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One of many measures to prevent or at least mitigate damage to cultural heritage sites is to make a salvage plan
for items with heritage value. Several guides and manuals have been written for museums to help in the work of
ascribing values to their collections. A review of international work on emergency response planning, salvaging
of items and detailed information on preventive work shows that only two guidelines mention how to prioritise
heritage items when making a salvage plan. This article combines relevant guides and manuals with experiences
from projects undertaken in Norwegian churches. It presents a roadmap that can be used by non-professionals in

their work on salvage plans. The roadmap contains all steps from preparation and background work, to relevant
discussions and assessment of heritage items, in combination with the definition of salvage needs and of the
vulnerability of the valuated items. By including when and how to involve the needed experts, this article offers a
tool that fills a gap for the management and the owners of cultural historical buildings.

1. Introduction

Through several projects dealing with emergency response and
salvaging of valuable items in Norwegian churches, it has become
evident that it is difficult for the local managers and owners to draw up a
salvage plan. Many of them are uncertain of how to assess value and how
to prioritise. This paper discusses a number of value assessment methods
and a number of designs for salvage plans. On the basis of workshop
outcomes, the paper provides guidance for combining both ingredients
into a value-based prioritised salvage plan.

Existing guides and manuals have been written to provide advice in
this work of valuing and prioritising collections in cultural institutions
as part of museum management. This means that the implicit expertise
resource is taken for granted. Ferraro and Henderson [1] present an
evaluation of the manuals and emergency rescue plans used by cultural
institutions, but how to ascribe values and prioritise items in the
collection is not mentioned in their overview. Regarding the core fea-
tures of the evaluated emergency response manuals, six of them had an
evacuation plan, and only two had an evacuation priority [1]. There is a
twofold knowledge gap regarding this work: the decision tools for
valuing heritage items are not written for non-professionals in cultural
heritage field, and the existing manuals for valuation of heritage objects
and museum items are in many cases too thorough regarding the in need
of expert vision on the assessments. Therefore, it is argued that the
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existing guides and manuals needs modification, simplification and
added assessment issues in order to be a useful tool for non-professionals
when making salvage plans.

2. Research questions and methodology

There seem to be a lack of manuals to guide non-professionals
through the preparatory work of identifying and recording valuable
objects on their sites in order to make a well-thought-out salvage and
rescue plan. The research question is therefore as follows: How will a
non-heritage expert be able to make well-considered choices when
identifying the cultural significance of heritage objects and then use
such information for item prioritisation in a salvage plan?

This article aims to illustrate the importance of including a valuing
process when making a salvage plan, and second, to suggest a roadmap
that puts this into practice. To do so, the article provides a selection of
the existing literature on valuing heritage objects, which is largely
written for museum professionals. This is followed by an overview of the
manuals on making salvage plans for buildings and collections that
include heritage objects. The literature overview uncovers the knowl-
edge gaps and functions as a basis for the developed roadmap for valuing
and prioritising heritage objects. Four workshops in four counties in
Norway have been carried out in 2020, with the goal of starting to make
a salvage plan for the churches in their care. The discussions, obstacles
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and results from these multidisciplinary workshops form the foundation
for the developed roadmap. Two flowcharts have been designed to
illustrate the processes of value assessment and prioritising.

Heritage objects cover all interior, inventory, items and collections
that have cultural value and significance for the past, present and/or
future society or groups of societies. To be able to make a salvage plan
with a list of prioritised heritage objects, their inherent values need to be
defined. Heritage value refers to the set of characteristics of artefacts or
other objects. According to Mason and Avrami [2], we can speak of
heritage values as the qualities of artefacts, interiors or buildings.

A salvage plan is defined here as a part of an overall emergency
response plan where items for salvaging are described with key infor-
mation for the fire brigade to salvage them with minimal damage.
Salvaging, which is the object of this paper, is only one of several
possible response options. The salvage plan often consists of several
documents, such as an inventory sheet, grab sheets and first aid for the
salvaged items. I will not go into making the set-up for a salvage plan or
dealing with first aid. The article will instead provide building blocks for
the making of a salvage plan. Dealing with financial value assessment is
beyond the scope of this article, as irreplaceable values constitute the
key issue when making a salvage plan for heritage objects. The work is,
however, interconnected with insurance issues, so financial value will be
mentioned.

