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Assumed Earthquakes for Planning Evacuation from Tsunami Disaster
for Residents along the Coast of Kanagawa Prefecture
Ritsuko S. MATSU’URA

Earthquake Research Center, ADEP, Chiyoda Bld. 8F 1-5-18, Sarugaku-cho, Chiyoda-ku,
Tokyo, 101-0064 Japan

As a member of the Working Group for Tsunami Inundation Assumption of Kanagawa Prefecture, | explain the
earthquake models assumed to simulate Level 2-Tsunami inundations along the coastal area of Kanagawa
prefecture. The simulation was started in May 2011, right after the tragedy on March 11", 2011. It aims to be
utilized for making evacuation plans from large tsunami attacks of each municipalities, which were pushed up by
many eager residents, who were so frightened by the 3.11 Tsunami. In order to survive from a huge tsunami of
Level 2 effectively, we must share Déja vu of any possible tsunami inundations before one comes. The worst
cases were set from the integration knowledge of historical earthquake research, geophysics, and geology in and
around Kanagawa Prefecture. In order to decrease loss of life due to tsunami, each person should be aware of the
importance of immediate evacuation to high places. Not be too afraid, but do not forget, and not despise tsunami
disaster.

Keywords: Tsunami Inundation Simulation, Kanagawa Prefecture, Assumed Worst Models.
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