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Preface

JOINto the ATFORT project, the Fort Monostor Military Cultural Centrdrom
+1 1 UOT I h £ &llikeAoér project partners - became the partner ofa
knowledge transfer process- related to the utilization of former military objects in
Europe.

We beliewed, that our practice can be interesting ad useful for others, who are at
the beginning, in the middle or any phase of development of fortresses.

Of course, we are happy to hear the statement of experts from partners about our
works, approaches, practice.

At the end of February, 2013. Fort Monostor and the other fortresses in

+T T UOUOT T F+1T1 UOT T xAOA2dRtelierdEthe AFEORT®Ojeci. E O E A
was a unique event for us, who are workingvith these forts day by day, and we

hope, itwas auniqueefkT O A1 O T OO0 @D OT AOOGE AZGPAOOO

During the preparation of the Self Analysis Report of the Fort Monostor, we realised,
that this project will be a learning process for us, when we should facing against al
of our activities in the past and presentwe should re-value our decisions, make
conclusions, and of course, we should try to find new solutions, focusing on the
possibilities.

4EA 5. %3#/ 7101 A (AOEOACA AAT AEAAOA 0&i1 O
OEA #1171 £ OATAA 1T £ OEA OEDAD biggestAforO A A
Monostor/Sandberg seemed optimal place to talk about the challenges of
accessibility and safety, the nomination to the WH list, and also about the
governance models.

After the 3 days long atelier, wefeel, that all the presentations andhe workshops

are useful andfruitful. In this report, we try to summarize the events of ths atelier,

and to collect the outputs of the workshopsAt the end of our report, we summarize
the conclusions, identify the best practices, and make some recomnuations.
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Introduction of the visited sites

AEA £ OOOAOO OUOOAI T &£ +TiT UOTTT+TT OOTIT A
6 AEBO AO xA AAI T AAqd &1 OBGalRatordndrpexifibition] /£ + |
of the most important periods in of Europeanmilitary fortification technology
through its advances over more than three hundred years from the 16th to the 19th
centuries. It preserves an outstandingly complex and remarkably complete
embodiment of military architectural theory from its final phase n the last half of
the 19th century. Throughout its various periods of development its construction
always reflected the latest techniques, while its existing elements were adapted to
play a continuing role in its system of fortifications ringing the cental citadel. In its
individual parts and its encompassing whole it is an exceptional monument to its
times and to the individuals who designed and built it as the unconquerable
AAT OAOPEAAA 1T &£ OEA (AAOAOGO i TTAOAEUGO I E
. A
The fortification system consists of the
following elements: T
4+ The Old Fort
from the mid 16th century
+ The New Fort ‘
from the mid 17th century AR :
4+ The Danube Bridgehead/Fort Csillag 4 .;;
from the beginning of the 19th century - " 1
4+ The Palatine Line (1839 1847) =
L4EARA GUE B8 | pyou
4+ Fort Monostor/ Sandkerg Fa g
O
4+ Fort Igmand (1871-1877) ‘ § csitae
-
The entire SOYOAIT T £ &I OOEAEAAOEI | o Ao +1 1T 00T 1

territory of Hungary and Slovakia, represents an important monument to historic
fortifications through its well-preserved structures. This fortification system was
the largest and the strongest bits type in the former Austro-Hungarian Empire,
built to accommodate an army of 200 000 soldiers.
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During the 2nd atelier the experts visited 2 forts of the system: Th€entral fortress .
ET +1T 1T U0UOTT 31 1TOAEEAQ AT A OEAy. &1 00 -1T11T O¢

The proposed World Heritage Site was once a unified ensemble of buildings, but
since 1918 it has been divided into two separate parts by the international border.
However, in geographical and historical terms, the permanent social and economic
relationships between the two parts, and the survival of the built elements has
preserved the unity of the ensemble. This illustrates and proves thdtontiers can

be largely irrelevant for cultural heritage , becausedhe history and achievements

of people generate a continuity of interaction between man and its built and
natural environment .

After WW I, the fortresses on both sides of the Danube experienced a similar fate.
The two main elementsz the Central Fortress (the Old and New Forts) in Slovakia,
and Fort Monostor in Hungary z were occupied by the Southern Division of the
Soviet Army, and transformed into the biggest secret ammunition depots on the
Eastern side of the Iron Curtain (19451991).

Nowdays the system of historic forts is situated in and aroun@ EA OOxET 6 Ol
+T 10O T h (OT CcCAoOuh AT A +1T1U001TTh 311 OAEEA |
Even taken individually the forts on both sides are genuine historic and cultural
treasures, representing the highest level of military architecture of theitime and

having survived unaltered since the beginning of the 20th century. These forts, and

their predecessors have been built and rebuilt over the centuries, but their current

forms show the most skilled building techniques and styles from the secondali of

the 19th century (1852-1890). Their survival has kept the talent of their buildersz
architects, engineers, officers, and masons, as well as other craftsmen and workers

and of their former occupantsz soldiers, refugees and deporteeg alive. Theg men
represented several nations and nationalities living in this region of Europe, and
therefore in its appearance, location and substance the fort represents a unique
cross-section of the continuous common history of Central Europe from Roman

times up to the Cold War.

