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MINUTES of SYNER-G 1ST ANNUAL MEETING, VIENNA, 16-17/09/2010 
 
Summary 
Day 1 (Thursday, September 16th): Decisions on several important aspects of the ongoing 
research activities. Evaluation of the research progress and time schedule. Second year 
activities. Definition of the content and structure of the coming deliverables and planning of 
the work for the next period.   

Day 2 (Friday, September 17th): Presentations and discussion on the progress of Work 
Packages 6, 7, 8 and 1 concerning the case studies, software and dissemination issues as 
well as administrative, financial and reporting issues. The meeting closed with several 
comments from  IAC, a general discussion and decisions on the first year and finalization of 
the program for the second year of the project. Meeting of the Steering Committee.  

 

Attendees: 
AUTH: Kyriazis Pitilakis, Kalliopi Kakderi, Sotiris Argyroudis, Anastasia Argyroudi, Jacopo 
Selva 

VCE: Helmut Wenzel, David Schäfer, Irena Maras, Fritz Kopf  
BRGM: Hormoz Modaressi, Nicolas Desramaut, Pierre Gehl  

JRC: Fabio Taucer, Ufuk Hancilar, Patrizia Tenerelli  

NGI: Amir Kaynia 

UPAV: Helen Crowley, Rui Pinho, Graeme Weatherill 

UROMA: Paolo Franchin, Paolo Pinto, Alessio Lupoi, Francesco Cavalieri 

METU: Polat Gulkan, Ahmet Yakut 

AMRA: Iunio Iervolino, Simona Esposito   

KIT-U: Friedemann Wenzel, Bijan Khazai 

UPAT: Giorgos Tsionis 

WILLIS: Gero Michel 

UILLINOIS: Amr Elnashai 

UKOBE: Kei Horie 

 
IAC: Domenico Giardini, Mauro Dolce 

 
EC project Officer: Denis Peter 

 
All PPT presentations have been uploaded in the SYNER-G web portal.  
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Day 1: Thursday, September 16th 

The meeting began with a short introduction from the coordinator of SYNER-G, Prof. Kyriazis 
Pitilakis, presenting the program and the goals of the meeting. 

 

WP2: General methodology and simulation framework (Francesco Cavalieri, UROMA)   
An overview of completed (taxonomy) and ongoing (ontology and simulation framework) 
activities was made. The goal is the development of object-oriented framework for the 
simulation of an infrastructure in a seismic environment and the implementation of a 
prototype infrastructure for testing the framework. A Matlab/ Simulink code has been 
implemented including plain Monte Carlo sampling and a single system, while different 
classes have been implemented (analysis, hazard, natural and seismic with sub-classes). 
Different performance indicators to be considered in the analysis where discussed. Finally, 
some results from an example application (Little Italy – water supply system) where 
presented. 

The main issues of the following discussion included the implementation of the code and the 
need to reach the development of open-source software and the expansion of the 
methodology to include other analysis domains and interacting systems as well. The need for 
defining appropriate Performance Indicators (PIs) at the components, systems and 
infrastructure (system of systems) level to be given as the analysis final outputs was also 
highlighted.  

 

WP2: Socio-economic issues of the general methodology (Bijan Khazai, KIT-U)   
A presentation of the sectors for the assessment of socio-economic impacts in the context of 
short-term emergency relief and recovery (2-3 weeks) was made, along with the features for 
the development of the socio-economic framework. Shelter and health services are 
considered as the main sectors. The possible interaction of socio-economic models with 
physical vulnerability/ loss estimation models will be explored. A proposal was made to 
establish a link to physical vulnerability models based on multi-criteria decision analysis 
(MCDA) indicator models. Decisions of the recent Karlsruhe WP4 meeting are summarized. 

 

WP2: Typology definitions of European elements at risk (Ufuk Hancilar, JRC)  
A short overview of EUROSTAT classification of different types of constructions (buildings, 
transportation systems, pipelines, communication and electricity lines, complex constructions 
on industrial sites) was made. A review of different methods for data collection (census, 
owner/operator data, surveys, remote sensing, aerial photographs) and methods for 
archiving and processing this data was presented. Special emphasis was given to building 
structures, giving a review of existing building taxonomies. Finally, ideas were proposed for a 
harmonized template for the collection and classification of the inventory data for the 
elements at risk, which allows the user to store additional data required for fragility 
assessment and further processing. Building aggregates should also be included in the 
taxonomy description.  

