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Abstract 

The present deliverable reports on the organization of the Final Workshop of the SYNER-G 
project held in Milano, Italy, on 21-22 March 2013, on its achievements and on the 
conclusions and recommendations proposed by its participants. 
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1 Introduction 

The SYNER-G Final workshop was held on 21-22 March 2013 at the NH Hotel President in 
Milano, Italy. The workshop counted with more than 60 participants from a wide 
representation of European countries, partners of the SYNER-G project as well as from 
other institutions external to the project. 

The present document reports on the organization of the workshop, the statistics of the 
participants and the conclusions and recommendations drawn at the closure of the 
workshop.   
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2 Invitation 

Invitation to attend the workshop was disseminated by means of an invitation (Fig. 2.1) 
distributed to a mailing list of contacts, including a list of stakeholders identified during the 
course of the project. The workshop was also announced at the website of the project 
(http://www.vce.at/SYNER-G/) (Fig. 2.2), as well as through the website of the ELSA 
laboratory. 

 
Fig. 2.1  Invitation to attend the SYNER-G Final Workshop 

 
Fig. 2.2  Announcement of the SYNER-G Final Workshop at the project’s website 

http://www.vce.at/SYNER-G/
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All partners of the SYNER-G project were invited to attend the Workshop, in addition to the 
three members of the International Advisory Committee (IAC):  

o Professor Domenico Giardini (ETH Zurich, Switzerland and coordinator of the SHARE 
Project) 

o Professor Mauro Dolce (Director of the office for the assessment, prevention and 
mitigation of seismic risk of the Italian Civil Protection Department) 

o Professor Joern Birkmann (United Nations University, Institute for environment and 
Human Security) 

The IAC acted as an advisory body to the project, providing external assistance to the 
Executive Committee and the Coordinator. The committee also stimulated international 
cooperation, international dissemination of results and knowledge and concerting of 
international research activities in the field of hazard mitigation. 

Both Prof. Giardini and Prof. Dolce attended the workshop and were fully reimbursed by the 
JRC for their participation. 

The SYNER-G project also invited four more experts external to the project, that delivered 
presentations (see Section 3) and provided precious feedback and recommendations to the 
project: 

o Dina D’Ayala (University College London, UK) 

o Alex Barbat (University of Catalonia, Spain) 

o Ufuk Hancilar (Bogazici University, Turkey) 

o Christis Chrysostomou (Cyprus University of Technology, Cyrpus) 

Travel and subsistence (T&S) of all four experts was fully funded by the JRC. In addition, the 
JRC also invited and covered the T&S participation of Prof Amr Elnashai, from the University 
of Illinois at Urbana Campaign (USA) and partner of the project. However, due to family 
constraints he could not attend the workshop (but sent a presentation uploaded at the 
project’s website http://www.vce.at/SYNER-G/files/dissemination/finalworkshop.html). 

http://www.vce.at/SYNER-G/files/dissemination/finalworkshop.html
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3 Program 

The program of the workshop consisted in seven sessions distributed in two days (21 and 22 
March), for a total of 23 presentations (ranging from 15 to 40 minutes) (Fig. 3.1). Discussion 
sessions were held at the end of the first and second days, stimulating the exchange of 
ideas from the participants, and allowing to draw a list of recommendations as presented in 
Section 7. A social dinner was organized on the first day. 
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Fig. 3.1  Detailed program of the SYNER-G Final Workshop 

All presentations are downloadable from the project website: http://www.vce.at/SYNER-
G/files/dissemination/finalworkshop.html (classified per work package) (Fig. 3.2). 

http://www.vce.at/SYNER-G/files/dissemination/finalworkshop.html
http://www.vce.at/SYNER-G/files/dissemination/finalworkshop.html
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Fig. 3.2  List of presentations at the SYNER-G website 
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4 Participants Statistics 

The workshop counted with 66 participants distributed as follows: 

Country of Origin: 

Italy   35 

Turkey   6 

Greece   4 

Austria  3 

France  3 

Germany  3 

Switzerland  3 

Cyprus  1 

Spain   1 

UK    1 

USA  1 

Canada  1 

Norway  1 

EC    3 

Type of Institution: 

University  18 

Research Inst. 7 

Industry  5 

Insurance  1 

Municipality  1 

Civil Protection 1 

Standardisation 1 

More than half of the participants (40) were from non-SYNER-G partner institutions. A photo 
of the venue is shown in Fig. 4.1 and Fig. 4.2. 

A certificate of attendance was given to all participants (Fig. 4.3). 



Participants Statistics 

10  

 

 
Fig. 4.1  Venue of the Workshop – Photo 1 

 
Fig. 4.2  Venue of the Workshop – Photo 2  
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Fig. 4.3  Certificate of attendance to the Workshop 
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5 Support Material 

During the workshop printed copies of a 76 page brochure of the SYNER-G project were 
distributed to participants (Fig. 5.1) (available at http://www.vce.at/SYNER-
G/files/downloads.html). 

