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Introduction 

1.1. About the project 

This Ex-Ante Feasibility Study has been developed by the Università Suor Orsola Benincasa, in 
collaboration with the PROCULTHER-NET management team, to facilitate the identification of 
the contents and processes on which to build the experience of a best-practice incubator 
through the establishment of the PROCULTHER-NET community within the Union Civil 
Protection Knowledge Network (KN). 

PROCULTHER-NET – “Protecting Cultural Heritage from the Consequences of Disasters-
Network” project, co-funded under a European Union Civil Protection Mechanism (UCPM) 
initiative, by the Directorate-General for European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid 
Operations (DG-ECHO), is the natural continuation of the PROCULTHER project, developed 
between 2019 and 2021 with the aim of defining European technical and operational capacities 
for the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster.  
 
PROCULTHER-NET has the overall objective of ensuring a sustainable and comprehensive 
network-based exchange on issues that can increase the efficiency and effectiveness of civil 
protection and Disaster Risk Management (DRM) actions, as well as to inform decision makers 
and advocate for the inclusion of Cultural Heritage in DRM processes. Building on the positive 
results of the previous project, PROCULTHER-NET aims to: 

1. Foster the establishment of a European thematic community, within the Union Civil 

Protection Knowledge Network, focused on the protection and preservation of Cultural 

Heritage at risk of disaster, gathering and involving the largest number of actors and 

stakeholders active in the field (e.g., public authorities, non-governmental organizations, 
volunteer corps, etc.), through a multidisciplinary approach to enhance cooperation and 

to support and complement the effort made at European level. 

2. Increase UCPM interoperability standards by reinforcing know-how transfer and 

learning processes on the inclusion of Cultural Heritage protection in DRM processes 

within the Union Civil Protection Knowledge Network. 

The following Ex-Ante Feasibility Study takes shape on the basis of the results of a 
questionnaire (see details in the following paragraph) circulated as part of the project activities 
among the Consortium Partners and their network of contacts, including stakeholders from the 
fields of Cultural Heritage protection and valorisation and civil protection, i.e., private entities, 
universities, research centers, local and national civil protection departments, museums, Public 
Authorities, etc. 
The contents of this document are also enriched by the outcomes of the Initial Planning Meeting 
of PROCULTHER-NET, held in Rome on 20-21 September 2022, during which the Consortium 
discussed the results of the questionnaire, in order to map the context within which to promote 
the creation of a thematic community dedicated to the protection of Cultural Heritage within 
the UCPM Knowledge Network. 

1.2. About the questionnaire 

The questionnaire was circulated among a wide group of stakeholders and public authorities 
(including contact points of the Member States and Participating States within the UCPM, as 
well as to other relevant actors active in the field of Cultural Heritage) involved in the project. 
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The questionnaire aimed at collecting insights for an Ex-Ante Feasibility Study to provide an 
overview of the state-of-the-art regarding DRM methodologies in use at local, European, and 
international level to ensure the protection and preservation of both tangible 
(movable/immovable) and intangible Cultural Heritage assets. 
 
The survey addressed specific topics, as described in the following paragraphs, taking into 
consideration tools, methods, procedures related to the following elements: 

• Prevention: meaning activities and measures to avoid existing and new disaster risks. 

• Preparedness: meaning the knowledge and capacities developed by governments, 

response and recovery organizations, communities, and individuals to effectively 
anticipate, respond to, and recover from the impacts of likely, imminent, or ongoing 

disasters. 

• Response: meaning actions taken directly prior to, during or immediately after a 

disaster to save lives, reduce health impacts, ensure public safety, and meet the basic 
subsistence needs of the people affected. 

• EU Civil Protection Knowledge Network and Thematic Community. 

A particular focus was dedicated to practices fostering the resilience of communities as an 
essential premise to anticipate the effects of climate-change related hazards (e.g., floods and 
forest fires) and geological hazards (e.g., seismic hazard), as well as those adopting a multi-
risk/systemic risk approach. Special emphasis was also provided to cross-sectoral cooperation 
and interoperability issues and practices, those addressing a link between the action of Civil 
Protection/DRM authority and Cultural Heritage actors that demonstrate interoperability and 
quality advancements resulting from the inclusion of the protection of Cultural Heritage in 
DRM. Furthermore, all the participants were strongly encouraged to provide comment or 
suggestion on criteria and elements that can serve to build a sustainable and effective Cultural 
Heritage protection focused Thematic Community within the Knowledge Network. 
 
The questionnaire covered the following topics: 

• Legal framework 

• Policies and planning 

• Scientific community 

• International exchange and support 

• Tools and resources to ensure the protection of Cultural Heritage assets 

• Stakeholder mapping 

• Human Resources 

• Training and exercise 

• Communication to the public 

• European Union Civil Protection Knowledge Network  

• Thematic Community the protection of Cultural Heritage 

 
The survey collected 75 questionnaires in total from different entities. Each section begins with 
a question asking to rate the relevance of the specific topic for each phase of Disaster Risk 
Management (i.e., prevention, preparedness and response) on a scale of 1 to 5, from low to high 
relevance.  Furthermore, in the following discussion, the graphs built on the basis of the data 
collected through the questionnaire will be shown. Each graph will bear a label showing the 
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number of respondents who answered the question (N) and the question number 
corresponding to the one assigned in the questionnaire (Q), in order to facilitate the comparison 
between this document and the questionnaire.  
The distribution of the compiled questionnaires (46) is presented in the table below. 
 

Complete Questionnaires 

#cat Categories 
#of 
respondents 

1 
National representatives of both Cultural Affairs and 
Civil Protection/DRM Agencies 8 

2 National Civil Protection/DRM Agencies 16 

3 National Cultural Heritage/affairs Agencies 7 

4 Local Cultural Heritage/affairs Agencies 2 

5 International organisations/NGOs 3 

6 Academic/research 4 

7 Private entities 6 

7 Tot. 46 

 
Other 29 questionnaires were not fully compiled by the respondents. Their distribution is as 
follows.  
  

Incomplete Questionnaires 

#cat Categories 
#of 
respondents 

1 Incomplete - Civil Protection/DRM Agencies 9 

2 Incomplete - National Cultural Heritage/Affairs Agencies 5 

3 Incomplete - Local Civil Protection/DRM Agencies 1 

4 Incomplete - International organisation/NGO 5 

5 Incomplete - Academic/research 3 

6 Incomplete - Private entities 3 

7 Incomplete - Local Cultural Heritage/other 2 

8 Incomplete - EU agency 1 

 Tot. 29 

 
The survey gathered responses from 28 different Countries.1 The territorial scope of the 
respondents can be reported in percentage as follows: 64% National, 14.67% International, 
10.67% Sub-national/regional, 5.33% European, 1.33% Municipal, 4% other. 
The countries were represented by: 

• 8 National representatives of both Cultural Affairs and Civil Protection/DRM Agencies. 

• 24 National Civil Protection/DRM Agencies. 

• 12 National Cultural Heritage/affairs Agencies. 

• 5 Local Cultural Heritage/affairs Agencies. 

• 1 Local Civil Protection/DRM Agency 

 
1 France, Italy, Germany, Spain, Portugal, Turkey, Croatia, Greece, Romania, Bulgaria, Poland, Czech, Switzerland, 
Luxembourg, Belgium, Ireland, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Malta, Kosovo, Slovakia, Slovenia, Cyprus, Latvia, Finland, 
the Netherlands, Sweden, Chile, Mexico 
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In particular: 8 countries contributed to the survey as National representatives of both Cultural 
Affairs and Civil Protection/DRM Agencies (namely: Bosnia and Herzegovina, France, Germany, 
Italy, Portugal, Republic of Croatia, Spain and Sweden); 5 Countries participated with a separate 
contribute from both National Civil Protection/DRM agencies and National Cultural 
Heritage/affairs Agencies (Finland, Latvia, Luxembourg, Romania, Turkey); 11 Countries only 
contributed as National Civil Protection/DRM Agencies (Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, 
Ireland, Kosovo, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Switzerland, the Netherlands); 3 Countries 
contributing only as National Cultural Heritage/affairs Agencies (Belgium, Greece, Chile and 
Mexico). 
 
Respondent also include: 

• 8 contributions from private entities from Belgium, Finland, France (3), Italy, Romania 

(2). 

• 8 contributions from international organisations: France (2), Germany, Greece, Kosovo, 

Italy (2), Poland. 

• 7 contributions from Academia/research centres from Italy (3), Romania, Spain (2), 

Turkey. 

 
The following charts help to frame the scope and coverage of respondents better graphically. 
 

 

N= 75, source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 

 

 



7 
 

 

 

N= 75, source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
 
The questionnaire was disseminated in digital format by the project Coordinator and the 
Partners through their network of contacts. A dedicated software was used, that allowed for an 
agile data collection and extraction. 
In order to optimize the data analysis, a general data extraction was carried out – containing all 
the answers provided by participants, regardless the category to which they belonged – and, in 
parallel, an extraction by category, namely: 

• National representatives of both Cultural Affairs and Civil Protection/DRM Agencies 

• National Civil Protection/DRM Agencies 

• National Cultural Heritage/affairs Agencies 

• Local Cultural Heritage/affairs Agencies 

• International organisations/NGOs 

• Academia/research centres 

• Private entities 

This enabled a comparison between the aggregated data and the answers from the various 
categories, thus providing a more effective and explanatory mapping of the stakeholders and 
their contributions. 
The following chapters will provide in detail the analysed results of the questionnaire.  
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1. Legal framework 

 
This section investigates aspects related to the availability and relevance, in the countries 
where the survey was conducted, of a legal framework regulating the collective civil protection 
and risk management of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster.  
 
First, respondents were asked to assess the legal framework in terms of availability and 
relevance of legal measures for prevention, preparedness and response to potential risks for 
Cultural Heritage assets.  
 