 
WP2: Defining Seismic Scenarios for Analysis of Risk to Lifeline Networks in 
European Metropolitan Areas (Graeme Weatherill, UPAV)  
A review of previous studies for Thessaloniki and Vienna areas on seismic source scenarios 
(fault rupture) was given. The presentation and comparison of ground motion prediction 
models and intensity measures for different components was followed by the presentation of 
a GMPE simulation of intensity measure fields. The contribution of AMRA included the 
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development of spatial correlation models for PGA (horizontal and vertical) and PGV 
(horizontal). Further contribution will be to validate the procedure and hypothesis, to develop 
models for other IMs (Sa(T)) and spatial cross correlation models (PGV-PGA) using the 
same procedure and also to investigate geotechnical hazard and relative IMs (Cav, Ia) and 
regional hazard criteria.  

Seismic scenarios are viewed on two contexts in terms of what will be introduced in the 
toolbox and what will be used at the test sites. Open questions that need clarification and/or 
further studies were identified including geospatial inventory, intensity measures, inventory of 
geotechnical information and case studies, seismogenic sources, methodology (deterministic 
– probabilistic analysis). The need to establish the framework and criteria of seismic inputs, 
adequate to every system vulnerability analysis and targeted study, was highlighted during 
the discussion. UPAV will work on this issue.  

 
WP2: Remote sensing for Systemic Vulnerability Analysis (Helen Crowley, UPAV)  
The outcome of the February meeting between JRC and UPAV regarding remote sensing 
issues were presented. Radar data for Thessaloniki and Vienna should be available from 
Cosmo Sky-Med, also expecting to receive optical VHR data and ancillary data (ground-truth, 
technical maps) for the two cities. The analysis will focus on an area of approximately 2 km2 
for each city, primarily on buildings; width of road networks, bridges and overpasses can be 
also extracted. A GIS layer of building footprints with spatial metrics can be integrated with 
Radar image to derive the height information. The “fragility analyzer” will be used to combine 
the building footprints and height information in order to classify buildings in 3 classes. JRC 
will derive spatial indicators (aggregation, cohesion, shape complexity) from building 
footprints that can be used for systemic vulnerability analysis. Optical image identified for 
Thessaloniki, needs to be purchased. Optical and radar data should be available for Vienna 
from the Vienna City Authority. The issues requiring attention and clarification regarding the 
acquisition of satellite imagery were defined. 

During the discussion, a statement was made that this task is more or less independent of 
the development of the general methodology, the outcomes of which could be the basis for 
the next research activities concerning remote sensing. However it is a very important task 
and SYNER-G will offer the opportunity of cross-validations. 

 
WP5: Systemic vulnerability specification - Proposed framework (Pierre Gehl, BRGM)  
The main objectives of WP5 were presented having as a starting point the simulation 
framework from Task 2.1, while the need to establish an interface with socio-economic 
consequence models was highlighted. For the specific types of systems examined (buildings 
and building aggregates, utility networks, transportation infrastructures, critical facilities), 
desired inputs, specificities of analysis, following developments to be made and interactions 
with other WPs and tasks are identified. A description of WP5 work efforts, oncoming 
deliverables, planned meetings and milestones was made.  

Including the change of demand to the transportation model is still to be decided.  

 

Conclusive remarks on WP2 and WP5: 
As a general conclusion for WP2/5, the proposed methodology is sufficient at least for two 
systems, but it needs to be expanded to more than two systems and to the infrastructure 
(system of systems) level. Moreover, a method should be developed in order to establish the 
way seismic scenarios are going to be defined, according to some specific criteria (e.g. 
available input, level of observation, desirable outputs from the different stakeholders’ groups, 
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etc). Definition of appropriate PIs, implementation in real cases in relation to available data 
and treatment of the uncertainties in a uniform way are still to be addressed. 

The difficulties of developing new tools from scratch, addressing at the same time all relative 
issues were identified. It was decided to explore the possibility of using as a basic platform 
the MAEviz software developed by the University of Illinois, introducing several innovations, 
mainly including the systemic vulnerability and socio-economic approaches. It is proposed to 
form an ad-hoc committee (UROMA, BRGM, KIT-U, VCE and AUTH) to examine all 
components of this important issue, in order to take the final decision in the next plenary 
meeting (M18). 

Suggestions from the Project Officer included the proposal to consider urban planners as 
potential end-users (apart from insurance industries and civil protection authorities), 
establishing in that way an interface with decision makers in megacities. The need to 
address international prevention policies was also identified.  

