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Older-type column tests
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Beam-column joint tests
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Simple dynamic tests
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Analysis vs experiment
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Collapse indicator studies
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Incremental dynamic analyses
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Probability of collapse: V /V. =0.6
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Probability of collapse: v /V =0.8
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Probability of collapse: V /V =1.0
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Probability of collapse: V /V =1.2
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Seismic retrofitting guidance
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“"Nonductile” concrete buildings
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Synergies
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