Overall average of respondents seems to give predominant importance to the legal framework 
of prevention. At the same time, also for the preparedness and response the relevance of the 
legal framework is considered very important for the regulation and implementation of 
Cultural Heritage protection within Civil Protection activities. 
 

 

N= 54, Q 10: How would you rate the relevance of the Legal Framework to 
Prevent/Prepare/Respond to risks related to Cultural Heritage assets  

source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

Although this general result, it should be noted that, among the National CH Agencies, the 
majority is to favour a legal framework dedicated to the preparedness phase. 
 

 
 
Whereas for National Civil Protection DRM Agencies, the phase in which the legal framework is 
most relevant is prevention, as shown in the figure below. 
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Already from these first comparisons, it is clear how much these issues are of interest to 
Cultural Heritage actors and yet how fragmented and unharmonized is the risk management 
framework when it comes to the protection of Cultural Heritage assets. 
Respondents then were asked whether their Country is provided with a legal framework 
dedicated to the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster. As the chart below shows, 
respondents have a good visibility about the availability of a legal framework in their countries.  
 
 

 
N= 54, Q 11: Is your country provided with a legal framework dedicated to the 

protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster? 
source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The availability of legal framework in the different phases of prevention, preparedness, and 
response results to be reasonably distributed across all entities level investigated (from local 
to international), as shown in the chart below. 
 

Prevention Preparedness Response

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

60,00%

National Civil Protection DRM Agencies

1

2

3

4

5

52%

46% 46%

33%

39%

33%

15% 15%

20%

Prevention Preparedness Response

Yes

No

Don't Know



10 
 

 
N= 39, Q 12: Is the legal framework in place for the protection of Cultural Heritage at 

risk of disaster active at local/regional/national level? 
source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
This data, in any case, reinforces the need for action on the legal framework on the protection 
of Cultural Heritage as, although in place and distributed over the various level of governance, 
the answers of the respondents to the previous questions highlight the urgency of action on all 
phases of DRM. Clearly, there are still many gaps to be filled, in order to make the legal 
framework that regulates these aspects of the protection of Cultural Heritage. 
The chart below indicates the different aspects of the legal framework that, according to the 
respondents, may be improved. The most desirable improvements in terms of prevention are 
the cooperation between agencies and public authorities, and the funding opportunities. 
Another area related to prevention that would require the most urgent action is the definition 
of mandates and objectives. For the preparedness phase, preferences tend towards an 
improvement of the legal framework in terms of funding opportunities. The involvement of 
volunteers and a better allocation of roles and responsibilities are the areas that most require 
action in terms of response at the level of the legal framework. 
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N= 47 Q 13: Which area(s) could allow for improvement of the Legal Framework in 

place? (Multiple choice question) 
source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Finally, the survey (at Q 14) collected a series of statements about needs, best practices, and 
initiatives related to legislation in the field of Prevention/ Preparedness/ Response at different 
government level that concern Cultural Heritage protection. These can be summarized as 
follows:  
 

• In terms of prevention, it was stressed the value of a comprehensive approach to protect 

Cultural Heritage at risk that could be adopted also through technical visits to cultural 

sites by groups of various stakeholders. 

• As a best practice, discussions on an expert theoretical level may facilitate the decision-

making process in preservation and use of Cultural Heritage, and the optimal use of 

resources. 

• It was identified the growing need of data and collection of best/bad practices, lessons 

learnt, successful partnership cooperation with Cultural Heritage, Civil Protection and 

Disaster Management agencies and regular accessibility to a network of knowledge 

centres devoted to different stakeholders. 

• Other helpful initiatives would include participation in working groups, dealing with the 

interaction and interrelation of relevant factors at the local and governmental level, 

constant communication, the integration of activities at the local level in local 

governments' plans for protection and rescue, organization of training and exercises in 

the field to test readiness in different scenarios.  

• Some respondents raised the concern about fragmentation of the landscape at European 

and international level in terms of legal frameworks dedicated to the protection of 

Cultural Heritage. In this sense, many respondents call for the adoption of a common 

legal framework at European level. 

• Another matter of concern is the unbalanced distribution of roles and responsibilities, 

and allocation of resources between different government levels.  
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In general, the answers provided by the participants highlight a certain relevance of the legal 
framework when it comes to ensuring adequate protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of 
disaster, especially in the prevention phase. The establishment of an innovative and up-to-date 
legal framework is a fundamental prerequisite for proper and smooth communication between 
the different actors involved. It is crucial that roles and responsibilities related to risk 
management in this specific area are clearly and unambiguously defined. 
Although most countries already have a legal framework dedicated to Cultural Heritage 
protection, there are still critical issues to be resolved, related to availability of funding and the 
lack of common methodologies within the European Union and the Union Civil Protection 
Mechanism itself. 
The legal framework is a key driver to enable proper monitoring of disaster-prone cultural 
heritage protection and its adequate inclusion in all DRM phases. A thematic community within 
the Union Civil Protection Knowledge Network would be an elective space to stimulate 
discussion on relevant issues related to the regulatory context and to formulate concerted 
guidelines to facilitate effective and efficient risk prevention, adequate preparedness, and a 
shared and immediate response to disaster events.  
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2. Policies and planning 

 
This chapter presents the results of a series of questions about the availability of policies and 
plans for the prevention, preparedness and response mechanisms to risks related to Cultural 
Heritage assets. 
 
The chart below shows how policies and planning to Prevent/Prepare/Respond to risks related 
to Cultural Heritage are generally rated as highly relevant by the respondents. 
 

 
N= 51, Q 15: How would you rate the relevance of Policies and Planning to 

Prevent/Prepare/Respond to risks related to Cultural Heritage assets?  
source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Note how the position of the responding national CH Agencies deviates slightly from the 
aggregate figure. For all three phases of DRM, in fact, they generally rated them as medium 
relevant (corresponding to 3).  
 

  
 
Again, this is in contrast to what was expressed by respondents in the National Civil Protection 
DRM Agencies, who instead favour prevention and response as the phases in which to 
implement effective policies and planning for the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of 
disaster. 
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Taken together with the findings of the questionnaire on the legal framework, this data 
reinforces the evidence of the importance of the topics dealt with in PROCULTHER-NET. 
The next question aimed to assess the respondents’ awareness and knowledge about the 
availability or ongoing development of policies on these topics in their Countries. The data 
collected shows a generally high awareness on the part of the National CH and Civil Protection 
Agencies. More uncertainty, however, is shown by academia and private entities for all the DRM 
phases, as can be seen from the small category graph below. 

 
N= 51, Q 16: Is your country working on policies development and planning for the 

Prevention/Preparedness/Response of the Cultural Heritage disaster risk? 
source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 
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Respondents then were asked to identify the policies and planning aspects where improving 
actions are most needed. Among the answers, the most voted aspects are the interoperability 
among different stakeholders, the development of Standard Operating Procedures and the 
disaster risk management plan. 
In terms of prevention, there is a strong agreement (100% of respondents) that the 
involvement of the scientific community is an area where improvements would be needed. Also, 
the inclusion of CH protection in disaster risk reduction-oriented land management plans is an 
area on which a large percentage of respondents converge. Answers for preparedness and 
response match the aggregate figure, with the highest percentages for interoperability among 
different stakeholders and development of Standard Operating Procedures. 
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N= 48, Q 17: Which area(s) could welcome improvement opportunities for Policies and 

Planning? (Multiple choice allowed) 
source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The following question aimed to collect insights about the interest of the surveyed countries to 
adopt, as part of a Cultural Heritage disaster risk protection plan, a multi-risk/systemic risk 
approach, covering – for example – floods, fires, earthquakes and other risk factors. Out of the 
51 answers collected, more than 70% of respondents showed to be aware about the fact that 
their country would follow a multidisciplinary approach to structure that plan.  
 

 
N= 51, Q 18: In case of adoption of a Cultural Heritage disaster risk protection plan, 
would your country adopt a multi-risk/systemic risk approach (e.g., floods, fires, 

earthquakes, others)? 
source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
At this point, respondents had to identify the extra risks to be considered in the Cultural 
Heritage disaster risk management plan. War or terroristic attack and the biological risk got the 
highest rate of vote, and to be considered at national level. It must be noted that the risk 
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«war/terrorist attack» has particularly high percentages in the choices of Cultural Heritage and 
Civil Protection Agencies in different Countries, in contrast to the responses of the other 
categories of respondents such as academia or private entities. 
 

 
N= 45, Q 19: Please specify against which hazards and at which territorial level 

source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Although many Countries are already working to implement policies and planning for Disaster 
Risk Management for Cultural Heritage, the stakeholders surveyed – more or less 
homogeneously and with the peculiarities described above – draw attention to the need for a 
multi-risk approach for planning solutions in all DRM phases.  
The multidisciplinary nature of the protection of Cultural Heritage implies a planning exercise 

that should include the contribution of all concerned actors given by the various branches of 

the scientific community, represented by universities, research centres, private organisation 

and SMEs operating in the field of research and innovation but also local communities.  
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3. Scientific community 

 
Also considering the outcomes from the previous chapter, this chapter is dedicated to the 
insights gathered through the questionnaire in relation to the involvement and role of the 
scientific community in the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster. As commented 
and as the chart below shows, the scientific community is considered of high relevance in all 
dimensions of the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster (Prevention, Preparedness, 
and Response).  

 
 

N= 50, Q 20: How would you rate the relevance of the scientific community’s 
involvement in the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster?  

source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The general awareness of the respondents about the contribution of the scientific community 
to the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster is good.  
 

 
N= 50, Q 21: Does your country’s scientific community contribute to the protection of 

Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster? 
source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 
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Interestingly enough – also on the basis of the findings analysed in the previous chapter – 
respondents from National Civil Protection DRM Agencies do not have a comprehensive view 
on the contribution of national scientific community to the protection of CH at risk of disaster.  
 

