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MINUTES of SYNER-G KICK-OFF MEETING, THESSALONIKI, 19-20/11/2009 

 
Overall programme 
Day 1 (Thursday, November 19th): Presentations and discussions on WPs 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, 
regarding the description of the work as it is proposed, the specification of the work of each 
partner involved, the organization of the work, meetings, deliverables, and planning for future 
activities, as well as some open issues (scientific, technical, managerial). The day ended with 
a visit to the Exhibition “Mirό of Majorca” at the Teloglion Foundation of Art and dinner at the 
ArtO2 - Ristorarte Botrini at the Teloglion Foundation. 

Day 2 (Friday, November 20th): Presentations and discussions on WPs 7, 8 and 1, regarding 
the description of the work as it is proposed, the specification of the work of each partner 
involved, the organization of the work, meetings, deliverables, and planning for future 
activities, as well as some open issues (scientific, technical, managerial). 
 

Attendees: 
AUTH: Kyriazis Pitilakis, Kalliopi Kakderi, Sotiris Argyroudis, Maria Alexoudi 

VCE: Helmut Wenzel, David Schäfer 

BRGM: Hormoz Modaressi, Amélie Vagner, Pierre Gehl  

JRC: Fabio Taucer, Patrizia Tenerelli 

NGI: Amir M. Kaynia, Bjørn V. Vangelsten 

UPAV: Rui Pinho, Helen Crowley 

UROMA: Paolo E. Pinto, Paolo Franchin, Alessio Lupoi 

METU: Polat Gulkan, Ahmet Yakut 

AMRA: Iunio Iervolino, Simona Esposito 

KIT-U: James Daniell 

UPAT: Michael N. Fardis, Georgios Tsionis 

UKOBE: Koji Uenishi 

 
Absentees: 
University of Illinois : Professor Amr Elnashai had repetitive email exchanges with AUTH 
and other partners, explaining his difficulty to participate in the meeting. He has sent 
numerous valuable information and past work in USA, as well as his proposed working plan, 
which are certainly very useful for SYNER-G. 

Willis: Not specified. 
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Day 1: Thursday, November 19th 

The meeting began with a short presentation from the coordinator of SYNER-G, Prof. 
Kyriazis Pitilakis, giving an overall description of the project, some important open issues and 
the agenda of the meeting.   

 

WP2: Presentation from Helen Crowley (UPAV) and Paolo Franchin (UROME) on WP2 
“Development of a methodology to evaluate systemic vulnerability” 
Significant aspects of the presentation: 

• Main steps of the general methodology, description and organization of the work 
for each task.  

• Emphasis was given to the seismic hazard and the remote sensing issues. 

• Open issues including the establishment of a common language, interaction and 
dependencies within WP and typology definitions. 

 

WP5: Presentation from Pierre Gehl (BRGM) on WP5 “Systemic vulnerability 
specification” 
Significant aspects of the presentation: 

• Contents and objectives of WP5, description of each task. 

• Short review of existing approaches on systemic vulnerability analysis for each 
network. 

• Discussion on the level of system interdependencies and on the methodology that 
will be developed. 

• Interactions with other WPs. 

 

Discussion / decisions on WPs 2 and 5 
The strong interdependence between the two WPs was recognised. It was decided to start 
WP5 immediately and work in parallel and in very close collaboration with WP2. Especially 
for Tasks 2.1 and 5.1, the works should be carried out in as much concert as possible.  

The need to define the ontology and taxonomy was identified and emphasized.  

It has been decided to circulate a questionnaire (under the responsibility of UPAV) in 
order to reach a consensus of the taxonomy of systems. The systems and their 
components will also be described for the definition of the ontology, as well as the 
available methods and specificities to analyse the systems. The results will be 
summarized and discussed during a meeting to be held in March 2010. 
It was also decided that all partners should prepare and circulate a short description of all 
known past and ongoing projects relevant to vulnerability, before the March meeting. 
Regarding the inventory, the points requiring specification are the level of the break-down 
that will be used (minimum data available), as well as the time coherency (for socio-
economic, demographic and inventory data. The size of the study areas should also be 
defined. 

