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2. METHODOLOGY
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Mot relevant ] i
o

Our approach is based on a vulnerability as-
sessment methodology for tsunami, the
PTVA (Papathoma Tsunami Vulnerability As-
sessment) model (Papathoma and Dominey
Howes 2003) and it includes the following
steps:
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4. CONCLUSIONS 1‘
We present an indicator based vulnerability assessment approach for multi-hazards. The innovative aspect of the methodology is its flexibility.\
ity “to” different hazards but also vulnerability “for” a range of users according to their objectives. The results show that the methodology can pr

stakeholders in order to identify hotspots and focus their efforts in specific buildings and areas, however, it also demonstrates the need for mol
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