
BUILD BACK SAFER? 
NOT ONLY A TECHNICAL MATTER.
INS IGHTS FROM OWNER-DRIVEN RECONSTRUCTION IN NEPAL 

MARTINA MANNA



WHAT?

EXPLORE KEY FACTORS AFFECTING             

OWNER-DRIVEN POST-DISASTER RECONSTRUCTION

IN NEPAL  

CONTRIBUTE TO A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF HOW TO 

OPERATIONALIZE THE CONCEPT

OF BUILD BACK SAFER



HYPOTHESIS

THE  MALADAPTATION OF THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT IS DIRECTLY

CORRELATED TO THE 

PERCEPTION OF SAFETY AND INTERPRETATION OF RISK 
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“ I F  T H E  P R I C E I S  S O  H I G H  A N D  I  U S E  N A I L S  TO  S E CUR E  I T, T H E N  W H E N  I  

B U I L D  A  P E R M A NE NT  H O M E  I T  W I L L  B E  DA M AG E D, I T  I S  B E S T  TO  P U T  

RO C KS”  ( I N T E RV I E W S, D E C E M BE R  2 0 1 7 )

SAFETY PARADOX – S H O RT  T E R M  V S  L O N G  T E R M  S A F E T Y



“ I T  I S  N OT  A  P RO B L E M TO  H AV E  RO C KS , T H E  N E X T  S T RO NG 

E A RT H Q UA K E WO N ’ T  H A P PE N  A N Y  T I M E  S O O N , M AY B E  8 0  Y E A R S”  

( I N T E RV I E W S J A N UA RY 2 0 1 7 )

PERCEPTION AND INTERPRETATION - R I S K  A N D  S A F E T Y  



“ W H E N  T H E  G RO U N D  I S  S E T T L E D W E  W I L L  B U I L D  A  P E R MA NE N T 

H O M E , N OW  I T ’ S  N OT  WO RT H  I T ” ( I N T E RV I E W S , A P R I L  2 0 1 7 )
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“ I  A M  A F R A I D  O F  G O I N G  O N  T H E  S E C ON D F L O O R , I T  C A N  FA L L  AT  A N Y  

T I M E , I  A M  S A F E  D OW N  H E R E ”  ( I N T E RV I E W S, D E C E M BE R  2 0 1 6 )

INTERPRETATION OF EXISTING SPACE - K N OW L E D GE



“ T H E  H O U S E  I S  S A F E  E N O U G H  F O R  C O O K I NG A N D  S TO R I N G G R A I N S , 

B U T  N OT  F O R  S L E E P I NG”  ( I N T E RV I E W S, D E C E M BE R 2 0 1 6 )

USE OF EXISTING SPACE - R I S K  A N D  S A F E T Y  I N T E R PR E TAT I O N 



“ W E  S L E E P  I N  A  T E M P O R ARY H O U S E  C L O S E  TO  O U R  O L D  O N E , I T  I S  

C L O S E  E N O U G H  TO  O U R  B U I L D I N G , F O R  U S  TO  B E  S A F E  A N D  F O R  O U R  

T H I N G S  N OT  TO  G E T  S TO L E N”  ( I N T E RV I EW S, AU G U ST  2 0 1 6 )

LAYOUT OF NEW SPACE - R I S K  A N D  S A F E T Y  I N T E R PR E TAT I O N 



“ I  K E PT  T H E  DA M AG E D F L O O R  A N D  I  P U T  5 C M  P ROT E C T I V E  M U D  

L AY E R , T H I S  M A K E S  I T  V E RY  S T RO N G, RO C K S  W I L L  N OT H U RT  U S  I F  

A N OT H E R  E A RT H Q UAKE  H A P P E NS”  ( I N T E RV I E W S, M A R C H 2 0 1 7 )

ADAPTATION OF STRUCTURES - S A F E T Y



SPATIAL FRAMING OF NEW CONSTRUCTION

“ R E I N F O RCE D C O N C R E T E I S  S O  S T RO N G , N OT H I N G  W I L L  DA M AG E  I T ”  

( I N T E RV I E W S, A P R I L  2 0 1 7 )
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LAND-USE - R I S K  A N D  S A F E T Y  I N T E R PR E TAT I O N 
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THE  MALADAPTATION OF THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT IS 

DIRECTLY CORRELATED TO THE 

PERCEPTION OF SAFETY AND INTERPRETATION OF RISK 



THANK YOU 