The need to check for availability and cost of acquiring satellite images with acceptable 
resolution was mentioned. High-resolution satellite images are available for Vienna but not 
for Thessaloniki. UPAV (and JRC) will explore the different possibilities and cost to acquire 
satellite images for all tests sites in SYNER-G. 
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A special plenary meeting was decided for 18-19 March 2010 in Rome or Pavia for WPs 
2 and 5, in order to discuss and finalize the taxonomy and ontology and to define 
systems specificities, input parameters, fragility functions/ functionality for every 
element at risk, system and system of systems.  
A working meeting between the leaders of WPs 2 and 5 (UPAV, UROMA and BRGM) 
and probably KIT-U as an observer for the socio-economic issues, will be previously 
held on January 22nd in Paris, in order to discuss the results of the questionnaire and 
prepare the next plenary meeting (March 2010). 
Regarding the seismic hazard, it was clarified that the methodology will take into account 
multiple probabilistic scenarios, constituting a dynamic methodology. Collaboration with the 
SHARE project for the seismic hazard assessment was highlighted.   

The principles of the systemic vulnerability of building aggregates have been discussed in 
particular. It was recognized that it is important especially for historical city centres, and in 
cases where the effect of building damages to road closures is examined. The methodology 
that will be used (simplified or complex) will be decided in the future. Building pounding will 
not be considered in the SYNER-G methodology. 

The methodology for the interdependencies between systems, will be based on a coupled 
model rather than an integrated one. The scalability of the models that will be used to 
constitute the coupled model is an open issue. It was decided that the minimum goal is to 
produce a methodology and a tool that works at the scale of the two cities used as test sites 
(Thessaloniki and Vienna) and could be used elsewhere as a methodology. An open issue 
that will be decided in the future (in tasks 2.1 and 5.1), is the kind of interdependencies that 
will be addressed by the methodology. It has been proposed to take into account only the 
cascade effects (not loops). The final decision is postponed for the March 2010 in the 
Rome/Pavia meeting.  

The importance of the total uncertainties (aleatory, and epistemic) was emphasized. No 
specific decision is undertaken. It will be treated at different levels during the development of 
the general methodology.  

 

WP3: Presentation from A. Kaynia (NGI) on WP3 “Fragility functions of elements at 
risk” 
Significant aspects of the presentation: 

• Description of work, deliverables and contribution of each partner per task. 

• The main steps for this WP include: The review, evaluation and compilation of 
existing fragility functions for all elements at risk and systems; The adaptation, 
modification, and/ or improvement according to Europe-specific typology; The 
development of new curves if needed; The definition of different damage states 
and relation to loss of function needs further development and improvement. 

• A simple plan for follow up of progress.  

• Challenges of WP3.  

 
Discussion / decisions on WP 3 
The meeting in Month10 (WP3 progress meeting), originally proposed to be held in 
Oslo, was removed in Thessaloniki at 6-7 September 2009, just after the 14th European 
Conference on Earthquake Engineering in Ohrid (30th August – 3rd September, 2010). 
The need to define a specific list of the components that will be studied was identified. 
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The fact that damage is always directly related to functionality was also pointed out. The 
definition of vulnerability also in terms of functionality was decided.  

As for the WP work plan, the risk of possible overlapping of activities was identified. In order 
to avoid it, all partners should define before January 2010 their specific working program, 
method and contribution in each task and WP. Intensity measures of the vulnerability should 
be finalised for all elements and systems, during the meeting of March 18-19, 2010 in 
Rome/Pavia.  

To this end it was decided that all members should prepare and circulate (under the 
coordination of NGI), in 2 weeks time, (mid December) a very short description (max 2 
pages) of the methodologies, fragility functions and intensity measures used for each 
system (and their components) and the way of determining fragility curves in the 
context of the SYNER-G objectives. All task leaders of different systems will then prepare 
a 2-3 pages document describing the state-of-the-art, the philosophy and the way that these 
issues will be treated in SYNER-G. The final material will be send to UPAV, BRGM, UROMA 
before the January meeting. 

