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Flowchart of Simplified Seismic Loss Evaluation
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Relationship between Peak Ground Velocity and
Maximum Response Drift Angle
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Relationship between Peak Ground Velocity and
Statistical Value of Seismic Loss Distribution
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Relationship between First Natural Period and
Expectation of Seismic Loss
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Seismic Loss Function
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Seismic Hazard Curve
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Seismic Risk Curve
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Seismic Risk Curve
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Probable Maximum Loss(PML)
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