IAC commented on the usability of the outputs of the methodology to civil protection 
authorities and other end-users, highlighting the need to be easily interpreted by their 
receivers and PIs to be translated to operational levels. Of course preparedness activities 
require an interaction between different stakeholders. 

Finally it was suggested to better describe in the associated deliverables the scope, content, 
objectives of WP2 and WP4 in order to highlight their differences and complementarity.    

 

WP3: Fragility functions for buildings (Helen Crowley, UPAV)   
An overview of the completed (literature review, proposed taxonomy, framework for fragility 
assessment, characteristics of European buildings) and ongoing activities (fragility curves, 
sensitivity studies, comparisons of curves) was made. The taxonomy is based on material, 
structure type, code level, rise level. However, the final list of considered typologies will 
depend also on the fragility assessment and sensitivity studies. The critical aspects of the 
fragility assessment framework are the analytical methodologies, 2D and 3D structural 
models and characteristics, the damage scales, intensity measures (such as PGA or Sa) and 
input accelerograms. The main features related to these aspects were presented, according 
to each contributor (UPAV, METU, JRC, UPAT) approach. 

It was proposed and decided to move the delivery date of Deliverable 3.1 “Fragility functions 
for common RC building types in Europe” to Month 15.  

Based on the discussions and the feedback from the IAC members, and some partners, it 
was concluded that focus should be given in compiling, documenting, harmonising/ 
standardising and archiving (in a query-able database) the existing fragility functions that 
have been developed for European buildings. This might require the conversion of damage 
states to a common damage scale, conversion of intensity measures, grouping of building 
classes etc.  Any fragility functions that have been already derived for this task (or is planned 
to be developed over the next few weeks to months) would be included into this database. 
UPAV will lead this effort. A description of the revised activities will be made and included in 
the revised DoW. 

The building aggregates constitute a small percentage of the building stock in Europe, while 
they are specific and complex systems. It was decided to try the study of indicative cases in 
a systemic approach considering interactions between buildings in contact (BRGM). In 
general, the fragility of aggregates will be based on the fragilities of the discrete buildings in a 
statistical approach in homogeneous city zones. 
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WP3: Fragility functions for road and railway bridges (Georgios Tsionis, UPAT)  
An overview of the existing fragility functions was made based on the literature review. The 
main steps of the methodology that is proposed for the derivation of fragility curves were 
presented, including the analytical study and models, the statistical processing and some 
representative results. Focus is given in modern bridges, based on the analysis of SDOF 
models, while the collapse mechanism includes both pier failure and unseating of deck. 
Among the comments, it was mentioned that the response of railway bridges is different than 
that of roadway bridges because of the different design due to dynamic forces and the 
required tolerances. 

A proposition was made to also include the study of old bridges, as they have different 
seismic behaviour, failure modes, etc in comparison to modern ones.  

 
WP3: Fragility functions for transportation infrastructures (Amir Kaynia, NGI)  
The existing status and the future developments for each element of road and railway 
systems were presented. For some elements (roads, rock tunnels, railway tracks and 
facilities) existing fragility curves will be adopted after appropriate improvements if necessary. 
In other cases (embankments, road cuts, shallow tunnels in alluvial ground) the development 
of new numerical fragility curves is underway by NGI and AUTH. Some preliminary results of 
the numerical simulations were presented.  

During the discussion, it was mentioned that damage data and vulnerability studies of the 
road network after the recent Chile earthquake, will be soon published (ULLINOIS). The data 
shows the importance of layers’ and materials’ properties (asphalt etc) in the seismic 
response of the road. Similar data are expected from the analysis of the recent New Zealand 
earthquake. Moreover it was proposed to review and possibly include the REDARS (US) 
fragility curves for roads. The need to study the effect of slope stability to the different 
components was also highlighted. The way of converting limit states of roads to functionality 
levels should be explored.  

 

WP3: Fragility functions for water, waste-water, harbor and fire-fighting systems 
(Kalliopi Kakderi, AUTH)  
The presentation included the typology, review of existing fragility curves 
(analytical/empirical), proposed damage and serviceability states, and proposed fragility 
curves for each element of water, waste water, port and fire fighting systems. In some cases 
(waterfront structures, pipelines) the selection of the fragility functions is based on validation 
studies using damage data from past earthquakes (i.e. Lefkas and Duzce earthquakes). In 
cases of complex elements (e.g. treatment plants, pumping stations), their fragility is based 
on fault tree analysis.  Discussions on the possibility of proposing new fragility functions for 
complex components (e.g. pumping stations) based on the typologies and fragilities of sub-
components (especially buildings) proposed within SYNER-G will be further explored.  