The joint approach to preservation became possible after the both countries joined
the European Union. Due to this boundaries lost their function to separate people,
and new joint plans for conservation, development and tourism have madé
possible to imagine and create a common vision of future. However, the two parts of
the System of Fortifications belong to two sovereign countries, so the different,
administrative and financial backgrounds of the Management Plans will be
coordinated by an effective, jointly adopted Cooperation Mechanism, established
and implemented by the Permanent Joint Working Group for the World Heritage
Site.
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The Central Fortress (The OId Fort and the New Fort) and their current
situations

OEOEOAA OEA #Al OOAI
311 OAEEA8 4EAU xAOA |
COUAEAT R EAAA T &£ OB
$AGAT T PI ATO AO OEA - 4
and director of the nonprofit organization Pro §
Castello Comaromiensi, who aainted the § |
hosts with the brief history of the fort and
informed them about the present situation of
the fortress as well as future plans and goals.

On 25 January 2013members of ATFORT &4

4EA #A1 OOA1 &1 OO0OAO0O
and from the historical point of view the most
valuable part of the huge system of
i OOEZAEAAOQE+FIT | GBOT i+8 1)U
of two parts: the Old Fortress built in the 16th
century and in the 17th century it was
extended by the New Fortress, using the
knowledge of the most modern Italian and French fort mhitecture. The reason for
building the Central Fortress was the invasion of the Ottomans.
Due to the Napoleonic wars, the fortress was renovated at the beginning of the 19th
century and a huge building of army barracks was built in 8hape in 1810 and a
AT i 1T AT AAROOGS8 AOEI AET C ET puypus8 4EA Al 000/
history but it was never conquered. The inscription Nec Arte Nec Marte (neither by
force nor by trick) on the pedestal of the statue of the Stone Virgin, which can be
found onthe western bastion of the New Fortress, symbolizes the invincibility of the
fortress.
The fortification system is unique because:

C Its size: it was able to host 200000 soldiers. It was the strongest and

biggest fortification system in the AustreHungarian Monarchy
C The fortress was never conquered neither by the Ottomans in the 16th
century, nor during the revolutionary years of 184949.
C It represents several development phases in building bastictype
C

@ '
The Old Fort and the New Fort

fortresses

At present it has a crossborder character as it is located in two countries
(SK and HU), which worked out the proposal for the inscription of UNESCO
World Heritage List.

The fortress always served military purposes. It was used by the soldiers of the
Habsburg Monarchy, after WWI the Central Ftess was occupied by the
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Czechoslovak Army, between 1968 1991 by the Soviet Armyand between 19937

¢nmmo AU OEA 311 OAE ' 0ius ' £#0AO0 OEA xEOEA
purchased the fortress from the Ministry of Defence of Slovakia and oped it to the

public.

'O DPOAOGAT O OEA 41 x1 1T &£ +1i1U0OTTh AO 1T x1TAO
the protection, revitalization and presentation of the fortress. It will be a long
process, demanding large amounts of financial means and lots of sup

Current status

The OlId fort and the New fort nowdays under development. Because of its huge
parameters, the renovation works - as a basic conitions to be visitable in safe, and
also be accessible for every people hardly depends on the funds. Attlie visiting
time, there were some restoration works, but the forts are empty, can be visited
only with guided tours, hard to enter, there are a lot of dangerous places, some part
are rather bad condition.
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Fort Monostor and its current situation

In 2000 the Fort Monostor Military Culture Center NorProfit Company brought into
being by the organizations financed by statéocal budget assumed the maintenance
of the fortress. The Nomrprofit company attained a whole series of programs in time
passed byand its longterm plans allude to the gradual and complete rehabilitation
of the fortress. They plan that the Fortress of Monostopreserves itsunique 19th
century atmosphere, fits the requirements of the protection of historic buildings and
assures primainess of fostering the military traditions.

- To unify all the efforts and duties of involved
. partners for the conservation and presentation
of the forts, the Hungarian Government in its
Resolution No. 1070/1998 integrated all
responsible partners into ane organization set
up specifically for the management of the vast
military site , which was still used for military
functions until 1991.

Fort Monostor

The governing body of the 3 Hungarian fort of the Fortress system wassetup by a
Hungarian Governmental Resolutn, but it is not a public entity, it operates
according to the rules for business entities.

Fort Monostor Cultural Cente (FMCC)- as a public benefit company - was
founded on 31st December, 1999., by five public partner@ninistries, legislature,
City council).

