48 B 1 4
Annuals of Disas. Prev. Res. Inst., Kyoto Univ., No. 48 B, 2005

* **
*
**
NPO
1.
2005
NPO( NPO
NPO
NPO
(preparedness)
(exit strategy)
NPO

NPO



(2001) Urban Diagnosis

Citizen
(Local)

&

Multilateral
Knowledge Development

Researcher

(Analytical)

Fig. 1 Multilateral Knowledge Development

NPO | (2001)

NPO “
NPO 7z

(Fig.2)

Mutual Diagnosis

v

<

Experts Residents 4

Individual Individual

/) f

: : Self Diagnosis
Self Location Self Location

Group Group

Fig.1 NPO Fig. 2 Urban Diagnosis

(Multilateral knowledge

development )
NPO



RSY

NPO
3.
3.1
H H 7,000
24 H
NPO
2002
NPO
NPO
H
1)RSY

2)

NPO
3.2

10

Community
Preparedness Index, CPI 7
43
3
4
10 1
7
7 NPO
A
(10)
®) @
(10) )
®) @
(10)
@ ®) @
3.2
2004 12
6646
Table 1
3613 54.4
2
H A K
Table 1 Survey area
H 2004 12 3613
A 2004 11 1155
K 2005 1 184




H NPO
3 NPO
4.1
3 Table 2
H 2
5
2 t Fig.3 3
Table 2 Community Preparedness Index
. y E
CPI Housing | Storage | Shelter SSL?:;(;TL CDTEE:&Z Fire :::aicr%
Hoashy| 345 474 594| 5.14| 455| 520| 4.95
ATown| 3.35| 4.31| 5095| 5.16| 5.03| 6.21| 457
KTown| 3.46| 4.86| 6.35| 5.33| 5.38| 6.63| 5.03
A Town K Town
Housing Housing
“Conat” Storage Feome” storage
Fire 7 Shelter Fire 7 Shelter

Community Linkage

Special Support

Emergency
Contact

Community Linkage

Higashiyama

Community Linkage

Fig. 3 Radar charts of CPI

NPO

Special Support

Special Support

4.2 NPO
NPO
Fig. 4
(
NPO
Table 3
NPO

10 NPO

NPO

7
( )
Fig. 5
)
7
Spearman
NPO

NPO



Self-

- - Paramete
Question Choice Range
Well r0 566 0.984 P repared NEED
" Do you know soil in Some 0199
our neighborhood? |Little 0088
o y 9 Don't Know -0418 0.984
Yes 0522 0573
s [Have you done o
i |reinforcement? Considering 0.240
5 : No, -0051 0573
A | AR s Gl Zzzsidering gg;i o
furniture nailed? i 0358 037
Do Yl [N éeoisidering —gﬂg oot
emergency goods? No 0312 0-631
= : Yes 0372 0744, Self-evaluated
t |Do you consider the A e 0-744
l: contents of the goods? |y, 0372 : score
Yes 0378 062
g Do Zog store other Considering -0.010 062
o |900ds? No 0242 0.497
Do you think your E’;‘t’“egr:‘ough _g ggj kR *
storge is enough? Don't Know 0029 0.245 0’872
t ﬁ Do you call for your ~ [Yes ‘0‘1‘;1 25 0.405
e ¢ |neighborhood before ~ [om 0020
r q helter? Little 0.111
1_|going shelter No 0144
r F [Do you know how to gifne _gégg Lo
e 1 |use extinguisher? No 0217
a g Do you disscuss gftent. gﬁ; 0872
ometimes .
i N er'nergen_cy’)contact o e
t [with family? No 0451

Fig. 4 Significant questions to self-evaluated score (Self-preparedness)

Question Choice |Parameter| Range
H Yes 0.247 0.406
o} Hav.e e hf?“’e Considering 0.072
u [furniture nailed? No 0159
= 0.406
s 1Do you think Yes 0.972 1.289 )
I Ineighborhood SIS 0009
n . ” Little -0.317
¢ |reinforced well No _0.194 1.289
r S ; Yes 0.774 0.91 r
ey E;vees Syt%“rggé’o"‘m””"y No -0.136 0.91 | Self-evaluated
g 0] i Don't Know -0.008 )
a - |Do you think o ppa LI | score
g n [neighborhood rescue |0 - e 1.778
k |after disaster? No 1135

Fig. 5 Significant questions to self-evaluated score (Mutual-preparedness)

Table 3. Expert's rank of importance of elements
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Table 5 Category range of significant elements by group (Mutual-preparedness)

Group Optimistic Neutral ! Pessimistic All
Housing Safety 0.77 1.70
Storage 0.70 0.49 0.62 0.91
Shelter 0.92 0.72
Special Support 0.73
Community Linkage 1.47 1.47 1.78
Fire 0.50 0.33 0.37
Emergency Contact 0.61 0.46
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Urban Diagnostic Questionnaire to Assess Community Preparedness against Tokai-Tonankai
Earthquake

Yoko MATSUDAX*, Tomohiro ITOTANI** and Norio OKADA

* Graduate School of Engineering, Kyoto University
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Synopsis

We propose the method of urban diagnosis as an effective risk communication method
to assess community preparedness against Tokai-Tonankai Earthquake. Urban diagnosis
is a reasonable strategy to support this risk communication process. In the paper, the
method of diagnosis takes the form of a questionnaire survey. Researchers contribute to
the risk communication process by designing and analyzing the survey. A case study is
conducted to carry out this diagnostic questionnaire. The paper discusses analysis of
regional comparison, perception gap in preparedness between citizens and NPOs and
assessment of opinion distributions of individual citizens in the community investigated.
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