 
WP3: Fragility functions for gas and oil systems (Pierre Gehl, BRGM) 
A review on the typology and fragility functions (analytical/empirical) for the gas and oil 
elements was performed, concluding to the proposed SYNER-G fragility curves for pipelines 
and tanks. The fragility of compression/ Re.Mi stations is depended on the vulnerability of the 
buildings that are housed in. In this case the fragility curves are derived based on fault tree 
analysis, in accordance to previous studies for R/C buildings (Thessaloniki) and future 
studies for masonry buildings (L’Aquila). Validation of proposed fragility functions using data 
from L’Aquila earthquake will be performed.  
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WP3: Fragility functions for electric power systems (Paolo Franchin, UROMA) 
A brief review of the completed work was made, including the literature review of the existing 
fragility curves for each element of the electric power system and selection of the most 
appropriate ones. However in some macro and micro-components fragility curves are not 
available and is necessary to be developed.  
 
Concluding remarks on WP3 
As a general conclusion for WP3, fragility curves are already proposed for most of the 
systems’ elements, while work is underway for others (e.g. bridges, embankments, certain 
categories of buildings, gas pipelines, etc). A proposal was made for the structure (layout-
table of contents, length) of the upcoming deliverables, including the coding-digitizing of the 
fragility parameters. 
 

WP4: Socio-economic vulnerability and losses (Bijan Khazai, KIT-U)   
The presentation of the sectors for the assessment of socio-economic impacts in the context 
of short-term emergency relief and recovery (2-3 weeks) was made in detail, along with the 
features for the development of the socio-economic framework. Temporary shelter and 
healthcare capacity are considered as the main sectors; transportation accessibility mode 
and utility serviceability model come to give inputs to the former and complete the framework. 
The possible interaction of socio-economic models with physical vulnerability/ loss estimation 
models will be explored. A proposal was made to establish a link to physical vulnerability 
models based on multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) indicator models. Socio-economic 
and structural factors will be used for the definition of output indicator values for all sectors 
criteria. Using EUROSTAT data for spatial units in urban audit the harmonization issues 
could be addressed. The benchmarking of socio-economic indicators will be based on the 
L’Aquila case study; data format, availability and time for acquisition need to be defined. 
Finally, a list of data to be gathered for all models was presented along with the AEDES form 
for buildings inventory. A new description of the content of activities and proposed 
deliverables was given along with the updated milestones, role of participants and next steps 
to be undertaken. 

The discussion was focused on the prioritization and finalization of indicators. The case of 
L’Aquila will be used as benchmarking for the establishment of threshold boundaries based 
on the data that will be provided from the civil defence.  

IAC raised the issue of including economic losses in the analysis.  
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Day 2: Friday, September 17th 
 

WP6: Vienna test case (Helmut Wenzel and David Schäfer, VCE)   
The test area in the 20th district of Vienna was presented. A detailed identification of each 
building within the study area is under development, together with measurements of building 
eigen-frequencies. Representative examples were illustrated.  

The main point raised during the discussion was the capability of acquiring data on time for 
the project due to confidentially issues. Also, satellite images should be asked from the city 
authority. In the following months this possibility will be explored and the alternatives for data 
acquisition will be finalised.  

 
WP6: Thessaloniki case study (Sotiris Argyroudis, AUTH)   
The available data for buildings, lifelines, infrastructure and urban indicators of Thessaloniki 
were briefly presented. A comprehensive microzonation study including geotechnical, 
geophysical information is also available, for three seismic scenarios (100, 500, 1000 years). 
The present seismic hazard and site effect data will be updated applying the methodology for 
seismic input to be developed in SYNER-G. The validation of the proposed methodology and 
tools will be performed for selected networks and urban areas of the city. However, updates 
and additional data are required in some cases, especially regarding the social and urban 
indicators that are necessary for the estimation of social losses. The application of remote 
sensing methods through appropriate satellite images (task 2.5) will contribute to the update 
or validation of existing information for Thessaloniki. Moreover, information from the “Urban 
Audit” database (Eurostat), will be incorporated in the existing database. This will be applied 
under the coordination of KIT-U, who is responsible for the data harmonization and social 
loss estimations, in collaboration with AUTH.  

