summary about private building inspection activities
Form G7 - Daily summary about public building inspection activities
Form G8 - Daily summary about monumental and religious buildings inspection activities
Form G9 - Daily summary about landslide phenomenon inspection results
Form G10 – Daily statement scheme

Form GS1 – Inspection list about public buildings damaged by earthquake
Form GS1b – Special and strategic building list
Form GS2 - Inspection list about private buildings damaged by earthquake
Form GS3 - Inspection list about religious buildings damaged by earthquake
Form GS4 - Inspection list about landslide phenomena
Form GS5 – Joined inspection list
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