After provisions of laws in 2008, the public benefit companybecame a norprofit
Ltd. The structures of owners of the companyn 2013:

* National State Holding Ltd.owns the 95% of the company.
+«+ #EOU Al Ol AEl T £ +11UOll jubpQ

The responsible minstry of culture and the defence are thesupporter and
supervis or/expertise partner of the FMCC.

The development of the Fort Monostor based on a 50 years longODULAR
REVITALISATION PROGRAMME(MRP).The motto of the MRP is:

nS%6%, / 0-%. 4054) ,):14) /.56
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The main goals of the MRP are:

+ CONSERVATIONConserve and restore the natural and built environment

+ DEVELOPMENZ re-development plans, activitiesz new functions in old
buildings

+ MONITORING SYSTEMstate of conservation, damages, risk analyses

+ GREENSPALEO A | O1 OEAZAAAOAA APDPOT AAE Ol
UT 1 An@ dhe neighbouing areas.

Dimensions/Layers of the MRP
MRP is a

+ TOURISM PROGRAMIE: serves the flow of visitors as a fast growing factor
in site management. Forts can bear large mbers of visitors without being
harmed by this tourism. Experience proves that the main attraction i and
always will be z the System of Fortifications itself.

+ CULTURAL PROGRAME: the main profile for the System of Fortifications is
OAOI OO0 A ranghg ffod Bopuladfastivals attracting 20:30,000 people
to small site-related theatre.

+ SOCIOECOMOMIC PROGRAME: The System of Fortifications has an
immense role in the development of the area. Estimatiorstudies show that
the Revitalization of the Sgtem of Fortifications will generate over 900 new
jobs and an indirect income estimated at 100.000 EUR/year. The Forts serve
AOG A AAOGA A O .'/10 O O001 AEAOGEI I [ =
O4 O0OAAEOQOET T Al (OOOAOOO6h A dOAfarhocahdctvolsi ALEA
and students, as well as space for the exhibition of local artists and traditional
craftsmen.

+ INTERNATIONAL RELATIONSPROGRAMME: The forts and the FMCC take
part in international organizations (ICOMOS, ACCRurope) and in several
international projects, mainly focusing on cultural management
(FORTIMEDIA, ASCEND, VIVILFORTE, ATFORT, FORTE CULTURA)

The goals of theutilisation, the management structure and the visions of future
were presented during the 2d Atelier.
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| The managing organization of Fort Monostor Non-profit Ltd.

Hungarian State Holding Municipality of Komarom
Company [95%g) [(5%a)

35 employee:

-15 tnmam.agemmtandassismnne
- 5 guide
-5 guard

- 10 person in the maintenance staff

10
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Theme 1: Governance models

Motto

Governance models are highly dependent of the administrative, social and economical
situation, should therefore be flexible and comprise all aspects concerning the
redeveloped sité.

$AZEET ET ¢ OEA OCI nhadthnA beBalise ofithe fotues dof the
workshops. There are many different definitions about this phenomena. We try to
choose the more complex ones, which consist a more theory all together.
@overnance is the act of governing. It relates to decisions that define eapeuos,
grant power, or verifyperformance It consists of efter a separate process or part of
decisionmaking or leadershipprocesses.

When discussing governanae particular organisations, the quality of governance
within the organisation is often compared to a standard gbod governanceln the
case of abusinessor of a non-profit organization, governance relates to consistent
management, cohesive policies, guidangepcesses and decisiemghts for a given
area of responsibility To distinguish the term governance from govermment
"governance" is whata "governing body" does. It might be a gewlitical entity
(nation-state), a corporate entity (business entity), sociepolitical entity (chiefdom,
tribe, family, etc.), or any number of different kinds of governing bodies, but
governance is the way rules are set and implemented.

O §o8ednance can be defined in broader terms. It refers to the "processes of
interactions and decisiormaking among the actors involved in a collective problem,
that lead to the creation, reinforcement or reproduction of social norms and

- A~ A s oA

At the Good Practices Erigeer Workshop in October, 2012. the experts of the
ATFCRT project made a decision about thbasic theories which we should analyse
during the relevant atelier related to the governance models themeThese are:
+ governance model on national, regional, local, site scale: conditions and
peculiarities
+ short, medium, long term planning of redevelopment: strict planning vs
adjustable starting points
+ different types of governance models: state owned, privately owned, mixed
ownership. (dis)advantages.
+ preservation of the site versus exploitation possibilities (ppp).

1 GEPWz Synthesis report

2 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Governance

3 Hufty, Marc, Investigating Policy Processes: The Governance Analytical Framework (GAF) (2011).
RESEARCH FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT: FOUNDATIONS, EXPERIENCES, AND PERSPECTIVES, py
403-424, U. Wiesmann, H. Hurni, ed., Geographica Bernensia, 2011. Available &RNs
http://ssrn.com/abstract=2019005

11
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The methodology of the analysing was the SWOT analysis, which is a welbwn,
general method, and could be easy for every participants.