 

WP6: L’Aquila case study (Iunio Iervolino, AMRA)   
L’Aquila constitutes a case study for the fragility and network analysis of gas system (WP6) 
and benchmarking socio-economic indicators based on the experience of the recent 
earthquake (WP4). Enel Rete Gas is cooperating with AMRA supporting the use of L’Aquila 
gas network and will be included as an end-user of SΥNER-G. The gas system database is 
completed, while the hazard and fragility analysis is in progress. The incorporation of 
damage and repair data will be examined based on the available resources. Representative 
examples and other issues to be investigated were presented. The benchmarking of socio-
economic indicators will be based on information about shelters, possibly debris, emergency 
actions and availability of utilities after the L’Aquila earthquake. These data will be provided 
by Civil Protection; collection works will start at the end of September.   

 

WP7: Software issues (Helmut Wenzel, VCE)  
Based on the review of available software and codes relative to the seismic risk assessment 
of built environment, VCE is suggesting that the MAEViz is the most comprehensive and 
developed solution, considered as the first choice to be used as a platform for the SYNER-G 
toolbox and software. Within SYNER-G VCE believes that it will be easy to incorporate the 
European fragility curves, furthermore to introduce the European approach on the hazard 
assessment. However additional tools must be developed to account for the systemic 
consequences and the implementation of a European socio-economic loss model according 
to the SYNER-G methodology. The basic requirements for the programming have been 
mentioned (such as hazard approach, fragilities, logic connections between the single points 
of the simulation). Of major importance is the provision of full documentation for the fragilities 
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and other approaches used and the supply of a trial period for the software to be tested. 
Final decisions on software and toolbox issues, will be taken in the 18M plenary meeting 
following a detailed analysis of the different aspects by an ad-hoc internal committee (BRGM, 
UROMA, KIT-U, VCE and AUTH). The systemic approach issues are of major importance in 
the decision process. Moreover UPAV will lead the activity to propose appropriate 
approaches for seismic hazard according to specific needs.  

VCE also presented the upgraded form of the webpage, which fulfils all basic requirements 
and needs. VCE is expecting comments from all partners in the next 2-3 weeks in order to 
finalize the webpage form and content.  

 

WP8: Guidelines, recommendations and dissemination (Fabio Taucer, JRC)   
The completed tasks and deliverables were outlined, while the coming deliverables were 
discussed. The project newsletter 2, should include among other information material from 
the 1st Annual Meeting, the dates of workshops, and highlighting of important achievements. 
The final plan for the use and dissemination of foreground should include the implementation 
details and dates, assignment of tasks identifying responsible partners, list of milestones and 
deliverables as well as planning of activities. Possible dates for the final workshop in Ispra 
were discussed, while the possibility for a hosted session in the 15WCEE (Lisbon 2012) will 
be examined (as suggested by Prof. Polat Gulkan). The dates for workshops in Vienna and 
Thessaloniki should be finalized soon.  

The need for expanding/ improving  the public web-page was highlighted, in accordance with 
the new webpage/ portal layout, which is already under development by VCE. 

The program for the production of the SYNER-G reference reports was also presented 
together with the list of editors and proposed reviewers. 

 

WP1: Project coordination and management (Kyriazis Pitilakis, AUTH)  
An overview of the timing schedule, achieved and oncoming milestones was presented. 
Based on the requests of several partners, a proposal for modifying the DoW was presented 
including among other redistribution of some MMs between the WPs, changes to the delivery 
dates of a few deliverable reports and the new description of work and list of deliverables for 
WP4. The need to assign responsible partners to the coming deliverables for internal review 
was proposed and decided. Also the schedule for the next meetings was discussed and a 
proposal was made to merge and/or move some of the foreseen meetings. The time and 
location for the 18M mid-term meeting will be discussed and concluded on in the following 
days by all partners under the coordination of NGI. Finally, the list of the end-users was 
presented and discussed. Confirmation letters should be asked and by those who have not 
given them yet; also the possibility of extending the list will be explored by all partners.  