 
Fig. 5.1  Cover page of the SYNER-G Brochure 

USB keys were also distributed, allowing to store the first five European Reference Reports 
of the SYNER-G Project downloadable from the project website (http://www.vce.at/SYNER-
G/files/dissemination/referencereports.html) (Fig. 5.2). 

http://www.vce.at/SYNER-G/files/downloads.html
http://www.vce.at/SYNER-G/files/downloads.html
http://www.vce.at/SYNER-G/files/dissemination/referencereports.html
http://www.vce.at/SYNER-G/files/dissemination/referencereports.html
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Fig. 5.2  List of European Reference Reports at the SYNER-G website 
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6 Questionnaires/Feedback 

A questionnaire was distributed at the workshop in order to gain feedback from the 
organization of the workshop, content and possible recommendations for the project. The 
questionnaire is shown in Fig. 6.1 and Fig. 6.2  

 
Fig. 6.1  First page of the evaluation questionnaire 
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Fig. 6.2  Second page of the evaluation questionnaire 

The results from the questionnaires are summarised in Fig. 6.3, Fig. 6.4, Fig. 6.5, Fig. 6.6, 
Fig. 6.7 and Fig. 6.8. The results show that the workshop was rated from very good to 
excellent by more than 90% of the participants. With respect to the remaining questions, A 
through G, the results show a good to strong level of agreement, with the exception of 
question F (appropriateness of the distributed support material), where 21% neither agree or 
disagreed. The reason might be due to the fact that in spite of having distributed printed 
versions of the SYNER-G brochure, a higher impact would have been obtained if printed 
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versions of all reference reports (available online) would have been ready and distributed at 
the workshop (printed versions will be distributed by post in June 2013). 

  

Fig. 6.3  Questionnaire results: Professional position 

  

Fig. 6.4  Questionnaire results: Overall quality of the workshop 

  

Fig. 6.5  Questionnaire results (Questions A and B) 
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Fig. 6.6  Questionnaire results (Questions C and D) 

  

Fig. 6.7  Questionnaire results (Questions E and F) 

 
Fig. 6.8  Questionnaire results (Questions G) 
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Concerning the Optional questions: 

What was most valuable about this workshop? 

o The amount of research data available to foster the study of mitigation of lifeline 
systems 

o Presented the results in a very coherent way 

o The new development of the SYNER-G project 

o Overview of research effort, overall framework of the project, summary of findings 

What way forward you suggest for exploiting and building upon the results of SYNER-G? 

o Proceed the research, apply for new proposals 

o The results from the project should be made available to country authorities to check 
scenarios for earthquake risk mitigation 

o Put the results of the work to practice in the form of standards, codes or best practice 
documents for engineers in earthquake lifeline industry 

o Utilize the tools developed to analyse specific cases in detail 

o Find the possibility to apply the methodology to further pilot areas 

o Online presentation and tool kits with user manuals. Connections to end users + 
workshops end users oriented 

What would you suggest to improve the workshop? 

o It was well executed. No other improvements were suggested. 

o The discussion could have been more productive by posing more specific questions  

o Distribute PDFs of tasks and links to author web pages 
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7 Conclusions and recommendations 

The main issues discussed during the workshop were the following: 

o The coordinator of the project, Professor Kyriazis Pitilakis, presented a consolidated 
summary of the main achievements of the project and the main issues that should 
need further development in the future (attached his presentation). 

o In the following are summarized the main issues and recommendations of the various 
discussions and interventions of the attendees: 

o The definition of the taxonomy of elements at risk was one of the main outcomes of 
the project. However, for several elements, especially those of complex networks 
(e.g. industrial facilities), it will be necessary to extent the taxonomy and define 
appropriate fragility curves. It was also suggested to start working towards the 
production of European guidelines on taxonomy, with a possible view for future 
standardization. It was suggested to seek interaction with the INSPIRE Directive. 

o In Horizon 2020 the issue of seismic and single natural risk may have a reduced 
importance with respect to FP7, with a shift towards multi-hazard risk and energy 
issues. It is important that the consortium and the scientific community as a whole 
explore ways on how to respond to the evolving needs of the society. The JRC 
proposed to combine seismic retrofit with energy upgrading, analysing the impact of 
different options in economic terms.  

o To this end (Horizon 2020) the under preparation Strategic Research Agenda on 
Earthquake Risk should be updated with contribution from SYNER-G and other on-
going EU projects, as well as from the seismologists’ community. 

o The consortium should improve the communication of results to stakeholders, shifting 
from the impact of an earthquake event to the impact of mitigation measures. It is 
important that the scientific community does not promise zero losses, but rather a 
reduction of risk through constructive suggestions and recommendations. 

o The active participation of stakeholders in future applications is essential for the 
improvement of results and for more practical use of outputs. It is also important to 
make the results more accessible and easily understood to the wider community of 
potential end users. For example the use of average values over a large number of 
Monte Carlo runs was questioned, as it does not provide a physical quantity that can 
be communicated to stakeholders. The homogeneity and clarity of the various 
presentation of the results of the applications is necessary to this extend. 

o The SYNER-G software and tools (pre and post processing) needs to be upgraded 
and further improved in order to be more “friendly” to end-users as well as to improve 
its computation performance. 

o SYNER-G presented the state-of-the-art in systemic risk. It was questioned, however, 
that the method, as it is proposed, is far more detailed than the level of data available 
(elements at risk, fragility curves). Therefore, it is necessary to invest in data mining 
to refine the inventories of elements at risk we have today. It is also necessary to 



Questionnaires/FeedbackConclusions and recommendations 

22  

 

invest more to quantify better the effects of various uncertainties, including the 
available data, in the accuracy of the results. 

o Other issues discussed: The SYNER-G webpage will run for the next two years under 
the NERA platform. Then a more permanent administration mechanism should be 
proposed. The SYNER-G DEMO will be prepared after the final reporting under the 
coordination of AUTH and VCE; JRC will contribute to its dissemination. 


