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Risk Quantification of Urban Areas in Switzerland

The city of Aigle (Switzerland), situated
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population of many Swiss towns.

Seismic Based Inventory
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Vulnerability of traditional masonry buildings Current Developments

> One seismic category was given particular In the next phase the Decision Makers (government officials, or plant managers, or insurance industry

m attention. The definition of the vulnerability representatives, or ...) must select the strategy which will be implemented. Even if other considerations

n curve of traditional rubble stone masonry » influence the decision, it can be based on recommendations developed from the findings of the

W buildings was based on ad hoc detailed m Comparative Evaluation phase. This comparison phase is the current state of this research.
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= the City of Aigle. In order to improve the =] These recommendations must be based on a comparison which is risk-oriented and which accounts for

] basis on which the vulnerability of traditional X [&] different criteria and point of views. The comparison distinguishes components which are objective (even if
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