At the beginning of the day, partners introduced their project(s) in a short
presentations about their practice, how hey governance their site, Paralell, we

i AAA 17 O6A0h OOU Oi EAAT OEAU OEA OiT AAil o8

Summary of the presentations/introduced examples

The presented sites/partners:

Governance model on a regional scale Karen Gysen Province of Antwerp

Governance model on nabnal/regional level |Peter Ros New Dutch Waterline/DLG
Marieke _

Vauban Network- Governance (model) Vauban Association
Steenbergen
Heikki The Governing Body o

SveaborgViapori-Suomenlinna CAEAAT I fSuomeniinna

The governance arrangements and issues

Kent and Medway Paul Cuming Kent County Council

Governance and the case of Forte Marghera | Marco Acri University of Nova Gorica

The governance model of the 3 fortresses ¢ _ . Fort Monostor Nonprofit
e e Erika Farkas

+1 1 UOI | Ltd.

The governance models of fortef Malta Malcolm Borg |Paola, Malta

Fort 4 Creative space and urban park Ann Thomas Town of Mortsel, Belgium

From Antwerp, Karen Gysen introduced the Forten Gadels/Fortifications of
Antwerp, and its governance as a regional governance model.

She talkedabout the positive and negative sides of this kind of governance. The
regional planning covers the whole forts around Antwerp, meanwhile, there are
more types of governing bodies, or raise.

It is important, that this level of governance; after a lot of consensusz they have a
Master plan for the Fortification belts with general vision, division in subareas,
obtaining of (local) support, involved stakeholders They can made a strategic plan
on a regional scale.

There are 3 different types of governancemodels: state owned, privately owned,
mixed ownership.

There are4 types of preservation of the site versus exploitation possibilities (nature
VS re-use).

12
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p=== Peter Ros from the New Dutch Waterline introduced a governance
I model on a national scale. The &v Dutch Waterline project (consist
appr. 1000 elements, 200 projects) is a part of a national and regional
| policy. The group of stakeholders are very compleXs departments, 5
provinces, 25 municipalities, 3 waterboards, (property)owners,
private parties, civil societies, inhabitants.
This kind of governance based othe cooperation (1 national Waterline committee
(5 provincial governors and 5 national ministers) 7 regional execution committees,
with many private parties (Public Private collaboration.), @d on the coordination
(1 project office).
Factors of the success of cooperation:

4+ More chance on finances on national level

+ Agreements on spatial policy (border problems)

4+ AgreementonsortsofrefOOAd OEA ODPAT AAEAET OOA6 DHOI

+ Influence on policymakingon (inter)national level

Marieke Steenbergen from the Network of Vaubard © | AET O O
made a presentation of a national level governance from France.
Introduced the Vauban Network, which based on also a cooperation

and an equality. All represented towms z related to the Vauban

. Fortifications World Heritage has one vote during the decision

| making, so it seems very democratic method. This governance model

x AOA AAEET AA O&OAT AE AAAT T AAT OOAOAA
She talked about the limits of the model, and also abbwhy it works.

(AEEEE , A Edvéming BoByf Suomenlinna

) The governance model of the World Heritage Site Suomenlinna
' fortress are one of the most interesting modeb/E OEA HOT EAAO
governance models. It is very complex as an organisatipand also
complex as a cooperation of stakeholders.
- 08 , AEAAT I REE OEI xAA OI i A AOPAAOC
AAEET AA AO A OOEOA 1 AOGAT 1 1TAAIT 6 AU
The most important messages by him: theA1 AO1 AOET 1 A 3011 ATIE
i1 (Al GhiignEid@try ET 0 j30TTATTEITA] O ET Al C

00601 1T O6AO T £# OEA O1 OOEOI ET AOOOOU EO pu |

—_—)

Paul Cuming, representative of Kent County Council introduced the
#EAOEAI $1T AEUAOASGO EEOOI Ouh EO«
area, the structure of the owners, etc. He focused to the
problems/challenges which related to the complicated ownership
(there is no one owner, parts of the area are owned by the For
Amherst Heritage Trust, The Army and the Medway Council).

This kind of governance has somadvantage and disadvantage.