All task leaders will also draw a road map for his/her task (possible extra meetings will be 
decided at this point if needed). For each task of WP3, the responsible for communication in 
each partner will be defined.  

 

WP4: Presentation from P. Gulkan (METU) with the assistance of James Daniel on 
behalf of KIT-U on WP4 “Socio-economic vulnerability and losses” 
Significant aspects of the presentation: 

• The objectives of WP4. 

• The description of the first order (direct impact) and second order (indirect impact) 
indicators. 

• Direct and indirect socio-economic impact approaches. 

• Objectives of the discrete tasks and proposed methods to be followed. 

• Discussion on available methods and priorities in accordance with the SYNER-G 
objectives. 

 

Discussion / decisions on WP 4 
The need for an earlier start of the WP was recognised. A proposal for a Kick-Off meeting of 
WP4 earlier than it was originally planned was made and it was decided to have the WP4 
Kick-Off meeting in Karlsruhe during the 2nd week of May. KIT-U should prepare this 
meeting shortly in the following months. 

A question was raised about the way the inventory data will be collected and managed. It 
was decided that available data from Willis (and Munich-Re) should be investigated (both are 
participants in a GEM project on socio-economic vulnerability) and also to consider the World 
Bank as a possible data source (METU will contact with their office in Turkey for e.g. 
available economic indicators).  

Regarding the scale of the studies that will be performed, it was recognised that the 
regionalization of social vulnerability is the most difficult part. The final decision for the scale 
that will be implemented is going to be reached in the future. 

It was also decided that priority will be given in data collection and harmonization. KIT-U will 
come up with a few headline indicators for each country and collect data only for them. 
These indicators will then be used to model first order direct effects. It was not decided if and 
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in which way second order indirect effects should be dealt with (perhaps borrow elements 
from the relevant project carried out by GEM). 

Finally, it was decided that the above objectives and directions of WP4 will be implemented 
into the framework of the general methodology proposed in WP2 and WP5. KIT-U will 
participate in the definition of the taxonomy and ontology.  

 
WP6: Presentation from Sotiris Argyroudis and Kalliopi Kakderi (AUTH) on WP6 
“Validation studies” 
Significant aspects of the presentation: 

• The determination of the main steps of the validation studies: Preparation and 
data setting, application of the developed methods and tools for the estimation of 
direct, indirect and socio-economic losses, systemic vulnerability analyses, and 
identification of weaknesses and limitations of the developed tools/methods. 

• The interactions with other WPs, the description of work for the discrete tasks and 
contribution of each partner. 

• A brief presentation of the available data for Thessaloniki (buildings, utility and 
transportation network, harbour, geotechnical data, seismic scenarios) was made. 

• Open issues were discussed (such as data homogenization, final definition of 
regional networks and case study areas for the socioeconomic loss assessment). 

A presentation was also made from Iunio Iervolino (AMRA) supporting L'Aquila as a SYNER-
G test site. The available data were presented including damage data, inventory for buildings 
and lifelines, survey results, geological, geotechnical and seismic hazard information. It was 
recognized that the case of L’Aquila as a possible general test site is very interesting from 
many points of view. However AMRA and other partners should not remove resources from 
other tasks initially established and where they are contributing, in order to perform the 
necessary work in L’Aquila. AMRA (Iunio Iervolino) should explore this issue. It was decided 
to define the way that L’Aquila will be considered as validation test site in the near future.  

Helmut Wenzel presented the case of Vienna the next day together with the presentation of 
WP7. The main remark is that Vienna possesses all necessary data (digital and of high 
quality) to be used for the application of the methodology and the validation of different 
aspects . 

The possibility to include also Istanbul as a case study was explored. METU will look for the 
way this could be implemented, in terms of data availability and resources.  