 

WP1: Administrative issues - cost reporting (Helmut Wenzel, VCE)  
A presentation was given and discussions and several clarifications were made on the 
following issues: coordinators responsibility, eligible costs, lessons from EC audit, time 
sheets and requirements.  
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Comments from the IAC 
 
Mauro Dolce 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 
SYNER-G is a huge project, dealing with complex and strongly interacting  aspects of the 
seismic behavior of the different components of complex systems. Well recognizing the 
noticeable efforts that all the partners are making, the following comments are aimed at 
improving, as far as possible, the effectiveness of the project and of the relevant results, 
especially in relation to Civil Protection problems. 

Generally speaking, the objectives of different WP and Tasks must be clearly stated and the 
output should clearly define what is considered and what is not, and possibly the 
uncertainties in the results in an homogeneous manner. 

WP2 - Development of a methodology to evaluate systemic vulnerability 

• The use of remote sensing is quite promising, especially for future development of the 
technologies. It permits to homogenize data and approaches, but it needs integration 
with field data and local expert evaluations for vulnerability assessment. 

WP3 - Fragility functions of elements at risk 

• Buildings: the set-up of fragility curves of buildings should benefit from the huge work 
that has already been done in many parts of Europe. It is not clear what is the benefit 
of producing new, analytically derived, fragility curves.  

 A comparison with actual damage and existing FC should be done, in order to 
validate/calibrate curves. 

 consider carefully the compatibility with the possibly available inventory, at various 
detail level 

Specific recommendations are: consider adequately non structural (masonry infill) 
in R/C buildings and local collapse mechanism in masonry buildings and aggregates 

• Bridges: same remarks and recommendations as for buildings. In addition:  
 consider other modes of collapse (e.g. deck unseating) or damage besides plastic 

hinges at the base of piers (bearings are often the most vulnerable parts in existing 
bridges),  

 consider other vulnerable static schemes (such as Gerber girders),  
 more careful consideration of railway bridges, with respects to their peculiar 

structural features and the track-bridge interactions vs. serviceability 
 

WP4 - Socio-economic vulnerability and losses 

This is one of the most innovative and critical issue in the project. In any case it is important 
to understand which are the output of this WP and how it matches the need of the 
stakeholders. 

From a Civil Protection viewpoint it is important to have: 

1) A quantification of the homeless people in the first days (which is different from the 
homeless in the medium term (months) and in the long term (years)  

2) A quantification of the number of S&R interventions (collapsed or nearly collapsed 
people) in the first 3-4 days to rescue as many entrapped people as possible  
number of escavators, cranes, and so on)  

3) A quantification of people needing health care (and the type of care, according to the 
most frequent kinds of disease in the different types of constructions) 
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4) Quantification of field hospital and Medical advanced posts needed because of 
structural and functional damage to hospital 

5) Availability of strategical buildings for emergency management (operational centres, 
firefighter centre, army barracks 

6) A quantification of the food to be provided to the population, and then of field kitchen 

7) Other issues related to the emergency management 

• The above figures can vary significantly according to the season, the typical weather 
condition of the area, the hour of arrival of the event (day vs. night), eventual 
foreshocks preceding the mainshock, etc., besides the socio economic conditions of 
the population 

• Finding a correspondent economic value of all these aspects is not an easy task and 
several factors play important role. End users like Civil Protection organizations can 
probably find a more useful output in providing the data needed to set up the 
emergency operation management, such as  those previously listed, according to 
their own management model. 

• Consider the importance of studying past earthquakes in order to get macrodata and 
identify important indicators (see WP6). 

WP6 – Test cases 
Objectives of case studies should be (probably) clearer. Some possible objectives are listed 
below: 

1) Comparing simulated scenarios with respect to reality (L’Aquila, possibly 
Thessaloniki) 

2) Assessing feasibility of the methodologies set up in the project and the overall Syner-
g methodology with respect to real data 

3) Comparing methodologies developed (and needing data) at different levels of 
accuracy 

4) Calibrating socio-economic indicators, their physical meaning, their usefulness for 
end-users 

Explore the possibility of making comparison with other past earthquakes, even at a very 
rough level in terms of socio-economic effects, for situations that can occur in Europe. 

At least an analysis of socio-economic impacts of past earthquakes should be made.   

 

WP7 – Building prototype SW 

• Possibility of generating several scenarios with associated probabilities 

• Importance  of how results are presented and understandable to end-users 
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Meeting of the Steering Committee (AUTH, BRGM, NGI, UPAV, JRC) 
The following issues have been discussed: 

• TOC for the deliverables. 

• Milestones. 

• Deliverables: Content, table of contents and length/format has been decided. 

• Revision of the DoW according to the partners’ proposal and the decisions of this meeting. 

