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Context - Objectives

- In the frame of the INFRARISK project, the derivation of fragility functions for infrastructure components is a key element of the stress-test strategy
- The accuracy of simplified numerical models is tested in order to minimize computational costs

- System reliability approach (Song and Kang, 2009) is applied as a promising way to assess the fragility of complex structural systems, while accounting for cross-correlation between
the components

- An alternative method (“Component-based approach”) is proposed: the aim is to account for the specific “system damage states” that are actually reached during the simulations and
to derive damage-specific fragility curves for each component = these curves could then be fed into a Bayesian Network formulation

- Parallel to these analytical developments, the use of empirical Support Vector Machine models is explored as a way to quickly obtain fragility estimations of unknown bridge
typologies
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