 

Discussion / decisions on WP 6 
The need to start WP6 immediately was recognised, as it will provide strong inputs to all 
WPs. For example the development of the fragility curves (WP3) should be based on the 
available parameters of the current inventory/typology. 

It was decided that all partners should participate in WP6. For this some (1-2) man-months 
from each partner will be transferred to WP6 respectively. This will guarantee the interactions 
between partners. Any partners who have a specific proposal on that should send it to 
AUTH; otherwise the WP leader will decide on the new re-distribution of the man-months. 
For example JRC suggested moving 2MM from WP7 to WP6, as it will contribute to the 
validation studies through the remote sensing applications. 

The size of the study area for the two cities (Thessaloniki and Vienna), and especially for 
Vienna due to size of available data, needs to be specified (this will also define the cost of 
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the satellite images). This is still an open issue, along with the resources that will be used for 
covering the cost of new satellite images. 

The use of Istanbul and L’Aquila as case studies will be examined (by METU and AMRA 
respectively) in terms of resources that could be used for the study implementation. The final 
decision will be made in the March meeting.  

The importance of using L’Aquila for validation of the methods that will be developed was 
recognised (especially for masonry buildings). It is necessary to define in more detail the way 
that it will be introduced in SYNER-G. Background information and data for the application 
must be provided using other funding sources. However it will be difficult to incorporate social 
and economic data. 

Specifications about the other application case studies (gas system, transportation network 
and electric power network at a regional scale, health-care facility- hospital, as a complex 
system), as well as the site(s) that will be used for the validation of the socio-economic 
aspects, remain an open issue. The harbour of Thessaloniki is an excellent case study and 
has all necessary information and data to apply the SYNER-G methodology. In the March 
2010 meeting most of these open issues should be specified under the responsibility of the 
respective Task Leaders. 
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Day 2: Friday, November 20th 
 

WP7: Presentation from Helmut Wenzel (VCE) on WP7 “Build prototype software” 
Significant aspects of the presentation: 

• Comments on available routines that are closely related to SYNER-G (HAZUS-
MH, MAEVIZ, NERIES/ELER). 

• Presentation of VCE Dynamic Risk Model. 

• Presentation of HAZUS-MH. 

• Issues: Pre-competitive research, incremental development, current Practice 
exploitation, satisfy the users needs, concentrate on specific cases, provide clear 
objectives, glossary, ontology, terminology, definition of expected results. 

A presentation of the available data in the city of Vienna was also made (buildings, lifelines, 
geotechnical, topographical data, satellite data etc).  

 
Discussion / decisions on WP 7 
A decision was made for the SYNER-G toolbox to be an open-source program that will 
be able to replicate the dynamics of the problem (driven from a common cause; an 
earthquake event). GIS will be used to introduce the necessary data and to visualize 
the results. 
It was decided that all End-Users should be able to use the SYNER-G toolbox, 
provided that all background information data will be available in the appropriate 
SYNER-G format. Customization of specific steps of the methodology (e.g. fragility 
curves used) will be possible.  
A proposal was made for WP7 to start immediately.  

One of the main points of discussion was the need to have clear objectives for the SYNER-G 
toolbox. It was decided that they will be defined within the next 9 months, with the 
collaboration of all partners. VCE committed that a first concept of the toolbox will be ready 
until March.  

Another point of discussion was the need to define the minimum mandatory data, information 
and format. For this, it was concluded that all partners must have come to a consensus till 
March, about the minimum data that will be needed in order for the software to work. For this 
VCE and AUTH will draft a list of minimum mandatory data based on the existing inventories 
of Vienna and Thessaloniki. Then a group of few partners (VCE, AUTH, BRGM, UPAV, KIT) 
will provide a document before the March meeting as a base for the final decision. 

The way the systemic approach will be taken into consideration was also discussed. It was 
decided that a flowchart will be prepared by UROMA until March. The implementation of the 
software will be built based on this flowchart. The flowchart will be based on the list of 
possible minimum data (and their format) that should be inserted in the software. For this, all 
partners are asked to provide in the next few weeks, any available data for all cities and test 
sites; in any case the list will be first provided in the January meeting in Paris and finalized in 
the March 2010 meeting. 