13



<", / /
European Union AT A .;‘ZRT b
European ggional Development Fund R a y 7= \\lN TEHB BEQ |VC

+ Fort Amherst Heritage Trust (FAHT) is not a professional organisation so
have to match actions to their resources

+ can struggle to engage with professional management standards

+ difficult to produce an overall Masterplan for theChatham defences

+ where will the FAHT be in 20 years time?
He points outtwo important factors of governance: the operation of a (volunteer)
governing body in long term and the possibility/necessity of an overall Masterplan
in wider context of a property.
But this presentation was more, than a statement of an actual situation. Mr.Cuming
also remarked the possible support by the County Council to help the FAHT to be
successful.
His another example of a governance modeglexactly the missing of the governace
body in relation to the utilization of the Dover Western Heights. There is no overall
ATT1T0601T1T T &£ A AiiplAgh 117 OOAAOEIT ¢ cOl O6bh
also hassome positive and negative side.
By his point of view, this situation is notthe best for this property. They want to
develop improved ways of bringing together the relevant Western Heights
stakeholders in a meaningful and effective way, so that real action can take place
and a proper Conservation Management Plan developed by theirRe of Wales
Foundation.

University of Nova Gorica/ Marco Acri gave us some term or definition about the

Oci OAO1T AT AA6h &I ABOET C T £ EOO AEI AT OET 1 O
heritage and governance.

In From Indicators to Governance to thidainstream Colin Mercer (2003) describes

Ci OAOT AT AA AO O1 60 ETET O AT A O1 AGAT OAOI
of economic, human, social and cultural power relations in which we are all

That is, governance is neither the instittion of government nor the traditional
AEAET OT 1T U T &£ O30A0A AT A 0AIT PI Ah 'ili®AOT T A
AUl AT EA POT AAOO ET O 1 OET C OOOOOAOO0OAOHh A
(practices) and organizational traditions that the board of an organization [or

OT AEAOUY OOAO O1I AAAT I PI EOE OEA 1T OCAT EUEI
He made a very important context between the meaning of cultural heritage, and its
usefulness.

n! © pol AOGAO T &£ A | 01 OEOOAA T &£# AAOGET 1 Oh AC(
qualities which may or may not retain elements contributed by the action of
members of the concerned society. From this point of view, cultural heritage
benefits from being considered as an ecosystem whose development should be
sustainable and this sustaiability will depend on the care taken by a society of its

cultural heritage.

When integrated into a community or territory, cultural heritage becomes a lever

for promoting social cohesion, but it can also give rise to tension and conflicts (as in

the casel £ &I OOEZEAA OEOAOh AOA O1I OEAEO OI A

14
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The territorial dimension of cultural heritage then plays a crucial role as seen in the
production of cultural landscapes.

As in the case of any social workite, initiatives in support of cultural heritage
should be assessed, but the method of assessment should respect the diversity of
ADOI OO0OAT APPOAOOEI T h xEEAE CEOAO A ODPAAE/
He citated X. Greffe:

rCulture and cultural heritage cannot be cordgred merely dependent on public
authority (they are produced by public and private initiatives. Thus it would be more
interesting to consider Cultural Heritage neither collective nor private, but common
goodsod

Common goods are defined in economics as gi® declined by rivalry and non
excludability. Thus, they constitute one of the four main types of the most common
typology of goods based on the following criteria: whether the consumption of a
good by one person precludes its consumption by another persoffivalrousness)
and whether it is possible to exclude a person from the consumption of a good
(excludability) -the concept derives from environmental studies (HardinrOestrom)

4 EA i ATACAT AT O 1T&# ATTIT1 CiTAO AAPAT AO
regulat~|on‘ ‘ o ) i ) o o
+ AT1 1 AAOEOA CiITAO I AAA A PDOAI EA AAAE

responsibility,
+ common goods need a mix of privat@ublic decisions, which comes under

~ goyernqnce ] . . . . R . o o
6#i 1111 ¢iiAdGs OAEAOG EAOA O AillAAT OAC
collectve ige 00 1T £ OOA AU DPAT PI Ah ET AAAT OAAT A,
2004].

I £FOAO OEA OEAIT OAOGEAAI DI ETO 1T £ OEAxsh EA
management plan.
The identified fields of management that fort is:

+ conservation

+ knowledge dissemnation

+ public usability/use

+ valorization (cultural & economica) within the limits of the respect of the

vocation of the public good.

(A AAAI AOCAAd n4EA OAI T OEUAOGEITT 1T &£ OEA A
competence of the State and th&egior8 Ble showed a process of the decisien
making in relation with the utilization of that fort z phase by phase.
He concluded:
Forte Marghera is part of a bigger complex. It can be though a paradigm for future
actions, focal location of a wider management. Thae of forte marghera in respect to
the entrenched field of mestre. The type of managemet structure (association,
foundation, trust,) should be determinedaccording to the agreementof Veneto
Region and City of Venice

Fort Monostor Non -profit Ltd./Ko | U OT |

15
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AEA CT OAOT AT AA TTAAT T &£ &1 00 -111
were presented byErika Farkas .