 

 
 

When it comes to identify the opportunities for a better involvement of the scientific 
community, the following areas were identified. For a better prevention, the strengthening of 
the scientific research was considered the prominent factor. For preparedness, most votes were 
addressed to the need of more funding. In terms of response, the answers were more equally 
distributed with a higher percentage on funding and innovation. It must be noted that answers 
were slightly divergent across the categories of the respondents. 

 
N= 50, Q 22: In which area(s) do you see opportunities for improving the involvement of 

the scientific community? (Multiple choice question) 
source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
For this question, answers diverge on the basis of the categories of the respondents, for 
example: 
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The scientific community must play an important role in the definition of DRM for the 
protection of disaster-prone Cultural Heritage. As can be seen from the data extracted from the 
questionnaire, there are many advantages that such contribution can bring to the objectives of 
PROCULTHER-NET project and, more widely, to the thematic community within the Knowledge 
Network of the Union Civil Protection Mechanism. 
To this end, attention within the scientific community could be gained by pursuing two parallel 
tracks: on the one hand, scientific research in this field must be encouraged and supported. For 
example, research could be channelled toward topics of interest through the provision of 
appropriate and adequate funding and resources. On the other hand, for the protection of 
Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster the potential of cutting-edge technologies should be 
optimally exploited, especially for the preparedness phase. Nowadays, technological innovation 
offers means that are not yet fully implemented, e.g., in training programmes and exercises. 
PROCULTHER-NET will dedicate a specific feasibility study for the identification of 
indispensable element for an adequate inclusion of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster in 
projects dealing with the development of virtual and digital tools (e.g., VR, e-learning tools, etc.) 
in the field of Civil Protection and training. Furthermore, the UCPM and its Knowledge Network, 
through the involvement of the scientific community, could facilitate the accessibility and 
dissemination of these innovative approaches and methodologies. 
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4. International exchange and support 

This section is dedicated to the analysis of the stakeholders’ views about the international 
exchange and collaboration in terms of preventing, preparing, and responding to risks related 
to Cultural Heritage assets. As the chart below shows, there is a strong agreement about the fact 
that these measures are of high relevance equally in the three considered phases although, 
looking at the partial data broken down by category (see the second graph of this page), the 
different phases (prevention, preparedness and response) have different importance, 
depending on the category of stakeholder surveyed. 

 

N= 49 Q 23: How would you rate the importance of international exchange and support 
to prevent/prepare/respond to risks related to Cultural Heritage assets 

source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 

 

The following chart shows that there is a strong awareness across the respondents about 

ongoing actions at international level in their country/institution/organization they represent 

to address challenges related to Cultural Heritage protection at risk of disaster. Among the 

respondents who provided comments about the type of issues that the international 

collaboration initiatives address, the ones related to the climate change and its overall impacts 

are the most raised, but the answers also include earthquakes, fires, illegal traffic of antiquities 

and armed conflicts.  

6% 6% 6%
2% 2% 2%

8%
6%

12%

22%
24%

20%

61% 61%
59%

Prevention Preparedness Response

1 2 3 4 5

Prevention Preparedness Response

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

60,00%

70,00%

80,00%

National CH Agencies

1

2

3

4

5

Prevention Preparedness Response

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

60,00%

Academia/Research

1

2

3

4

5



22 
 

 

N= 49 Q 24: Is your country/institution/organization working at international level to 
address challenges related to Cultural Heritage protection at risk of disaster? 

source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Next in the questionnaire, respondents were asked to identify improvement area(s) for better 

international exchange and support actions. Participants generally converge on agreeing that a 

more efficient exchange of lessons learnt, and good practices would be more urgently 

welcomed. In terms of prevention, a better risk assessment of disaster related to Cultural 

Heritage and an increase of funding opportunities are the top priorities. For the preparedness 

and response, the highest percentages are related to expertise availability, and sharing of 
lessons learnt and good practices. 

 

N= 46 Q 25: In which area(s) do you see opportunities for improving International 
Exchange and Support? (Multiple choice question) 

source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
As the chart below shows, there are different sources and tools that the respondents generally 
use to collect and exchange information related to Cultural Heritage. The most common is 
Copernicus, but also the Global Disaster Alert and Coordination System (GDACS) and other tools 
are quite high in their preferences. Among the other sources reported by the respondents we 
find the various National Information Systems and media, points of contact of national or local 
authorities, International Council of Museums (ICOM), mobile apps providing civil protection 
warnings, and national risk analysis systems. 
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N= 38 Q 26: Which sources of information/tools for information and data exchange do 

you use to identify Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster? 
source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 

Without a dedicated effort, the contribution of international activities aimed at protecting and 
securing Cultural Heritage assets risk being dispersed and fragmented. International exchange, 
support, coordination and cooperation is an area where the establishment of a thematic 
community on Cultural Heritage protection within the Knowledge Network of the UCPM can 
prove crucial. 
In fact, it would be the ideal context in which to gather stakeholders and representatives of 
different sectors related to Cultural Heritage assets, civil protection, and DRM, in order to foster 
a multidisciplinary approach to the issues here analysed. In this regard, as illustrated by the 
graph above, one of the needs considered most urgent by respondents is the exchange of lesson 
learnt and good practices at international level. But the thematic community could also foster 
the development and implementation of new shared methodologies for risk assessment and 
prevention, thanks also to the contribution of actors and experts from different countries (and, 
therefore, different contexts). Such a framework would enable the enrichment of DRM and 
standard operating procedures for the protection of Cultural Heritage. 
 

5. Tools and resources to ensure the protection of Cultural Heritage assets 

This chapter presents the answers provided by the respondents regarding the resources used 
to deal with the risks associated to the Cultural Heritage assets.  
Interestingly, the current tools in place in this domain are considered moderately relevant to 
ensure the risk prevention to Cultural Heritage.  
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N= 48 Q 27: How would you rate the Tools and Resources in place against risk aspects to 
prevent damage related to Cultural Heritage assets?  

source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

Regarding the availability of risk assessment tools for the Cultural Heritage assets, almost half 
of the respondents stated that their organisations already have some resources in place. 

Some of those include:  

• Project risk analyses on climate adaption and museal collections. 

• SiLK - Security Guide for Cultural Property developed by the German Conference of 

National Cultural Institutions (KNK) and funded by the Federal Office of Civil Protection 

and Disaster Assistance (BBK). 

• Underwater heritage: Shipwreck Index Tool (The Finnish Heritage Agency). 

• IDU Patrimoine: to identify the risk, the priorities for protecting objects or artefacts, and 

then to inform the emergency services. 

 

 

N= 48 Q 28: Do you have any tools in place to assess the Cultural Heritage risk? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Another tool to manage the protection of the Cultural Heritage assets is the database containing 

geolocalised data. More than half of respondents declared that this resource is available in their 
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countries either at national or at regional level. Of those who described the tool for the 

geometric representation, more use polygons than points as vectors. Some use both. 

 

N= 48 Q 29: Do you have a database containing geolocalised data on Cultural Heritage 
assets?  

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 
 
The questionnaire then asked whether this database is accessible to the various actors in charge 
of managing the emergency services (mainly to the Civil Protection and the military forces, as 
the chart below shows). Based on the answers provided, it appears that some Countries already 
have a publicly accessible database, others are currently working to develop it. 

 
N= 32 Q 31: If YES, is this database is available to the emergency services? Indicate 

which among these options: 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The respondents gave their opinion about the usefulness of a common European framework 
for standards and data models for a consistent and interoperable classification of disaster-
prone cultural heritage asset. Most respondents argued that it would be useful to adopt a 
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European framework that still leaves room for States to adapt the standards to their own needs. 
Many also suggest adopting specific standards based on the type of risk considered. 

 

N= 48 Q 32: In your opinion, is it useful to adopt consistent Cultural Heritage data 
models and standards at European level to classify in an appropriate way disaster-

prone cultural heritage asset(s)?  
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Concerning the application of technology in the protection of Cultural Heritage assets, the chart 
below shows that the respondents do not have a clear view of specific technological resources 
developed by their own organisations or countries to face the challenges of Cultural Heritage-
related risks.  
 

 
 

N= 42 Q 33: Has your Country/institution/organization developed any technological 
tool/solution to address challenges related to prevention/preparedness/response of 

risk for Cultural Heritage? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 
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Among those who are aware about the availability of these tools, the survey revealed a 
multifaceted landscape that varies across the different groups of respondents, as shown in the 
chart below.  
 

 

 
 
Some examples of tools and solutions in place to address CH risks were provided by the 
respondents:  

• The National Heritage Agency´s registers 

• Cross Administrative Platforms e.g., maritime data in marinefinland.fi 

• Plans for the Safeguarding of cultural heritage in cultural sites and institutions Risk 

maps 

• IDU Patrimoine  

• ICOM Red Lists 

• Object-ID and CIDOC tools 

• International Observatory on Illicit traffic of cultural goods 

• ISO 21110 for the Cultural Property Safeguarding plan 

• Tool for assessing the preventive Conservation 

• Tools for implementing the Cultural Property Safeguarding Plan 

• SiLK 

As the last question of this section, the survey revealed that according to the responses 
provided, most of the Countries and organisations covered by the questionnaire do not rely on 
specific resources to allow for intervention on Cultural Heritage assets at risk of disaster, like 
damage survey forms, safety forms, vulnerability assessment forms, information tools for data 
management in emergencies. 
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N= 48 Q 35: Are there instruments specifically dedicated to the intervention on Cultural 

Heritage assets at risk of disaster available? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Among the instruments available, the following were reported (Q 36):  

• Damage survey forms  

• Vulnerability assessment forms 

• IDU Patrimoine 

The importance of appropriate tools and instruments is a fundamental component in the 
protection of Cultural Heritage. As outlined in the previous paragraphs, technological 
innovation can be an important multiplier of the effectiveness of procedures and methodologies 
deployed in the DRM of Cultural Heritage assets.  
The results of the questionnaire reveal a still fragmented, yet very promising landscape in terms 
of tools such web apps, databases, predictive models and other original instruments to deal 
with the issue. Here again, the Knowledge Network – and, in its context, a dedicated thematic 
community – could represent the most effective vector to disseminate and communicate the 
different solutions existing in the various countries and relevant contexts, fostering 
contamination between the world of research, industry and Public Authorities. 

