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Workshop Overview Activity 2:

3-hour virtual 848 32 attendees with a By 5 groups collaborating Part 1: Mapping societal expectations to engineering design at the building level
workshop - range of social science, H on MIRO, an interactive Groups were assigned two building types and were presented information from RBP findings related
engineering, policy, online whiteboard to the role the buildings play in the community, functionality requirements for each performance state,
practice and research and desired time to recover.
perspectives

Participants were asked to consider how building end-user experiences could be mapped to
engineering performance criteria. They were challenged to list attributes of the structural condition,
Objectives non-structural condition, infrastructure services, and other dependencies (people, access, supplies,

1. Explore findings from the Resilient Buildings Project (RBP), etc.) required to provide the desired level of functionality for each performance state.

2. Investigate how societal expectations can be mapped to engineering-based design principles

and targets, and Example Responses: (shown as post-it notes)
3. ldentify future research needs to enable integration of societal expectations into engineering
design. End-user rDesired time t: | Required condition of the building and input to enable functioning |
Performance i tore function| ™
State e: perleRrEm;I:De res : RBP Structural Non-structural Infrastructure Other
(From ) \_ (From ) g\ condition condition services dependencies )

Fully accessible

Minor cosmetic Power, water

Activity 1: Sense checking findings and mapping societal
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Groups were presented either a town or city map that showed the average results from RBP SVAE i
findings for overall importance and desired time to return to functionality.
Participants were asked to discuss the following questions: e olomene| || Repairrequired || Power and " Removalof |
1. Do you agree with the relative prioritisation from a disaster recovery perspective? Access to equire non- but doesn’t pose | | telecom services dert;;':;r?ai':gw
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Part 2: Comparing building performance states relative to earthquake frequency
Responses: - .
P Groups were presented a plot of building performance states and earthquake frequency, showing the
BUILDING TYPE REACTION EXPECTATION SHOWN IS.... approximate values for a hospital as an example.
AGREE SURPISED DISAGREE ..HIGHER ...ABOUT ..LOWER _ _ ) ) ) o i
THAN THE SAME  THAN They were asked to indicate where they think the performance states of their assigned buildings sit
one one relative to the hospital. All responses were combined into a single plot and are shown below.
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Key Observations: Key Observations:
+ For most buildings, expectations for time to » The functionality of several of the building « Structural, non-structural, and infrastructure . Groups typically indicated that life-safety
return to function are above current code. types are interdependent (e.g., supermarkets requirements for each of the performance states requirements should be the same for most
. . were typically very similar between building types, normal buildings (similar to current code).
* The discrepancies between the code and aged and warehouses). _ des itgp rov?:jin %ifferent end-user ex eri%nizs . . .
care facilities and residential apartments were  * There needs to be a better understanding of Pite b J P ' * Return frequencies ot mtermedlat_e .
most concerning to participants. how building-level performance objectives « Some participants queried whether all performance  performance states had more variability.

relate to community resilience. states are relevant for all building types.
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