-~ 3EA OAI EAA AAT 00 O tpdblichh onddd plivROEET C
- Al Il PATUGh ET OOT AOAAA OEA OOOOAOO
- activities in the forts (management, maintenance and event
organizing). She summarized the advantages and disadvantages of

this kind of governance model:

Advantages
+ efficient money making
+ non-bureaucratic z decision by the director
4+ quick reaction
4+ operation as a private company
+ aAOAT OACAOG 1T &# Ai1 06011 1T &# OEA OOAOA O
combined
4+ motivation in raising of own incomes
Disadvantages
+ dependence of public supports
+ personal responsbility
+ limited human resources develoment
4+ bureaucratic supervising processes in a quickly changing economical
(private) environment
4+ vulnerability of political changing

Dr. Malcolm Borg, representative of Heritage |
Enterprise from Malta introduced many kind of
governance models, because of the high number ¢
their practice in different kind of utilization of
fortresses in Malta.
It was also interesting, how he defined the
Oci OAOT AT AA68 (A AEOAOGAA
and the definition by OECD
He conclued:
&1 Ci OAOT ATAA 11 AAI AA @akidigaksican tdhéok ardiihe AO
process for decision making within the project. In addition, it describes the ground
rules for participation in the project and the processes for communicating and sharing
xEOEET OEA DPOI EAAO OAAI AT A AT ii OTEOUS8G
After that, he summarized the change of the governance model:
The most notable dynamics of change in this sense are as follows (Andersen 2001, p.
235)4

+ Geographical focus

4

ttp://www.academia.edu/1065037/Urban_governance_and_regeneration_policies_in_historic_city_centres M
adrid_and_Barcelona
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AEAO EO OEA ODPAAEAI EUAOEIT T uriEn @A AT A
where the problems are concentrated and where the challenges posed by
transformation are greatest.

+ Integral intervention
Based on recognition of the multidimensional nature of the problems of
underprivileged urban areas, and the consequent need to act on them &
holistic manner.

+ The adoption of a new organizational scheme of governance networks
Made up of different levels of government, public organizations, private
organizations and social and community groups.

Later he introduced different types of the governance modelsn Malta, focusing of
the present situation.
He describes

+ governing by midi consortiums (99 years lease agreemeng The Manoel

Island and Fort Tigne)

+ governing by various consortiums (99y lease agreement Fort St. Angelo,
Fort St. Michael and Docks)
governing by one consortium/company (65 y lease agreemerg Pinto stores
and Wharves)
Ci OAOTET ¢ AU . '/ 80 [THE RIBELODA PRO3IEET dY O
Fondazzjoni Wirt Artna, by andTHE Coastal by Din4Art Helwa)
Private enterprises(the Sliema fort and bdtery)
STATE + SCH + NG(he Corradino Lines by Paola Heritage Foundation)

-+ + +

At the end of the section, invited partner from Belgium, Fort
4 (Mortsel) were introduced by Ann Thomas.

The Fort 4 as a creative space and an urban park are unde
developmern by the municipality of Mortsel since 2000.

She introduced the %t and 2nd phases of the development, the
main aims of the reutilization of this fort, and their new
focuses from 2013: publieprivate partnership for
management. This fort is owned by the wmmicipality of
Mortsel, were renovated, restored by the municipality, and
now, there is a garting phase of private businesses and events within the fort

MORTSELS REDUIT

SUMMARY OF THE WORKSHOPZTHEME: GOVERNANCE MODELS

The introduced sites should facing similarchallenges, but many of them found
different answers to that. There is no one ideal model, the decision makers should
choose the best for their sites related to their enabling conditions, or possibilities.
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During the presentations, the introduced models wee classified into different
O4UDAOOGS8

The presented models were:
< governance model on national level
<+ governance model on regional level
<+ governance model on local level
= governance model on site level

There were some example, which belongs two or more moddhat case, we tried to
identify their main characters, and classifyinghem about that.

Workshop on governance models
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Governance model

Strength

Weakness

Opportunity

Threats

NATIONAL LEVE

Responsibility/Ownership

Easydecision making
Strong decision on
development

Decision process is simple

Private companies not eager
to invest in state owned forts

Lease contractg with
conditions

Policy can changing every
election

OA DI OOO0AI
long term planning

EO

too much number of resources

Protection of the site

Simple procedures
easy to be comprehensive

Too much laws,

Influence on changing
laws depends on the
state

Restoration philosophy
influenced by political colaur

Financing

Easy access (even for EU
funding) and decision
priorities

No private investments

Easy access and influence
future funding
programmes

No interest for culture
Changing EU funding
priorities

Quality management

Expertise on high level
Long term plans

No consideration for
management
incompatible instructions

Expertise can be rather
an advantage

Policy might change
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Governance model Strength Weakness Opportunity Threats

Responsibility/Ownership | Facilitation, Diversity of interests, win-win support, different ambitions, political
overall vision, vulnerable to change cooperation boundaries
different kind of governance goodwill by network lack of communication,
models Voluntary organisations | lack of responsibilities
could act intermediate the
local

Protection of the site Focus on key issues Lack of balance in Planning a management | Too much protection on one
provide examples management at regional level aspects (e.g.bats)