6. Stakeholder mapping 

This section is dedicated to understanding the role and level of involvement of different groups 
of stakeholders in the protection of Cultural Heritage in case of disasters or disaster risks. The 
result is a mapping effort to support the creation of a thematic community on the protection of 
Cultural Heritage within the UCPM. 
According to the respondents, the stakeholder mapping is important in all phases of the 
protection of Cultural Heritage, in particular the Response Phase. 
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N= 48 Q 37: How would you rate the relevance of the Stakeholder Mapping to prevent 

risks related to Cultural Heritage assets?  
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
As the chart below shows, multiple actors are considered extremely relevant in the different 
phases of the Cultural Heritage protection framework. While some of them are of high 
importance in specific steps of the process, like Academia for the prevention or NGOs and 
Volunteers for the response, the other play a huge role throughout the whole framework.  
 
 

 
N= 42 Q 38: Can you select other stakeholders/actors that would help the 

Prevention/Preparedness/Response of risks related to cultural heritage at your 
national/local level? 

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The respondents also indicated other groups of actors that should be involved in the 
procedures related cultural heritage protection, to ensure a multi-stakeholder, 
multidisciplinary approach. For example, they reported (Q 39):  
 

• Firefighters 

• Authorities: not only Civil Protection and CH Ministries, but also environment Ministries 

for forest fires and climate change 

4% 4% 4%

10%
13%

17%

23%
21%

17%

27% 27%

21%

35% 35%

42%

Prevention Preparedness Response

1

2

3

4

5

90%

97%

88%

45%

33%

74%
81%

93%

55%

31%

50%

71%
74%

90%

26%

81%
76%

92%

79%

Public authorities Academia Museums and
related actors

Humanitarian
organizations

Volunteers
groups

International
organizations

Private entities

Prevention

Preparedness

Response



30 
 

• Sector tourism, education and communications 

• Local communities 

• Other cultural institutions (aside from museums) such as archives, libraries, galleries, 

monuments and sites should also be taken into consideration 

• Specialized media for economic and social representatives  

The data collected through this section allowed to draw up a precise mapping of the different 
actors involved in the protection of Cultural Heritage in case of disasters or disaster risks, with 
a view to the creation of the thematic community on the protection of Cultural Heritage within 
the UCPM.  
Stakeholders are considered important in all phases of the protection of Cultural Heritage. 
Different actors should be involved in the thematic communities in the different phases. 
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7. Human Resources 

This section provides an overview of the results to the questions about the human resources 
involved at different levels in the Cultural Heritage protection system. 
As the chart below shows, the role and capacities of the human resources currently responsible 
for the inclusion of Cultural Heritage protection in disaster risk management phases is 
considered moderately important. 

 

N= 47 Q 41: How would you rate the available human resources capacities to deal with 
the inclusion of cultural heritage protection within DRM phases?  

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Generally, and at the respondents’ knowledge, only some Countries are provided with 
dedicated human resources for protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster. The complete 
view is shown in the chart below.  
 

 
N= 47 Q 42: Is your country provided with dedicated resources to contribute to the 

protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The involvement of certain groups of actors is often connected to some specific phases of the 
whole Cultural Heritage protection process. Some stakeholders are mainly involved, for 
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example, in the response phase (like firefighters, military forces etc.). The Ministries, the Civil 
Protection, the NGOs and the site’s owners instead have a more distributed presence 
throughout the whole process.  

 
N= 39 Q 43: Please select the involved actors (multiple choice question): 

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 

 
Interestingly, even an analysis of the data on the category of National CH Agencies shows that 
the role of Ministries of Culture in the prevention phase is prominent. On the contrary, it seems 
that Civil protection agencies have a recognised role especially in the preparedness and 
response phases.  
Data shows that most of the Countries surveyed lack of a national or local lists of experts trained 
or involved in the DRM processes. According to the responses collected, these databases are 
available in France, Italy, Luxembourg, Poland, Spain, Sweden, and Turkey.  
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N= 47 Q 44: Is there a database/roster in place in your country at national/local level to 

collect names of the experts trained or involved in the DRM process? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The survey found that multiple areas related to the Human Resources in the CH protection 
domain could be improved. Funding opportunities, tools, and resources as well as the training 
initiatives got most of the votes.  
 

 
N= 40 Q 45: In which area(s) do you see opportunities for further improvement in the 

Human Resources field? (Multiple choice allowed) 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Participants rate the available human resources capacities to deal with the inclusion of Cultural 
Heritage protection within DRM phases in a neutral way (see Q41 results, where the highest 
vote rated is 3 for each phase of DRM). Several actors are currently involved in the contribution 
of the protection of Cultural Heritage, in particular in the response phase.  
 
The mapping of stakeholders, as well as the availability of human resources to be dedicated to 
the protection of Cultural Heritage, is a very important topic in the establishment of a thematic 
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community within the Knowledge Network. It is easy to see how the dimension of resources 
and expertise available to the DRM phases, in these issues, is of predominant importance, as 
these are peculiar assets that require a multidisciplinary approach.  
Although there are already some resources devoted to these issues, different areas could be 
considered to improve the human resources field. 
Among the recommended solutions, the thematic community should focus also on the creation 

of a database to collect names of the experts trained or involved in the DRM process and on 

improving and optimising the use of human resources in the training phase, as is also evident 

from the graph in Q45.  
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8. Training and exercise 

This chapter focuses on the results of the section dedicated to training initiatives and related 
aspects from the questionnaire circulated at the beginning of the project, with the objective of 
collecting contributions, expectation and concerns from stakeholders involved in Civil 
Protection and Cultural Heritage about the Cultural Heritage DRM. In particular, questions of 
this section focused on the importance of providing training programmes and practical 
exercises to ensure that the actors involved in the Cultural Heritage protection are adequately 
prepared. Positively, more than 60% of the respondents gave very positive feedback about the 
training and exercise practices in place for the Cultural Heritage protection, specifically in the 
preparedness phase. 

 
 

N= 47 Q 46: How would you rate the value of the Training and Exercise that included 
Cultural Heritage protection in the preparedness phase?  

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The survey highlighted that, both at national and at local level, only a third of the covered 
countries have training initiatives in place to improve the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk 
of disaster.  

 

 
N= 47 Q 48: Does your country or region have training initiatives in place to improve 

the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 
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This proves how important it is to act on this specific point, especially with regard to the 
opportunity to exploit a channel such as the Knowledge Network. Furthermore, in developing 
new programmes and innovative training methodologies, it is necessary to be able to exploit 
the potential offered by cutting edge technologies. In this regard, as the chart below shows, the 
availability of online training resources and e-learning tools in this domain is currently low in 
the Countries covered by the questionnaire.  

 
N= 47 Q 48: Are there e-learning tools available in your country for training in Cultural 

Heritage protection? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Some of the e-learning tools reported by the respondents include: 

• Site ICOM PT (Manual on Heritage in risk. Emergency evacuation) 
• Tools from the UNESCO (“Toolkit First Aid to Cultural Heritage in Times of Crises”, 

“Endangered heritage: emergency evacuation of heritage collections”)  

• Heritage Lost in Fire (e-learning tools) 

•  Tools from Finland on flooding risk and disaster2 

• A project for a simulator SDIS60, from the fire brigade of Lamorlaye 

• Guía de protección y gestión de riesgos del patrimonio cultural 

• “E-patrimoine platform” and serious game of “service inter-ministériel des archives de 
France”, from France. 

According to the respondents, different areas of the training and exercise programme could be 
improved, in particular those related to the temporary storage for Cultural Heritage, the 
development of risk scenarios and the international cooperation. 

 
2 Available at https://vesi.fi/tulvaohjeet. 
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N= 43 Q 49: Which area(s) of the Training and Exercise programme could be improved? 

(Multiple choice question) 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The answers given to the selection of the option "others (please specify)" also provide 
interesting insights for the development and establishment of training and exercise 
programmes, such as: 

• The deployment of experts in disaster response in international operations (e.g., 

through the provision of focused internships). This would improve the disaster risk 
management in many Countries. 

• The rapid translations of training material and tools and the acknowledgement of best 
management practices in any cultural institution as applicable to disaster situation (e.g., 
maintaining inventories and proper documentation). 

• development of social media communities and other peer-to-peer comms systems to 

circulate and share information. 

As the chart below shows, 60% of the respondents have not participated in training sessions 
specifically dedicated to the safeguard of Cultural Heritage in emergencies. The chart also 
provides the data about attendance by type of respondent category.  
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N= 46 Q 50: Have you attended training sessions specifically dedicated to the 

safeguard of Cultural Heritage in emergencies, which may have also included the 
Exercise phase? 

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 
 

Although the majority of respondents have no previous experience of training programmes 
concerning the protection of cultural heritage, some examples and topics of training initiatives 
were provided by some respondents in the next question (Q51): 

• Cyber security. 

• Disaster response and recovering course. 

• National training standards addressed to volunteers and public administrations for the 
protection of movable cultural heritage. 

• PROCULTHER project. 

• Workshop on “Managing Disaster Risk in UNESCO Designated Sites”. 

• Simulations of stabilization of structures and evacuation of cultural property.  

• DRM training in museums.  

• ICCROM - Disaster Risk Management of Cultural Heritage.  

• PROMEDHE project. 

Moreover, the participation of the surveyed Countries and institutions to exercises related to 
the Cultural Heritage protection is quite low, with only 40% of respondents providing a positive 
answer.  
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N= 46 Q 52: Has your country/institution participated/organized exercises related to 

the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Examples of the exercise practices were provided in the next question (Q 53): 

• Specific courses on the protection of Cultural Heritage from the consequences of 

disasters that include simulations of stabilization of structures and evacuation of 
cultural property. 