Another commitment of all partners was to provide, in the next days, any available 
information about already known routines to VCE. VCE committed to have a complete 
proposal about the toolbox implementation (program language, etc) in Month 18. A strategy 
should also be defined about unknown data (as long as it will be a free software). 
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WP8: Presentation from Fabio Taucer (JRC) on WP8 “Guidelines, recommendations 
and dissemination” 
Significant aspects of the presentation: 

• Description of WP8 objectives and tasks. 

• List of SYNER-G (7) reference reports, time schedule for preparation and 
production. 

• Workshops and other dissemination activities. 

• Deliverables and meeting of first year.  

 

Discussion / decisions on WP 8 
A meeting is proposed for March 26th, 2010 at JRC, Ispra Italy, with the participation of WP8 
partners. This meeting is necessary in order to review the project, to establish a plan for the 
use and dissemination of foreground, to define the key stakeholders and potential end-users 
of the project knowledge and products, to decide about the participation in key international 
events related to the project, to discuss about the technical workshops to be held in the cities 
chosen for pilot applications as well as the final workshop and to conclude to a consolidated 
list of SYNER-G reports, their editors and reviewers. 

A discussion was made about the possibility of producing educational material (in electronic 
format ?). JRC and UPAV were offered to explore the feasibility of this proposal.  

A discussion was also made regarding the selection of possible reviewers of the 
deliverables; it was decided to leave each WP leader to decide upon their assignment. 
Finally, it was concluded that before March 2010, the final definition of the editors and the 
reviewers of the reference reports should be made.  

 

WP1: Presentation from Helmut Wenzel (VCE) and Kyriazis Pitilakis (AUTH) on WP1 
“Project management and communication” 
Significant aspects of the presentations: 

• Time schedule, milestones, executive committee, end-users, international 
advisory committee, project reviews, financial reporting, payment schedule, time 
sheets, eligible costs, Report preparation procedure, open issues, publications. 

• The expected advance payment is 66% minus a 5% guarantee (about 61% of the 
budget for each partner).  

• Time of payment: maybe before the end of 2009. In any case eligible costs are 
justified and accepted form November 1st, 2009 official starting date of the project. 

 
Discussion / decisions on WP 1 
VCE made a very detailed presentation of the main issues regarding the management. A 
draft version of a “Procedures Manual” prepared from VCE was distributed, regarding all 
aspects related to administrative and management procedures. As long as the final version 
will be ready, it will be distributed to all partners. 

An in depth conversation was made about several managerial issues, including the new form 
of the time-sheets that will be reported and the way the travel costs will be justified. A notice 
was made from VCE to all partners to try to justify all personnel costs (at 100% or even at 
little bit more) in order to avoid any payment reduction (especially for the partners that have a 
60% special transition flat rate). Also for each meeting or travel charged to the project, a 
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short minute should be uploaded to the project’s database giving the traveller’s name and a 
short justification for the relation of the travel to SYNER-G. VCE committed to prepare a 
template for that. 

Participants were informed that every 3 months a progress report will be given. After the end 
of each reporting period (M18 and 36) there is a strict deadline of 60 days for the statements 
submission; cost statement will be submitted online.  

VCE committed to prepare the SYNER-G database within the next few months. VCE will also 
prepare a template for the deliverables and reports. 

VCE will prepare very soon the web-portal of SYNER-G. All communications among SYNER-
G partners will be made through this portal. It is mandatory to be linked in eu.  

A proposal was made for SYNER-G web-portal to have links to other projects. Contacts 
should be made to explore the feasibility of this.  

Finally, it was decided that the possibility of some common general publications of the whole 
SYNER-G consortium should be explored. The final decision will be made during the 1st 
annual meeting.  