Can be selective

Financing EU regional funds can be Often lack of resources EU funds, Misuse of resources
share Europeas a region
Quality management Authority of knowledge lack of knowledge cultural diversity political decision makers over
Realistic ambitions lack of sharing informations capacity building rule
Frustration
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Governance model Srength Weakness Opportunity Threats
Responsibility/Ownership | Enabling local less aware of mtional Higher flexibility of Could be affected by wider
involvement/gender strategies sense policies
committee no networks Could become Damage future value

higher possibility of success
local cohesion enforcement
capacity to better describe of
the local importance of the site

much ? than before

accountable

Strong priorities wrong
allocations

Protection of the site

Better cultural constants
implementation of local
regulations
accountability

Less financial results
Not open for new ideas
(extremities)

More informative, more
creative
planning for listing

too creative

Financing

Local people are sure of the
funding of the money

Limited financial support from
national government

Higher opportunities for
alternative financing
Volunteers

Vulnerable to damages on
regional trends

Quality management

better communication
higher efficiency of ?

Loosing the national support
coherence of the authority

Flexibility in the
implementation of
management structures

conception on narrow view
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Governance model Strength Weakness Opportunity Threats
Responsibility/Ownership | Integrated ownership small local not enoudp One vision for Politics interferes with uses
Fast decisions networking development Fortification is a threat
Direct responsibility Not flexible More government Fragmented responsibility

municipality fails to finance

funding

100% military funding
Direct interest from the
army

Lease

Protection of the site

Strong protect

long term management plan
Listed with the buffer zone
World Heritage can be the
maximum level

Municipality controls the site

Severe fundig from
investment

More spread
investment/incomes
Label tourism (World
Heritage)

Urbanism

Peak threats

stress on infrastructure
Development (mild) threat
Industrialisation

Lack of holistic approach to
management the site

Financing

Local finance is available
fixed income guaranteed
Long term finance secured

very bureaucratic,
not flexible

not commercial,
fragmentation

protected areas are
guaranteed financing
military can guarantee
funding

The extension of areas may be
unmanageable
Fragmentation

Quality management

Less interference,
High quality conservation

small, local, not enough
networking

challenged to be an integrated
system

fixed roof of
professionals,
professional
competences

"1 80
sites

i AT ACE

Political change (negatively
effects)
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The basic for the right choose generally

+ ldentification of the site 7 holistic approach, know the most about the place
(intangible and tangible cultural heritage) past& present.

+ clear ownership, decisionmaking process

+ defined responsibility (organisational, personal)

4+ exact vision of future for the site

+ defined goals of the utilisaton

+ utilisation plan and costbenefits analysis/or feasibility studies (not just
economical point of view, but focusing on the sustainability)
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Theme 2: Accessibility and safety

z z s oA PAEN

available to as many people as possible. Accessibility can be viewed as the "ability to
access" and benefit from some system or entity. The concept often focuses on people
with disabilities or special needs (such as tGenvention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities) and their right of access, enabling the useaskistive technology

Accessibility is not to be confused witisability, which is the extent to which a product
(such as a device, service, or environment) can be used by specified users to achieve
specified goals with effectiveness, efficiency and satisfaction in a specified context of
use.

Accessibility is strongly related taniversal desigrwhen the approach involves "direct
access." This is about making things accessible to all people (whether they have a
disability or not). An alternative is to provide "indirect access" by havirgetentity
support the use of a persongssistive technologyo achieve access (for example,
computerscreen reader§ 8 6

O 3 A /&Ané state of being "safe" (frofirenchsauf), the condition of being protected
against physical, social, spiritual, financialpolitical, emotional, occupational,
psychological, educational or other types or consequences of failure,
damage.error, accidets, harmor any other event which could be considered ron
desirable. Safety can also be defined to be the control of recognized hazards to achieve
an acceptable level of risk. This can take #oem of being protected from the event or

from exposure to something that causes health or economical losses. It can include
pOol OAAGETT 1T &£ PAYDPIA 1T O T £ DIl OOAOOEI T 086

During the Good Practices Engineer Workshop (Oct. 2012) the experts decided, that
this two theme is closely connected each other, and should be discussed together on
the atelier. Related to this, they also pointed the focuses:
C accessibility
+ to the site
+ into the site
+ within the site
Viewpoints:
+ arriving to the site (transport, parking, guiding)
+ entering into the site (physical accessibility)
+ staying there (within the site- visitors management, infoe
communication accessibility)
+ accesibility for disabled people: what can, what should: EUand
national legislation
+ smart solutions

®http://en.wikipedia.org/wikiiBititgs
® http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Safety
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C safety:
4+ responsibility;
4+ solutions

Methodology of the groupwork were: brainstorming.

