CURRENT SEISMIC RISK AND VULNERABILITY OF BUILDINGS IN ROMANIA:
GOING ALL THE WAY BACK TO POST-COMMUNIST LEGISLATIVE VULNERABILITY SOURCES
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SETTING THE SCENE

Romania is subject to earthquakes originating in the Vrancea
Seismogenic Zone. This high-level seismic hazard overlaps deeply

AIM

The aim of this study is two-fold:

h

1) to identify the most prominent vulnerability sources in the post-communist Romanian legal frame-
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rooted physical and socio-economic vulnerability conditions \‘s work that regulates the evaluation of seismic risk of buildings in Romania,
Part of the current physical vulnerability of the building stock can be = ; 2) to correlate them with both present-day urban realities in Bucharest and other urban centres, and
traced back to the legal framework that regulates seismic risk R ’ advances in the Romanian scientific literature concerning seismic risk and vulnerability.

reduction. Earthquakes with My, > 3

In this context, Romania serves as an ideal case study for for delving i M ETHODO LOGY

into the essential role of legislative vulnerability in shaping various
other dimensions of vulnerability.
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RESULTS I\./i Progress in seismic risk reduction
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private properties: self-funding, . private properties: self-funding . private properties in the new national
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=) Includes an intervention solution general, ineffective sanctions and (low-level) penalties penalties ,
progressive increase in the no. of con- 2022: significant sanctions, transparent
[ A. Consolidation works traventions and penalties amount control and application

B. Demolition (not properly regulated)
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@\, 3. Implementation of the intervention solution
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=) The relocation is provided by the state

=) Interdiction to perform economic activities in the building ':({D:' How can science Step in?
KEY TAKEAWAYS

until its full consolidation v

Done by technical evaluators (2) and construction professionals

(3), hired and paid by: ' The numerous modifications to the legal framework

. owners for residential and non-residential buildings owned by @ M.::lps.of ’fhe spatial classification of buildings with regulating seismic risk reduction transformed it into a
natural and legal persons; seismic risk cumbersome, hard to apply instrument.

. local authorities for public utility buildings

Since 2023, the technical evaluations of the buildings enrolled in 0. Studies on the seismic vulnerability The identified legal vulnerabilities represent the root of

national programmes for seismic risk reduction can be paid for ¥ (physical, social, economic vulnerability) the current physical vulnerability conditions.

from the state budget. For the other buildings, the costs are sup- ' NU;M:W

ported by owners or owner associations. — of buildings: 11 papers o The normative acts of the last four years instil optimism

Building by building assessments

for seismicrisk reduction.

Identification of clusters
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9— Prominent legislative vulnerabilities q et The Romanian scientific community significantly con-

— of cities: 14 papers

tributed to the investigation of seismic vulnerability, but
the results have not been integrated into policymaking
to date.

Deterministic assessments

The identification of vulnerable buildings was done following questiona-
. . . . . Semi-quantitative assessments
ble instructions, or using low-quality data on buildings. Comparative semi-quantitative assessments

The state offered limited (but increasing) funding support for the tech-

nical evaluations and subsequent consolidation works for vulnerable
buildings Q- Framework for the identification of travel times for
: A

(Albulescu and Af‘mas 2C_)-23)

g\ . t-seismi . ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
The technical evaluation reports were not peer reviewed. various post-seismic scenarios
The deadlines established for completing the above said tasks were fre- ) This research work was powered by the EU PARATUS project,
, L. L N k-risk toolbox f ,/ ¥ : " :
quently disregarded (by both owners and authorities), and no motivating etﬁfig.ginzoggfsx o |HHH'|'U receiving funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe
[ k dth e L Y | e | R research and innovation programme under grant agreement
actions were taken to extend them. (Toma-Danila et al. 2022) o | - No 101073954,

The initiatives to reduce the seismic risk of the building stock were not
accompanied by actions aiming to estimate and reduce social vulnerabil-
ity.

Many aspects related to seismic risk reduction were regulated "on the
go", which caused significant delays and made the process ineffective.
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