• Annual exercise, at the national level, organized by the military emergency unit 

(UME)/civil protection and that includes Cultural Heritage exercises. 

• Exercises at national/international level where a specific scenario dedicated to Cultural 
Heritage was included, with the aim of testing and improving procedures for the 
protection of Cultural Heritage and the inclusion of all relevant stakeholders in this 
sector. 

• Exercises in museum, castle, cathedrals with the different actors: authorities, 

firefighters, curators, police. 

• Cooperation in the field of Cultural Heritage protection in danger resulting from the 

training situation. 

According to the respondents, one of the most appropriate ways to guarantee a good level of 
training and exercise is to develop dedicated training sessions on Cultural Heritage protection. 
Also, the development of a specific e-learning platform is considered a good approach. 

 
N= 46 Q 55: Which one would be an adequate way to guarantee a good level of training 

and exercises for the protection of Cultural Heritage? Please choose, among the 
following 

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 
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As the chart below shows, the training initiatives that could take place within the Union Civil 
Protection Knowledge Network are of great interest to almost 90% of the respondents. 

 
N= 46 Q 56: Is your country/organization/institution interested in trainings taking 

place within the Union Civil Protection Knowledge Network? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Training and Exercise that included Cultural Heritage protection in the preparedness phase are 
rated in a positive way. 
Different areas of the training and exercise programme could be improved, in particular 
temporary storage for Cultural Heritage, development of risk scenarios and international 
cooperation. 
The main way to guarantee a good level of training and exercise is to develop dedicated sessions 
on Cultural Heritage protection. 
 
In general, what emerges from the questionnaire is that the need to develop and optimise 
targeted training and exercise programmes is felt across the board by all stakeholders and 
public authorities that participated in the survey. 
In the context of Cultural Heritage DRM, it is recommended to cover all phases with dedicated 
exercise methodologies. 

9. Communication to the public 

This section provides the answers to the series of questions about the role of communication 

about Cultural Heritage protection and its impact on the public. As the chart below shows, 

communication and information efforts are evaluated in a very positive way, in particular for 

the prevention phase. 
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N= 46 Q 57: How would you rate the value of Communication/information to the public 
on Cultural Heritage protection/risk management? 

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The survey investigated whether the Countries covered by the questionnaire have the 

obligation to run public information/awareness campaigns about the protection of Cultural 

Heritage at risk of disaster. As shown in the chart below, the situation is variegated. Essentially, 
a third of the Countries must inform the public about these topics, another 30% of Countries 

does not have any obligation, and the rest of them does not have any knowledge of this matter.  

 

N= 46 Q 58: Does your country foresee any duty to inform the population through public 
awareness/communication campaigns to protect Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster? 

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study  

Various aspects of the communication and information practices currently in place, according 

to the respondents, could be improved. Almost all respondents (90%) agreed that – especially 

in terms of prevention – public communication should make more use of scientific data. Also, 

the communication bodies should better target the communication messages to the right 

stakeholder (audience) groups.   
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N= 39 Q 59: Which area(s) concerning Communication to the public could be improved? 
(Multiple choice allowed) 

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study  

The value of communication/information to the public on Cultural Heritage protection/risk 
management is evaluated very important. 
Different areas could be improved regarding the Communication to the public and for this 
reason the thematic communities should focus on the duty that the different Countries have 
with respect to the communication to the public about DRM. 
 

10. European Union Civil Protection Knowledge Network and Thematic Community 

10.1. EU Civil Protection Knowledge Network 

The first part of this chapter provides an overview of the relationship between European Union 

Civil Protection Knowledge Network and the group of respondents in terms of awareness and 

visibility. As the chart below shows, this entity is well known by the stakeholders participating 

in the survey.  
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N= 46 Q 60: Are you familiar with the EU Civil Protection Knowledge Network? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study  

 

In terms of the role that this Network should play, most respondents agree that it should focus 

on sharing good practices and lessons learnt, as well as on the provision of training (and e-

learning) programs in the domain of DRM for Cultural Heritage.  

 

N= 42 Q 61: In your opinion, what area(s) would welcome a role played by the EU Civil 
Protection Knowledge Network? (Multiple choice allowed) 

Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
Almost all participants declared to be familiar with the EU Civil Protection Knowledge Network. 
Providing or proposing training programs on DRM with a focus on Cultural Heritage and 
sharing good practices and lesson learnt would be roles played by the EU Civil Protection 
Knowledge Network. 
 

10.2. Thematic Community for the protection of Cultural Heritage 

This section instead focuses on the respondents’ views about the thematic community for the 

protection of Cultural Heritage. The questionnaire investigated their opinions about the main 

74%

22%

4%

Yes No Don’t know

62%

81%

55%

86%

60%

10%

Coordination and
cooperation among

stakeholders

Providing training
programs on DRM and

Cultural Heritage

Provision of solid
scientific support

Sharing good practices
and lessons learnt

Facilitating technical
innovation

Other (Please specify)



44 
 

requirements for participating in the Cultural Heritage focused thematic community (Q 62). 

Some of the responses included:  

• To share best practices, knowledge, and experiences through an international network. 

• To organize dissemination and networking events 

• To promote education and training initiatives  

• To update prevention and planning strategies based on scientific knowledge, as well as 

the application of technological advances for the protection of cultural heritage. 

Regarding the identification of best practices of Cultural Heritage protection, respondents were 
asked to provide some potential criteria for a common recognition. According to the data 
collected, the most effective criteria would be efficiency, impact or effectiveness and time to act.  

 
N= 46 Q 63: According to your experience, which criteria would be useful to identify a 
best practice on the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster. Please rate the 

value: (1: low – 5: high) 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study  

 
To share best practices, knowledge and recent experiences is considered the main requirement 
for participating in the Cultural Heritage focused thematic community. 
Efficiency, impact or effectiveness would be useful to identify a best practice on the protection 

of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster.  
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11. Final comments and interest in potentially participate in the PROCULTHER-NET 
Community 

 
As the chart below shows, the potential participation in a Cultural Heritage focused thematic 
community is of great interest to more than 90% of the respondents. Moreover, among the 
respondents who selected 'no' as their answer, it was often a role-related denial. Some, in fact, 
believe that only national institutions responsible for cultural heritage should be part of the 
thematic community.  

 
N= 45 Q 64: Is your institution/organization potentially interested in becoming part of a 

Cultural Heritage focused Thematic Community? 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

 
The survey collected very positive feedback from the respondents, with more than 80% of them 
rated the questionnaire as highly valuable (see the graph below).  
 

 
N= 43 Q 65: How would you rate the value of all aspects and elements covered by this 
questionnaire for the creation of a Cultural Heritage focused community within the 

Knowledge Network to strengthen the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster 
Source: PROCULTHER-NET Questionnaire for Ex-Ante Feasibility Study 

Finally, it is worth mentioning some of the final comments that respondents were invited to 
share at the end of the questionnaire. Among the interesting points, there were those who 
pointed out that under Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster, Digital Heritage should also be 

91%

9%

Yes No (please specify):



46 
 

appropriately included. Others pointed out that, in training activities, a space should also be 
reserved for rescue services on Cultural Heritage. Among the comments were also some 
criticisms on the need to better clarify how the European and international approach could be 
taken by the thematic community. Others drew attention to the urgency of also considering the 
issues and risks related to the war and post-conflict context, also in the light of the ongoing 
conflict between Ukraine and Russia. 
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12. Conclusion on the questionnaire 