Summary of the presentations/introduced examples
Before the groupwork started, lots of the partners introduced their challenges in
relation to these themes.
The introduced sites/examples were:

Olivier van der

Fort Breendonk Wilt Province of Antwerp
Fort Blauwkapel Menno Smit New Dutch Waterline/DLG
Vauban forts 4ET 1 AO &Vauban Association
Suomenlinna Takkula Petteri The Governing Body o

Suomenlinna

The handver of the mainland Venetian forts

from the military to the civilian authorities: City of Venice/Marco Polg

Daniele Sferra

security and accessibility issues ani System
challenges"

. . TN Fort Monostor Nonprdfit
Multimodal accessibility - Fort Monostor ) OOO0UI P

Ltd.

The adaptive reuse of forts, visitor impact and
the cost of safety.

Accessibility of fort Mortsel Ann Thomas Town of Mortsel, Belgium

Malcolm Borg |Paola, Malta

Olivier van der Wilt represented the
Province of Antwerp introduced the Fort
Breendonk and its current status. :
In the early 1900s a fort Breendonk was
built on the site as part of a string of §
fortifications around Antwerp. The fort is §
attacked by German Forces in octobe
1914. This fort is a Holocaust memorial
place, national monumat since 1947.0n
august 19th 1947, was promulgated a Bil
passed by the Belgian Parliament, whic
allowed the creation of the Memorial
Public Institution Administration by oldprisoners (15) promoted by the King
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The two missionsof development this fort
+ Preserve the place with its buildings and its contents
+ Education (remind of what happened here)
2003: - New Bill : the Memorial under the Trusteeship of Belgian Defense
+ Complete renovation of the exhibition area, respecting the  historical site
and introducing new technologies
Nowdays the fort has nearly 100.000 visitors per year. To make this site accessible
for everybody, and safe, is a challange for the trustee.

Menno Smit, from the New Dutch Waterline showed us example of Fort
Blauwkapel.

Thomas Fii A &ré&n the Vauban Network introduced the planning phase of the
accessibility and safety of Citadell of Arras, World Heritage Site.

The citadelle in Arras is a military sites in the heart of the agglomeration. Because of
its location, access to thigitadelle is quite hard. There is only one entrance, there is
no public transport, the stone pavements are not the best for walking, made the
transport impossible by wheelchairs. He showed us plans about thpedestrian
access, former/actual uses and cirdations around the citadel.

Petteri Takkula from the Governing Body of Suomenlinna introduced the World
(AOEOACA &£ 0060 AAOOAI DOIT AT Ai 6 xEOE OEA
local inhabitants, etc.
+ Accessible only by ferry, caffree zone
+ Ferry-timetables follow seasonal visitor amounts
+ Terrain & fortifications dangerous for the visually impaired
+ Uneven cobblestone, gravel and sand paths difficult for visitors with impaired
mobility
+ Old buildingsA Toilets for the disabled have to be dded, lots of thresholds &
narrow spaces
+ All the residential buildings are three stories or less no legal obligation to
build lifts .
(A OET xAA OO0 AAOO DPOAAOEAA AAT OO OEA Al
planning improvements with the Disability Organisation Kynnys This example
represents the importance of the holistic approaches in the field of fortress utilization.
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Surveywere madeAU . EET A +EI PAI Rh AT AOAREQA
about the aalysis of structural
hindrances followel by development
suggestions The cooperative partners
agreed, that ahistorical site z like
Suomenlinna fortress - cannot be
changed to 100 % accessiblbut snall
changes can make a big differencéhe
Survey is consulted as the restauration
programme s implemented More than
50 % of the less intrusive and more
inexpensive suggestions in the Survey
have been implementedand te more
resource intensive suggestions are
largely  still  waiting for  the
implementation. (E.g.: he cobblestone
surface has beepartially replaced by a
more even flagstone surface to ease the
accessibility on a wheel chair.
What did they learn?

+ every point of the fortress cannot

be totally accessible
+ dEOAAEI EOU I OCAT EOAQEITO
expectations are realistical

+ co-operation is the key
Finally, wheelchair routemap were made, whiclshows the main attractions but also
hindrances on it, including uneven pavement and steep parts of the routeée World
Heritage Site.

Ou

Daniele Sferra, experts of the Marco Polo System g.e.i.e working &iger with the
local municipality of Venice on a reutilizationplans of the Forte Margheraand The
Entrenched Camp oMestre.

His presentation were about the Venetian forts and its transformation from a
military to a civil use, focusing of the accessibijtand security.

At the stage of acquisition and reuse of the forts of the ECBhould facing most
urgent problems to solve. First of all there were the interventions functional to the
containment of the vegetation and the pulling down of several masts thavere
incompatible with the features of the buildings and the incoming issue of the
security of fruition.

A

Therefore the access to these forts that were also the first to be reused, it was

possible to be accomplished only starting to track some internal st itineraries,
that would guarantee the access in security.
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