 

Before the meeting closure, Rui Pinho made a short presentation of GEM initiative. It was 
decided to make a proposal at the board of GEM (during their next meeting at 3-4 
December 2009) for SYNER-G to be the regional program of GEM in Europe on 
exposure and vulnerability.  
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List of Actions from SYNER-G Kick-Off meeting, Thessaloniki, 19-20/11/2009 
 
Apart from the work planned by each of the partners for the months, the following actions 
were agreed at the meeting: 
 
ALL 

1. Prepare and circulate a short description of all known past and ongoing projects 
relevant to vulnerability, before the March meeting.  

2. Prepare and circulate (under the coordination of NGI), in 2 weeks time, a description 
of the methodologies, fragility functions and intensity measures used for each system 
(and their components). 

3. Specify their detailed working plan in each task to avoid excessive overlapping. This 
is very important at this stage for all partners working and contribution in WP3. 

4. Define for each task the responsible for communication.  
5. Send to WP6 leader (AUTH) a proposal about the transfer of some of their man-

months into WP6 (if wanted). 
6. Provide in the next few weeks, all available data for all cities and test sites, in order to 

define the minimum data and format to be inserted in the toolbox. This will be 
finalised in the January meeting in Paris.  

7. Provide to VCE, in the next days, any available information about already known 
routines. 

8. Provide names of persons involved in all tasks and contact details.  
 
AUTH 
 

1. Type up the minutes from the meeting and distribute. 
2. Upload agenda, minutes and presentations onto SYNER-G website. 
3. Define the new allocation of man-months (after moving some man-months from all 

partners to WP6) and send it to the project officer. 
4. Collect all available data for all cities and application test sites and systems (in 

collaboration with all partners). 
5. Make a list of the names of persons involved and their contact details for all partners. 
6. Make all necessary amendments to the DoW and inform the project officer.  
7. Finalize the Consortium Agreement and distribute to partners for comments before 

signature 
8. Work with VCE on the definition of the minimum set an type of data needed for the 

SYNER-G applications 
 
VCE 
 

1. Make a review of all available routines (in collaboration with all partners).  
2. Define the minimum data and format to be inserted in the toolbox. 
3. First concept of the toolbox ready until March. 
4. Prepare a format for the meetings minutes for the justification of the travel costs. 
5. Prepare the SYNER-G database. 
6. Prepare a template for the deliverables and reports. 
7. The End-Users list should be finalised by all partners till January.  
8. Work with AUTH on the definition of the minimum set an type of data needed for the 

SYNER-G applications 
 
BRGM 
 

1. Check for availability and cost of satellite images (Thessaloniki, L’Aquila, Istanbul ?). 
2. Prepare the working meeting in Paris (January 2010) and work with WP2 leaders to 

prepare the March meeting  
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JRC 
 

1. Check also for the availability and cost of acquiring satellite images (especially for 
Thessaloniki). 

2. Explore for the possibility to produce educational material. 
3. Reach to a final definition about the editors and the reviewers of the reference reports 

till March.  
4. Final decision about the proposed meeting at Ispra in March.  

 
NGI 
 

1. To distribute to all partners the input to WP3 provided by UILLINOIS. 
2. Organize the exchange of information and data on the fragility curves construction 

and prepare a short but comprehensive literature review of the methodologies, 
fragility functions and intensity measures used for each system (and their 
components) (in collaboration with all partners). This has to be ready before the 
March meeting. A short review must be ready before the January meeting to be 
discussed in Paris. 

 
UPAV 
 

1. Prepare and circulate the questionnaire on the way that partners conceive the 
ontology, taxonomy and fragility of systems. 

2. Prepare a literature review on intensity measures used for different components of 
systems (in collaboration with all partners). 

3. Explore for the possibility to produce educational material. 
4. Explore the possibility to acquire satellite images for all test sites. 
5. Finalize the various issues regarding the probabilistic hazard assessment in   

SYNER-G. 
 
 
UROMA 
 

1. Prepare and circulate the questionnaire on the way that partners conceive the 
ontology, taxonomy and fragility of systems (with UPAV). Prepare the January 
working meeting as well as the March meeting 

2. Specify before the March meeting, the details of the electric power supply systems 
and the hospital facility that will be used as test sites.  