This study aims to analyse not only the feasibility but also the appropriateness of establishing 
a dedicated thematic community within the Union Civil Protection Knowledge Network. 
More and more often we are witnessing extreme events – variously localized – which make the 
urgency of ensuring the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster increasingly evident. 
The UCPM can represent, in this respect, one of the most flourishing contexts to bring together 
stakeholders from different fields, two of them being Civil Protection and Cultural Heritage, in 
order to develop the most appropriate methodologies, guidelines, standards and tools to 
address the challenge related to the protection of Cultural Heritage assets, and to model DRM 
tailored on the basis of the peculiarities of these issues. 
Trying to draw conclusions from the analysis of the collected data and starting from the 
considerations on the legal framework, it appears that in the various countries there is already 
a legal framework dedicated to the protection of Cultural Heritage, both at local/regional and 
at national level. However, all the actors involved agree on the advisability of interventions 
aimed at optimising and harmonising the legal framework on these issues for the three phases 
of prevention, preparedness and response, in a more or less profound way. To do this, it would 
be appropriate to intervene on aspects such as funding opportunities, a clear and shared 
definition of roles and responsibilities, and cooperation between Cultural Heritage and Civil 
Protection agencies. Some interesting initiatives could focus on the development of a 
comprehensive approach to the protection and securing of Cultural Heritage assets, possibly 
even taking advantage of detailed mapping of sites and their respective risk exposures. To 
support decision-making processes, it would be appropriate to define a shared database where 
guidelines and lessons learnt on relevant issues could be collected. In general, the legal 
framework should also deal with organising and optimising resources between different 
governmental levels. 
The development of an improved and up-to-date legal framework is closely linked and goes in 
parallel with the definition of policies and planning specifically dedicated to the protection of 
Cultural Heritage at risk of disasters. 
Again, the stakeholders involved in the questionnaire agree on the importance of these aspects 
in Cultural Heritage risk management. As seen, however, from the data by category a divergence 
of views emerges between two important categories such as the National CH Agencies and the 
National Civil Protection DRM Agencies when it comes to assessing which is the phase of risk 
management most in need of intervention in terms of policies and planning (see chapter 3, 
Q15). 
The questionnaire clearly caught the mark in analysing this specific aspect of Cultural Heritage 
protection as, although - according to the respondents' answers - countries are already working 
on the definition of dedicated policies and planning, all categories identify several gaps to be 
addressed, specifically when it comes to stakeholder involvement and interoperability, training 
and exercises, specific DRM plans and involvement of the scientific community. Overall, what 
emerges is an excessive fragmentation of initiatives in this field and, in light of this, the need to 
extend the participation of local realities and entities from different disciplines in order to 
develop holistic and effective policies and planning. 
The involvement of the scientific community, in particular, was a point repeatedly mentioned 
by respondents in the various sections. And indeed, from what emerges from the questionnaire, 
the initiatives taken in the field of Cultural Heritage protection struggle to take into account the 
contribution of the scientific community in the definition of intervention methodologies for the 
different phases of DRM. This is probably a symptom of poor communication and 
interoperability between the different sectors involved in civil protection and Cultural Heritage 
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protection. The expertise coming from the scientific community could favour a rapid and 
fruitful adoption and application of innovative technologies and, in general, speed up 
innovation processes (perhaps even taking advantage of the involvement of private entities in 
the sector). A fundamental contribution could also be made with regard to the development of 
training programmes based on the application of cutting-edge technologies and digital tools. 
The Union Civil Protection Mechanism and the Union Civil Protection Knowledge Network 
should serve as a driver for the expansion and development of international exchange and 
support practices. Respondents rated the importance of this area in all phases of DRM of 
Cultural Heritage assets as very relevant. As is well known, many countries are already active 
at a European and international level with regard to the exchange and support of expertise, one 
example being the Exchange of Experts programme of the Union Civil Protection Mechanism. 
However, the protection of Cultural Heritage is not sufficiently covered within these 
programmes and initiatives and is often given a marginal role. PROCULTHER-NET intends to 
promote the inclusion of the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster in the dynamics 
and methodologies adopted at international and European level. In this sense, according to the 
respondents, the most urgent solutions concern the exchange of good practices and lessons 
learned, the strengthening of capacity building processes and the selection and availability of 
expertise from the different sectors involved in this field. 
The section on tools and resources to ensure the protection of Cultural Heritage delivers 
interesting insights. Again, the answers to the various questions show that many countries have 
already adopted specific tools to measure the risks threatening Cultural Heritage, including 
databases at national level. Often, these databases are available to the various emergency 
bodies such as the army and Civil Protection Agencies. When asked about the opportunity of 
developing a common European database with standards, moreover, many respondents 
emphasised the need to maintain a certain flexibility in terms of harmonisation when taking 
into account the different peculiarities of each territory. 
In terms of stakeholder mapping, the participants indistinctly and positively agreed on the 
desirability of extending the community of stakeholders, in order to include as many 
stakeholders as possible from the different relevant fields in the protection of Cultural Heritage 
at risk of disaster and in that of Civil Protection and risk management. In particular, the 
thematic community should try to involve in the most functional way also humanitarian 
organisations and volunteers’ groups, which play a strategic and important role in the response 
phase. Also interesting is the reference to the tourism and education sector as well as the appeal 
to specialised media, which can best convey the contents and activities related to the protection 
of CH at risk of disaster. 
The issue of stakeholder mapping is naturally connected with the availability of human 
resources allocated to the protection of Cultural Heritage. Respondents showed some 
uncertainty when asked if they were aware of the existence of available human resources 
allocated by their Country. Moreover, the majority of respondents emphasized the absence of 
dedicated databases and lists of experts and practitioners involved in Cultural Heritage DRM. 
This is a very important point that needs to be addressed in the establishment of the thematic 
community and that, as will be seen, also emerged during the PROCULTHER-NET Partners' 
discussion. 
Although communication to the public is considered important in the field of cultural heritage 
protection (especially for risk prevention), many respondents stated that they did not know if 
there is any obligation of some kind in their country to communicate to the public on issues of 
interest in the field of DRM of CH assets. Again, the importance of the involvement of the 
scientific community is shared among respondents. In particular, it is felt that communication 
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to the public must be based on scientific data and must have dedicated awareness campaigns, 
with regard to the prevention phase. For the response phase, evidently, greater weight is given 
to reporting, and thus, again, to the opportunity to make the public aware of the activities 
carried out. 
As seen, the last sections of the questionnaire dealt with the topic of the Union Civil Protection 
Knowledge Network. It is from this section that stakeholders' opinions about the role the 
Knowledge Network should pursue within the UCPM and the inclusion of Cultural Heritage 
protection issues in the mechanism is revealed. It is very important, then, to dwell on the 
findings of the answers provided by the participants. It is understood that the major ambition 
is to foster an exchange of knowledge between the actors involved. Experts and practitioners 
of Civil Protection and DRM, together with representatives of the Cultural Heritage sector, 
should gather in a thematic community able to provide the necessary tools, methodologies, 
programmes and knowledge base to face the challenges that emerged from the questionnaire 
and are summarised in this paragraph. Especially those related to the training and education of 
bodies prepared to cope with the risks that threaten Cultural Heritage assets. 
The feedback gathered through this survey, in this respect, shows a positive inclination on the 
part of the actors involved towards the establishment of a dedicated thematic community. 
Moreover, this propensity makes it clear how important is to adopt a participatory approach 
(which, in fact, underpins the methodology and activities of the PROCULTHER-NET project) 
that fosters the engagement of a diversified audience of stakeholders. This will ensure a 
multidisciplinary contribution that will be able to succeed in covering and addressing the 
multifaceted and complex challenges that the topic of protecting Cultural Heritage at risk of 
disasters poses. 
 
 

13. Workshop – Objectives, governance, structure, and functioning 

Beyond being an opportunity for the Partners to discuss the results of the survey’s data 
analysis, the Initial Planning Meeting held in Rome on September 20-21, 2022, also featured a 
Workshop entitled “Pointing out the key element for setting up the PROCULTHER-NET 
Community”, where participants exchanged perspectives and opinions about the thematic 
community.  In particular, the Workshop was divided into two participatory sessions. The first 
session was devoted to defining the objectives, governance, structure and functioning of the 
PROCULTHER-NET community; the second session focused on identifying the conceptual and 
operational elements to be addressed by the thematic community. 
 
In order to facilitate the development of the participatory sessions, during the first phase of the 
Initial Planning Meeting, the representatives of the Partners attending the Workshop were 
invited to present and illustrate their expectations and ideas regarding the thematic community 
and how it should be integrated into the UCPM Knowledge Network. 
Once the contribution of the presentation had been collected, the participants were divided into 
3 different working groups (each with an assigned moderator) that discussed the themes 
outlined for the two Workshop sessions, in a given and limited time. 
 
It should be noted that, although in some cases the conclusions of the working groups 
converged on common themes and overlapping solutions, for the sake of completeness of this 
Ex-Ante Feasibility Study it is worth to mention each of the output emerged from the 
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discussions. The solutions will be grouped below, on the basis of the macro-themes covered by 
the three working groups. 
 
Objectives 
 
Regarding the objectives that the PROCULTHER-NET community should aim for, the first 
group identified some important points: 

- The thematic community should pursue the goal of raising awareness on the topic of the 

protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster. In doing so, the communication and 

dissemination of the information on these issues should be planned in a tailored manner, 

based on the audience to be targeted. 

- Great attention, within the community, should be paid to the constitution and 

establishment of a network of contacts, entities, experts, stakeholders, public 

authorities, and actors in the field of Cultural Heritage, for which the thematic 

community could be the ideal hub to connect and foster exchange and cooperation at 
European and international level. 

- Interoperability is a valuable point of interest. Given the wide and multifaceted plethora 

of actors and players to be addressed by the thematic community, it would be pertinent 

that – among the objectives pursued – there should be the ability to be interoperable, in 

accordance with the multidisciplinary approach and the participative and engaging 

vocation that underpins the PROCULTHER-NET project. 

- An important role must also be reserved for the knowledge consolidation, development 

& accessibility in the field of the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disasters. The 

thematic community may prove to be the forum of choice for the knowledge base and 

knowledge transfer, which is an important resource, especially for the organization of 

training and exercises. 

 
The second group had a discussion focused on different topics and the product of the 
discussion focused on the following points: 

- Similarly to the first group, the focus in this group was on the need to raise awareness 

not only among stakeholders and professionals but also among the general public and 

civil society. The thematic community should leverage the Knowledge Network to 

promote DMR in the field of Cultural Heritage. 

- A meaningful objective pursued by the thematic community should be research. As also 

emerged from the answers to the questionnaire, it is very important to strengthen and 

deepen the involvement of the scientific community around these issues in order to 

improve and expand the knowledge base and develop innovative Cultural Heritage DRM 

methodologies. In addition, research on these themes means exploring the adoption and 

exploitation of new technologies, from training to the different phases of prevention, 

preparedness, and response. 
- The establishment of a thematic community within the Knowledge Network can act as a 

driver to increase the resonance of challenges and opportunities related to topics of 

interest and to strengthen the dialogue capacities within the actors involved in the 

UCPM. 
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- The broad and heterogeneous array of stakeholders and actors involved in the 

protection and valorisation of Cultural Heritage assets and Civil Protection, which would 

make up the thematic community, should exploit its available expertise for the 
development and definition of shared European (and international, eventually) 

Standards, Standard Operating Procedures and guidelines to be applied in DRM. 

- Networking must always remain the transversal objective of the thematic community. 

By definition, becoming part of the Knowledge Network means constantly maintaining 

and nurturing the network of contacts and experts, through regular stakeholders 

mapping and monitoring of the most interesting activities and events at European and 

international level. 

The third group adopted a different approach to this exercise. It gathered the objectives to be 
pursued by the PROCULTHER-NET community into 4 macro-categories, distributed as follows: 

- Law & Regulation 

• Raise awareness among Public Authorities and decision makers. 

• Promote existing resources. 

• Share the implementation of best practices. 

• Identify existing gaps in the legal framework. 

- Network of People & Knowledge 

• Development a common database of shared results. 

• Clear definition of roles and responsibilities (for example, among experts, 

communities, representants, etc. 

• Establishment of contact points (thematic contact points, national contact points, 

international contact points, etc.). 

• Establish a link between agencies, stakeholders involved in Cultural Heritage 

issues, communities, etc. 