• The work progress in all work packages is very satisfactory besides the complexity of the 
project, its high ambitions and the fact that we are practically two months before the end of 
the first year. This is due mainly to the very good collaboration and mutual knowledge of all 
participants. 

• Work plan for the next year is decided. 

•  Discussion on IAC comments: The comments and suggestions are generally positive. The 
few suggestions will be seriously considered in the revised DoW. 

• Next meeting(s): It is decided to try to reduce –if possible- the excessive number of 
meetings. The next WP meetings already scheduled in Ankara and Pavia will not be 
affected. BRGM and KIT will try to merge the next meetings in one considering  the next 
18M plenary meeting in Oslo. NGI will propose the most appropriate dates at the beginning 
of April 2011.  

• Coordination, administration, reporting and financial issues. Discussed and concluded. 

• End users – confirmation letters and extension of the list.  

• Linkage with International Urban Earthquake Engineering Centre for Mitigation Seismic 
Mega Risk, GEM etc (e.g. on the level of the seismic hazard). 

• Cooperation with several ongoing EC projects on vulnerability. It has been decided to 
establish of a formal way of commuting through the respective coordinators and the Project 
Officer. 
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SYSTEMIC SEISMIC VULNERABILITY 

AND RISK ANALYSIS FOR BUILDINGS, 
LIFELINE NETWORKS AND 

INFRASTRUCTURES SAFETY GAIN 
 

 
1st Annual MEETING, VIENNA,  16-17/09/2010 

hosted by VCE in Technical University of Vienna, Karlsplatz 13,1040 Vienna, Austria 

TENTATIVE AGENDA 

Thursday, September 16th  Responsible 

08:30-09:00 Opening of the meeting / Project introduction H. Wenzel, VCE  
K. Pitilakis, AUTH 

09:00-10:00 

WP2: Development of a methodology to evaluate systemic 
vulnerability - Tasks 2.1 (general methodology), 2.2 (socio-
economic issues), 2.3 (typology definitions), 2.4 (seismic 
scenarios), 2.5 (remote sensing) 

UROMA 
UPAV 
KIT-U 
JRC 

10:00-10:30 WP5: Systemic vulnerability specification BRGM 
UROMA 

10:30-11:00 Coffee break  

11:00-12:40 Discussion - Decisions  

12:40-13:00 WP3: Fragility functions of elements at risk-                      
Buildings 

UPAV 

13:00-14:00 Lunch break  

14:00-14:40 WP3: Fragility functions of elements at risk-                             
Utilities and critical facilities 

AUTH 
UROMA 
BRGM 

14:40-15:10 WP3: Fragility functions of elements at risk -             
Transportation infrastructures 

NGI 

UPAV, UPAT 

15:10-15:30 Discussion - Decisions  

15:30-16:00 Coffee break  

16:00-16:30 WP4: Socio-economic vulnerability and losses KIT-U 

16:30 -17:30 Discussion - Decisions  

17:30 Closure of the first day K. Pitilakis, AUTH 

19:30-22:00 Dinner 
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Friday, September 17th Responsible 

08:30 Opening of the second day K. Pitilakis, AUTH 

08:30-09:00 
WP6: Introduction to the Vienna test case 
Available data, field works, simulation exercises 

H. Wenzel, VCE 
D. Schäfer, VCE 

09:00-09:20 WP6: Thessaloniki case study AUTH 

09:20-09:40 WP6: L’Aquila case study AMRA 

09:40-10:30 Discussion - Decisions  

10:30-11:00   Coffee break  

11:00-11:20 WP7: Build prototype software (introduction to the toolbox, 
MAEViz, etc) 

VCE 

11:20-12:00 Discussion - Decisions  

12:00-12:30 WP1: Administrative issues, data base, web page, time 
sheets, deliverables, reviewers, milestones, modifications    
of DoW 

AUTH  
VCE 

12:30-12:45 WP8: Guidelines, recommendations and dissemination    JRC 

12:45-13:15 Discussion - Decisions  

13:15-14:15   Lunch break  

14:15-15:00 IAC: Comments and general discussion and decisions  

15:00-16:15 Final discussion and decisions - Program for Year 2 K. Pitilakis and all 

16:15-16:45 Coffee break  

16:45-17:30 Steering Committee   

17:30             Closure of the meeting             

Evening Optional: Short city walk with Dinner at the “House of Music” VCE 

 
 


