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| Define the Seismic Performance Objectives

v

| Define the Structural limit

1—| Define the Damage Index I

Prescribe the Limit value of Damage Index

v

Decide the Structural Parameter Satisfied
with the Seismic Performance Objective

v

| Demand Spectra of Yeild Strength ‘

| Demand Spectra of Ductility Factor ‘

v

| Performance Based Design
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Fig. 1. Temura suggested flowchart for performance
assessment of the structure
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2 Life Safety
3 Collapse Prevention
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Fig. 2. A view of frame column, studied by Roy and
others
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Table 1. Structural performance levels and damage

conditions
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Fig. 4. Comparison between capacity curve resulted
from computer modeling and experimental study

FWlao slaJae 2L, -0
Gy -V -0

S5 B sladdy (,8es gohaw (o) jobate 4 cadlllan (pl 5>
Y58 Jae ol (o3 sl ad i b gl ganslie 5 0V
sbd (phb cwl oad (Shb dg2ge J (IS Clasiie lal
w¥sd sl b shb Jealsiwd 3 ziae lles bl p oesddl
P ¥ oV sladlad sl b og,S 50 10 b o .cuwl oads pbs] [VF]
B Gype a4 bal Wload Sk 5o V5 WY A gla)l Loy S
G5 pad o (b Car 8 e JS5 ogh bl 5
Sl i 53 68 (slaly & Sl 54y 25 Copas 30 S5
odt Lais 5 Sl gl ly oL 5 Cans ol & cad VES L,
[ oo¥od glajiols g9y 0 s Jb <550 £95 5 oy sy
@ adye Jlal g )15 g ) gmligd 4 boal Jlasl el g
okt by LIS clos 5 5 0 S 55 sl Seli o545 g5 ) S
YOV abs Canglio L ST52 5¥ss il b |y (sl )3 .l ous o3l
JSblEe YAF iles Cooglio b Vs c(e3Ygb ablio ]y JSublSo
JI5 el JSasblSio YF/B camsetio anglio b o 5 ape silol (sl
blis il 5 ol Clasuin ¥ Jodo 50 .l o0 oolaiw] ad ye
ol 0dds &)l o Jao 51 S yo

Ve

5”1 ﬂ
DI py sng = 5 +ﬁIdEh D)
u usy
:Oi )3 6
ojle ciliste (63,Slos Fobaw b blie S poss
o)Lu UJLQ) ulSv:: pyves) :8u

ojb sbasl )3 s gl £58g L Jblize 4 (B P,
ol Jamy ol il d))’] :J.dEh
ol (1Y = /N0 3935 ) ol o s P

Joo SOl eolaiwl b ojlw ko g9y (o liiel -
2B o]

'l (69l dunge 13 VY] LishSen 5 Wlogw ¥+ ¥ Jlo p
Cadslo sy pebate |y Vg oSS (bgd slagygie oyl
B Gl 5L (oyme )3 (sl se 59y g sl (ol JSS
L Cuoglio o8 £95 3 ol Lioloj] (sladiges ;> odlatul 3)90 3Yg3 150>
Ol ples ¥ JSS adl o Bl Vee (0] (gl ks A5
a3 oo Ui |y of e 5 ialejl 39

§ —
il [ =g
Th
: 50 ) 150 ) 08
- } F'-'III-I—I‘:-'—I-
A = = '
e £ 18
- o I-o— 1 -
i . 3
¥ el
AL A -..-.-.[.-.-..-].-.—._'
1 I
zI [Hmensioas: mm
L S

ool 9590 (GAiged dmain Y ISl

Fig. 3. Geometry of tested sample
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Table 2. Altitude specifications and section details of studied models
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Fig. 15. Relationship between Stiftness and Energy
indices
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Fig. 16. Relationship between Stiffness and Park-Ang
indices
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Fig. 17. Relationship between Energy and Park-Ang
indices
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