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FEMA: Federal Emergency Management Agency (GEFBEHLEIRS)
ATC: Applied Technology Council (EREHE)
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Figure B-3 Steps in probabilistic seismic hazard assessment (Kramer, 1996).
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Figure 3-3 Example performance groups for a three-story office building.
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Figure 6-1 Sample incremental dynamic analysis results showing the Figure 6-2 lllustration of collapse fragility estimated using nonlinear analysis
distribution of collapse statistics for a hypothetical building. at several intensity levels.
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Figure 2-5

Typical building repair fragility based on residual drift ratio.
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