• Implement a repository of country-wise blocks on entities, public bodies and 

ministries of relevant themes (with information curricula and information about 

the expertise, contacts, etc.). 

- Development 1/2 (Research) 

• Definition of a common glossary on Cultural Heritage DRM. 

• Creation of a common database of knowledge and information. 

• Promote the spreading of scientific results and the knowledge transfer. 

• Definition and categorization of assets. 

- Development 2/2 (Training) 

• Development of scenario-based risk assessment training. 

• Interoperability and deployability of training programmes. 

• Study of climate related risks and their impact on Cultural Heritage. 

• Understand how can/has Cultural Heritage mitigate the impact of climate change. 

• Exploitation of traditional knowledge. 

 
Governance 
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As a discussion point during the Workshop, the three working groups tried to imagine the kind 
of governance that the PROCULTHER-NET thematic community should have, within the 
Knowledge Network. 
 
According to the conclusions of the first group, the thematic community should be composed 
and represented by two committees: 1) a Steering Committee, dealing with all management, 
administrative and institutional matters. The Committee would set the guidelines and agenda 
of the thematic community and manage the communication and coordination aspects; 2) a 
Technical Committee. This would be entrusted with the more operational and technical issues. 
The Committee should be composed of experts in Civil Protection, DRM and Cultural Heritage, 
reflecting the multidisciplinary and cross-sectoral expertise of the thematic community. 
Alongside these two bodies, a Secretariat should be established to facilitate and support the 
smooth and effective running of activities. 
 
The second group discussed on the governance focusing on several questions: 
In this case, part of the reflection converged on the fact that the thematic community should be 
decentralized (it was even discussed whether it should be a “digital” community, without a real 
physical headquarter). National HUBs should be established, in order to foster and connect the 
governance with the different European local contexts. At the same time, a EU coordinator 
should be established to manage the liaison with the European Union. This set up would 
guarantee a “vertical channel” of communication at the institutional level (from the local level 
to the European level). 
In structural terms, the community should be composed – also according to this working group 
– of a Steering Committee, accompanied by an Advisory Group to support the definition of the 
technical/operational aspects of the PROCULTHER-NET community. 
 
According to the reflections from the third group, the governance of the thematic community 
could have a “two-folded” presidency, with a representative of the civil protection sector and a 
representative of the Public Authorities in charge of the care/protection of Cultural Heritage. 
This group also envisaged the establishment of a Steering Committee, composed of 
representatives from different contexts/sectors (e.g., EU Commission representatives, experts, 
Member State representatives, PROCULTHER-NET project partners, etc.). 
Among the functions that should be performed within the governance bodies, responsibilities 
and roles should be clearly defined. In particular, among the functions that the thematic 
community could strive for, were highlighted those of communication on Cultural Heritage 
DRM issues, that of advocacy, that of defining guidelines for channelling public and private 
funding, and that of liaison for research (e.g., in coordination with the Joint Research Centres) 
in order to define the main scientific guidelines. 
 
Structure 
 
The debates focused also on the structure that the PROCULTHER-NET community should have. 
 
The first group identified two structures, virtual and physical. In particular, at the virtual level, 
the establishment of an Active Administration Platform was envisaged, with distinct 
functioning levels: 

- Level 1: Open / Public 

- Level 2: Professional / Organization 
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- Level 3: Restricted 

 
The second group also debated whether a physical or digital structure should be established: 
In particular, it was deemed that it would still be appropriate to provide the thematic 
community with a physical structure, particularly with regard the organisation of workshops 
or seminar, the provision of training facilities and the management of joint exercises. 
In parallel, a more agile digital structure should also be established, to be exploited through a 
communication Platform for the dissemination of the knowledge base related to the protection 
of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster, the issuing of newsletters and bulletins and other 
communication and networking activities. 
 
The third group's reflections on structure generically followed the solutions imagined for 
governance. Here, too, it was imagined that the thematic community should have a physical 
structure, organised according to the governance model illustrated in the previous section. 
Alongside the Presidency and the Steering Committee, a group of experts and technicians 
should be included to be selected on a case-by-case basis according to the type of risk to be 
addressed. The physical structure should also house the offices of other Administrative Bodies, 
delegated to functions such as communication, fundraising, finance and secretariat. 
 
Contents 
 
The workshop also focused on the contents that the PROCULTHER-NET community should 
address. In this case, the working groups conducted a brainstorming session aimed at 
identifying the most important themes that should characterise the expertise and activity of the 
PROCULTHER-NET thematic community, within the Knowledge Network. 
 
The first group listed the following contents: 
- Legal framework 
- Capacity building 
- Research and specialized studies 
- Risk and needs assessment 
- Stakeholder mapping and networking 
- Technology adoption and exploitation 
- Tools (e.g., repository, databases, etc.) 
- Training Exercises 
-Development of guidelines, Standard Operating Procedures, best practices 
- Issue of bulletins, magazines, etc. 
- Technical Assistance 
- Project Incubator 
 
The second group focused on contents such as: 
- Community repository with relevant documents, database of members, assessment 
forms/templates, etc. 
- Concrete outputs to reinforce the CH focus in full-scale exercises, as well as to allow the 
strengthening of capacities of CH experts within the UCPM-driven teams.  
- Development of approaches/methodologies able to guarantee a better coordination among all 
the stakeholders involved at each level: strategic (budget/doctrine), operative and tactical. 
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For the third group, the activities of the PROCULTHER-NET thematic community should be 
characterised by contents on two levels: public and restricted. 
The community should act as a support centre to guide the actions of the UCPM when cultural 
heritage protection aspects are involved. In this sense, thanks to the tools and databases it 
should be equipped with, it would be possible to indicate and select experts to be sent into the 
field in the case of disasters or specific risks. 
Among the contents that guide the community's activities should be emergency response. To 
this end, tools (e.g., geographical or GIS map info) should be identified to manage emergencies 
and a categorisation of risks and hazards should be developed (possibly with a division into 
primary and secondary risks). Guidelines on the intervention implementation when Cultural 
Heritage is involved in Civil Protection operation could be provided. 
The PROCULTHER-NET community should also be provided with technologies able to support 
the damage and risk assessment (such as common centralized tools, apps and comprehensive 
maps with indication of Cultural Heritage assets and sites). 
Finally, it could assist Public Authorities and decision makers in estimating the costs for the 
interventions of the different phases of DRM and serve as a liaison point for Member States 
representatives on issues related to the management of public funding dedicated to the 
protection of Cultural Heritage. 
 

14. Towards the PROCULTHER-NET Community 

This feasibility study pursues not only the objective of outlining a comprehensive overview of 
the state of the art of the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster, but also that of 
providing a perspective, result of an effort to combine the different points of view presented 
here, that can inspire and lay the foundations for the establishment of a dedicated thematic 
community, capable of working as a system and gathering the necessary expertise. This will 
ensure an adequate consideration and inclusion of the aspects related to the protection of 
Cultural Heritage assets within the UCPM and, more generally, within the activities of Civil 
Protection and DRM agencies- at local, national and international level. 
In the light of the results that emerged from the analysis of the data extracted from the 
questionnaire and the reflections carried out by the partners during the above-mentioned 
Workshop, it is possible to try to draw the characteristics that should distinguish the 
PROCULTHER-NET Community, within the Union Civil Protection Knowledge Network. 
The purpose of this section is to provide a proposal that takes into account the initiative and 
solutions that are most shared and fitting among the partners of PROCULTHER-NET, in order 
to deliver an univocal vision that is more in line with the needs and characteristics outlined 
within the Knowledge Network. 
 

14.1  Objectives  

In terms of objectives to be pursued, these must be defined in line with the main objectives of 
the Knowledge Network, which are mainly based on the enhancement of coordination and 
cooperation between Cultural Heritage Agencies, Civil Protection experts and Disaster 
Management agencies. For this reason, enhanced interoperability among different 
stakeholders should be the key objective of this community of practice.   
Another important objective must also be reserved for the knowledge consolidation, 
development & accessibility in the field of the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of 
disasters. The thematic community should work on knowledge transfer through the exchange 
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of experiences, best practices and lessons learnt, and on the stimulation of research and 
innovation in order to foster the adoption of new technologies in prevention, preparedness and 
response operations. 

The PROCULTHER-NET community should exploit the knowledge base available on the 
protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster to promote the inclusion of issues of interest 
in the activities and initiatives of the UCPM. This will have to result, as emphasised by all groups 
to a greater or lesser extent during the workshop, in raising awareness of the issues of interest 
and promoting DRM on Cultural Heritage. Besides this, an important focus should be on 
building capacities. Already from the questionnaire (see, in this regard, D3.1 of the project, 
containing a specific focus on these aspects, with the analysis of the data extracted from the 
dedicated section of the questionnaire) it emerges the urgency to intervene on these aspects in 
order to enhance the protection of Cultural Heritage assets in training and exercises.  

Other objectives to be addressed by the thematic community certainly concern networking 
and support to decision-makers. The picture that emerges from the questionnaire carried 
out makes it clear that there are many gaps to be filled when considering the legal framework 
and the planning of dedicated policies. This is in line with what also emerged during the 
workshop, where all three groups repeatedly agreed on the importance of ensuring the 
formation of a multidisciplinary network of actors to be involved. The third group, for example, 
identified the macro-category of Network of People & Knowledge, among those that should 
represent the objectives of the thematic community. The second group, again, mentioned 
networking activities among those to be carried out through the possible digital platform to be 
exploited to provide the community with a physical structure.  
Among the objectives of the PROCULTHER-NET community should be to work on improving 
knowledge of risks to Cultural Heritage. 
As repeated several times in this document, the involvement of the scientific community will 
be indispensable. Especially in research and innovation initiatives, the contribution of scientific 
knowledge will be channeled into the definition of innovative Cultural Heritage, DRM 
methodologies and the dissemination of results to the wide range of stakeholders involved. 
Innovation and research will also be key drivers to foster the adoption of innovative 
technologies not only in Cultural Heritage protection operations but also in the preparation of 
training programmes. 