METU  
 

1. Look for the possibility to include Istanbul as a test site, in terms of data availability 
and resources. 

2. Get in touch with the office of the World Bank in Turkey to check for available data for 
WP4. 

AMRA 
 

1. Work on other research programs’ data in L’Aquila and especially regarding the 
quantification of damages and losses of different elements at risk and systems, 
including the socio-economic losses.  

2. Look for the already available and in place resources that could be used in order to 
include L’Aquila as a test site in SYNER-G without using (excessively) the resources 
already defined in SYNER-G. 

3. Define the details and all necessary data of the gas systems to be used as 
application and validation. 
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KIT-U 
 

1. Decide about the final date of the WP4 Kick-Off meeting. 
2. Get in touch with Willis (and Munich-Re) in order to define the available data they 

could provide to the project. 
3. Define the headline indicators as soon as possible (in parallel with the works of WPs 

2 and 5).  
 
UKOBE will present the Japanese experience on many aspects discussed during the 
meeting and relevant to SYNER-G in a future meeting. 
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SYSTEMIC SEISMIC VULNERABILITY 

AND RISK ANALYSIS FOR BUILDINGS, 
LIFELINE NETWORKS AND 

INFRASTRUCTURES SAFETY GAIN 
 

 
KICK-OFF MEETING, THESSALONIKI,  19-20/11/2009 

 
TENTATIVE AGENDA 

Thursday, November 19th  Responsible 

09:00-09:15 Opening of the meeting K. Pitilakis, AUTH 

09:15-10:00 Project introduction – General issues K. Pitilakis, AUTH 

10:00-10:30 WP2: Development of a methodology to evaluate systemic 
vulnerability 

H. Crowley, UPAV 
P. Franchin, 
UROME 

10:30-11:00 WP5: Systemic vulnerability specification 
H. Modaressi,     
A. Vagner, P. 
Gehl, BRGM 

11:00-11:30 Coffee break  

11:30-13:00 Discussion – Decisions  

13:00-13:30 WP3: Fragility functions of elements at risk A.M. Kaynia, NGI 

13:30-14:15 Discussion – Decisions  

14:15-15:15 Lunch break  

15:15-15:45 WP4: Socio-economic vulnerability and losses P. Gulkan on 
behalf of KIT-U 

15:45-16:30 Discussion – Decisions  

16:30-17:00 WP6: Validation studies K. Pitilakis,          
S. Argyroudis,      
K. Kakderi, AUTH 

17:00 -17:45 Discussion – Decisions  

17:45-18:00 Closure of the first day K. Pitilakis, AUTH 

19:00-20:00 Visit to the Exhibition “Mirό of Majorca” at the Teloglion Foundation of Art 

20:00-22:00 Dinner, ArtO2 - Ristorarte Botrini at the Teloglion Foundation 
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Friday, November 20th Responsible 

09:00             Opening of the second day    K. Pitilakis, AUTH 

09:00-09:30   WP7: Build prototype software      H. Wenzel, VCE 

09:30-10:15   Discussion – Decisions  

10:15-10:45   Coffee break  

10:45-11:15   WP8: Guidelines, recommendations and dissemination    A. Pinto,              
F. Taucer, JRC 

11:15-12:00   Discussion – Decisions   

12:00-12:30 WP1: Project management and communication H. Wenzel, VCE     
K. Pitilakis, AUTH 

12:30-13:00   Discussion – Decisions  

13:00-14:00   Lunch break  

14:00-15:00   General remarks –Open general discussion on different 
issues 

 

15:00-16:00   Special meetings of WP groups (if needed)   

16:00-16:15   Closure of the meeting            K. Pitilakis, AUTH 
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METU: Polat Gulkan, Ahmet Yakut 
AMRA: Iunio Iervolino, Simona Esposito 
KIT-U: James Daniell 
UPAT: Michael N. Fardis, Giorgos Tsionis 
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