 

14.2 Structure 

To ensure the smooth achievement of the expected objectives in practical terms, the thematic 
community should have an agile and lean structure. Such an approach has the primary 
advantage of being sustainable and not requiring excessive costs for its establishment and 
maintenance. To this end, the adoption of a mostly virtual structure is desirable, possibly by 
exploiting the channels of the Knowledge Network platform or by developing a dedicated 
platform that facilitates a direct connection to the KN platform. During the workshop, as seen, 
both the first and second groups discussed whether the thematic community should have a 
virtual or a physical structure (the third group, by contrast, did not consider the virtual option). 
The setting up of a virtual structure, however, should not be to the detriment of the activities to 
be implemented within the PROCULTHER-NET thematic community. One of the objectives to 
be pursued, in fact, will be to foster training and exercises, also by means of physical exercises, 
which will therefore require the availability of dedicated spaces to carry out these activities. 



56 
 

The structure of the PROCULTHER-NET community should be inspired by the multidisciplinary 
and inclusive approach adopted for the development of the project, including actors, 
practitioners, stakeholders and experts in Cultural Heritage protection and enhancement, 
coming not only from Civil Protection and Disaster Risk Management Agencies but also from 
the different sectors of industry, research, academia, public authorities and decision-makers. 
In order to foster a smooth and effective communication with the Knowledge Network 
governance, the structure of the thematic community will "mirror" the pillar division 
established therein. Participants could therefore contribute to the Capacity Development pillar 
and Science pillar initiatives that support the definition of UCPM methodologies and initiatives 
when Cultural Heritage is considered. 
In addition to the liaison with the Knowledge Network, the PROCULTHER-NET community shall 
also be interoperable and connected to the other thematic communities that will be funded and 
established within the call for proposals for the Network Partnership. 
To this end, the online collaborative platform will be utilised as a digital hub to maintain 
contacts, manage networking and share knowledge. 
Ideally, as far as the management of activities and content is concerned, the structure could be 
vertically divided into three levels of accessibility: a first level could be publicly accessible and 
available to all, a second level could be available only to professionals and organisations 
involved in the community, and the third and last level could be restricted and accessible only 
to community governance. This is a solution that met with the approval of two of the groups 
participating in the Workshop. Indeed, such a rationalisation would make the structure of the 
thematic community more functional, also in terms of the communication and dissemination of 
results and the distribution of functions within it. 

 

14.3 Governance 

As far as governance is concerned, a light and sustainable structure should be adopted. First, it 
will be crucial to ensure that the governance bodies respect the criteria of multidisciplinarity 
that inspire the PROCULTHER-NET project and underpin comprehensive and holistic risk 
management. The thematic community should have a Steering Committee, which will therefore 
have a cross-sectoral composition and include representatives from the different sectors 
involved and from interoperability expertise – this is also a point shared by all groups during 
the workshop discussion. The Steering Committee will deal with administrative and 
bureaucratic issues, agenda setting and operational guidelines along which to implement the 
activities of the thematic community. Another solution shared and agreed by the partners 
during the workshop is that of establishing, next to the Steering Committee, a Technical 
Committee (advisory role), whose composition could be, alternatively, fixed (as foreseen by the 
first and the second group) or variable and defined on the basis of occurrences and specific 
issues to be dealt with (i.e., depending on the type of cultural assets, risk, specific territory/site, 
etc.),. A Secretariat should support the Steering Committee and facilitate the development of 
activities, the communication of results and the link with the other thematic communities and 
the Knowledge Network. This is a solution that the third group particularly emphasised during 
the workshop, while the second group proposed the interesting solution according to which, 
given this centralized governance structure, it should be appropriate to establish National 
Contact Points, representing both Cultural Heritage and DRM authorities, for better 
coordination among local realities, the national level, and the European and international 
dimension. 
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14.4 Contents and tools 

Finally, in the light of the above considerations, it is possible to draw up a list of contents and 
tools that should characterise the PROCULTHER-NET community. 
One of the aspects that could certainly be taken care of by the community is the legal 
framework. In this sense, as a hub and centre of experience, it could act as a connection for the 
collection of best practices and lessons learnt, also based on the regulatory models of the 
various countries participating in the Union Civil Protection Mechanism. This kind of content 
would provide important support to decision makers in the implementation of legal 
frameworks that take the protection of cultural heritage into account. In this area, as analysed 
by the answers of the questionnaire, the most urgent issues would be the organisation of an 
effective provision of funds to finance the different activities of the sector, as well as the 
facilitation and support of inter-agency cooperation. The community could also foster a clearer 
definition of roles and responsibilities through legislative actions and, in general, support the 
development of a more supportive environment for the protection of Cultural Heritage assets. 
A content kindred to this function of inspiring innovative solutions for the development of a 
legal framework that takes these issues into account is, consequently, also the definition of 
guidelines, Standard Operating Procedures and best practices. The thematic community, 
as mentioned above, may represent an important centre of expertise for the issues of the 
protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster. The accessibility of information and lessons 
learnt from different sources (such as NGOs, international organisations, private entities, 
academia, etc.) may represent an opportunity to merge holistic best practices and the definition 
of commonly recognised and shared standards. 
Stakeholder mapping and networking are an important content that the thematic 
community should pursue as well. Identifying the different experts and actors of the various 
relevant sectors, gathering them in the community and making them participate in specialised 
working tables, fostering contact with other thematic communities within the Union Civil 
Protection Knowledge Network are solutions that will raise awareness on Cultural Heritage 
protection issues and stimulate better planning and optimisation of capacity development. 
Alongside the mapping of stakeholders, a careful analysis of existing needs and risks must also 
be carried out in order to develop effective risk and needs assessment solutions, which allow 
hazards and risks to be rationalised and enhance the categorisation of risks and hazards of 
various nature that threaten Cultural Heritage. As a centre of knowledge and expertise, the 
community will therefore have to be provided with dedicated tools (e.g., databases, 
repositories, etc.) to map threats and risks accurately and efficiently. In addition, could serve as 
identify of practitioners and organisations to be involved will be drawn up on a case-by-case 
basis. 
The involvement of excellence expertise would also support capacity building activities, 
through the adoption of innovative tools and methodologies and the definition of specific 
training programmes. In this regard, it has already been stressed several times in the document 
how important the aspect of training and exercises is considered by stakeholders. During the 
workshop, the groups repeatedly focused on the role the thematic community should play in 
the definition of training programmes that take into account the protection of Cultural Heritage 
in the different phases of DRM. The third group, as seen, included training in one of the four 
macro-categories of objectives that the community should pursue. The second group, when 
discussing structure, emphasised the need to ensure the availability of physical spaces in which 
to conduct exercises and training. The first group included training exercises among the 
contents that should characterise the thematic community. Building on the foundations of the 
training and training activities carried out during the previous PROMEDHE (2016-2018) and 
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PROCULTHER (2019-2021) projects, dedicated training sessions with a focus on the protection 
of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster will already be scheduled during the duration of 
PROCULTHER-NET. This must be one of the most important contents of the thematic 
community. In this regard, it will be recommended to consider the adoption and exploitation of 
innovative technologies, also thanks to the support of the scientific community and research 
input, also through specialized studies dedicated to specific issues. In this regard, an interesting 
solution would be to establish a project incubator within the PROCULTHER-NET community, 
to support innovative research and development projects, giving them resonance, seeking to 
identify and attract public and private funding, and providing technical assistance and advice. 
The content of technical assistance will also have to be expanded and extended to all Civil 
Protection and DRM activities that include the protection of Cultural Heritage at risk of disaster. 
It will be important to raise awareness within not only the Knowledge Network but also the 
whole civil society on issues related to risks and hazards that threaten Cultural Heritage. Among 
the contents of the community will therefore be communication, implemented through issue 
of bulletins, magazines, newsletters, etc. 
 

14. Conclusions 

The results of the questionnaire and the outcomes of the Workshop held during the Initial 
Planning Meeting in Rome provided the basis for the development and drafting of this Ex-Ante 
Feasibility Study. 
The consortium firmly believes in the importance of establishing a thematic community 
dedicated to the protection of Cultural Heritage within the Union Civil Protection Knowledge 
Network under the Union Civil Protection Mechanism. At the time this study is written, the 
protection of Cultural Heritage is an urgent issue, at the dawn of the continuing Covid-19 
pandemic and the increasingly dramatic conflict between Ukraine and Russia. 
This document is intended to represent only a starting point, capable of providing the insights 
needed to best implement the PROCULTHER-NET project and ensure that its results are not 
limited in time but can foster the emergence of a thriving and active community that serves as 
an elective venue for institutional and stakeholder dialogue. 
An important reflection that emerged during the Workshop and was shared by all the working 
groups is that one of the main problems related to the establishment of the thematic community 
is that of its sustainability. The limited resources and time of the PROCULTHER-NET project 
make it very difficult to define a comprehensive and definitive framework for the establishment 
of the thematic community. In order to make such a structure operational, regardless of its 
configuration, a strong financial, political and technical support from the Commission will be 
needed until the Community will be considered an added value by stakeholders and then 
supported.  Reconnaissance and mapping work of the diverse multitude of actors operating in 
the field of Civil Protection and Cultural Heritage is required. Currently, as the results of the 
questionnaire show, the landscape is extremely fragmented, not only in terms of mapping, but 
also in terms of legal framework and cooperation at supranational level. 
To date, the Knowledge Network is not fully operational and the European Commission, with 
this call for proposals, intends to enrich the solutions for its effective operation. Following in 
the footsteps of the past PROCULTHER project, the consortium is strongly committed to 
supporting the cause brought forward by the European Commission and intends to lay the 
foundations for the creation of a thematic community, filling the gaps identified with the 
activities carried out so far and reported in this study and providing an effective solution at 
European level. 