3. Literature review and knowledge gaps

The precise meaning of ‘value’ cannot be captured in just a few
words. Discussing the assessment of value in relation to cultural heri-
tage, involves reasoned, verifiable statements about its value [3]. For the
most part, heritage values are subjective, context-bound, changeable
and malleable. Opinions about characteristics are inseparable from
those ascribing and describing the values. However, heritage objects
also have objective qualities, such as age and history. Often, many kinds
of values are attached to one heritage object. The different kinds of
values are not necessarily exclusive; sometimes, they are even in conflict
[2]. Attributing value to buildings and objects is also the reason to
preserve cultural heritage. An object only has the value that is ascribed
to it; no one cares for or pays attention to something that is not deemed
valuable [4].

Nearly fifty years ago, in the Convention Concerning the Protection of
the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, UNESCO [5] declared the
importance of considering the significance and value of such heritage.
Shortly after, The Burra Charter was written in 1979, assessing cultural
significance of places (6). Even though museum collections need explicit
expertise in ethnology, art history, conservation and other typical
museum professions, not all museums have the needed resources. The
same is true for other types of cultural historical buildings, such as
churches, palaces, fortresses, mansions and old houses of cultural heri-
tage importance. Explicitly making a value tag and a priority list of
valuable heritage objects or within a heritage interior is always difficult
because each is, without a guidance through an arsenal of criteria,
unique by nature. A value system should be applied, and most of the
value systems created over the last 40 years are based on the system
developed by art historian Alois Riegl [7]. However, the current key
publications on value assessment is the research report, Assessing the
Values of Cultural Heritage [8], published by the Getty Conservation
Institute (GCI), which both is founded on the Burra charter.

3.1. Valuing heritage objects

Here I look at which value assessment methods exist and how it is
combined with salvage planning. Table 1 presents in a chronological
order the relevant literature for discussing the assessment of value for
heritage objects.

There are slight differences in valuing cultural heritage buildings and
objects or collections. Based on Riegl’s system [7], other systems have

Table 1
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Assessment tools and guides for valuing heritage objects.

Reference

Subject

Assessment
criteria

Comments

Riegl 1903 [7]

UNESCO Convention
1972 [5]

The Burra charter
1979/2013 [6]

Mason, Getty
Conservation
Institute 2002 [8]

Clavir 2002 [9]

Cultural heritage
agency 2014 [3]

Appelbaum 2007 [10]

Russel and
Winkworth 2009
[11]

de Beyer and Takke
2012 [12]

First system
for assessing
value of
heritage
monuments
Protection of
the world
cultural and
natural
heritage
Guidelines for
the
conservation
of places od
cultural
historical
significance
Assessing the
values of
cultural
heritage

Preserving
what is valued
in museum
collections

Assessing
museum
collections
Collection
valuation in
six steps
Book
concerning
Conservation
Treatment
Methodology

Significance, A
guide to
assessing the
significance of
collections

Guidelines on
ways of
dealing with
religious
objects,
assessment
guide

Age, historical,
commemorative,
use, newness

Historical, artistic,
scientific

Aesthetic, historic,
scientific, social
and spiritual
values

Lists different
systems and
problematize the
different
typologies and
intended meaning.
Problematizes the
change of values of
an object
depending on
who’s assessing it.
Writing about
“museum values”
as an opposite to
“First Nations
values”

Features
(ensemble,
provenance,
rarity), culture
historical, social
and societal, use
Artistic, aesthetic,
historical, use,
research,
educational, age,
newness,
sentimental,
monetary,
associative,
commemorative,
rarity values
Primary criteria:
Historic, artistic/
aesthetic,
scientific, research
potential, social/
spiritual
Comparative
criteria:
provenance,
rarity, condition,
interpretive
capacity

Current value
(significance to
community,
emotional or
religious value),
historical value
(church history,
general history, art
history) and
comparative
criteria (rarity,
condition,

Mentions the
need for having
different criteria
for non-
professionals

The need for
both museum
professionals
and including
non-
professionals in
the assessment
work

Listing a
comprehensive
value analysis at
a given timeline
in advance of a
conservation
treatment

Made for
prioritising the
museums’
resources, not
prioritise more
og less valuable
objects.
Comparative
criteria evaluate
the degree of
significance.

Guidance for
church
management.

(continued on next page)



N. Kjplsen Jernces

Table 1 (continued)

Reference Subject Assessment Comments
criteria
ensemble value,
presentation and
documentation
value)
The museum Disposal Lists things to Tool for assess
association in Great toolKkit, consider when value to
Britain 2014 [13] guidelines for select items for museums
museums disposal collections in
order to plan
disposals.
Stresses the need
for stakeholders
when assessing
items for
disposals
Haugalandsmuseene/ Assessments of ~ Historical,
Arts council museum artistic/aesthetic,
Norway 2016 [14] collections, knowledge/
guidance. scientific and
social/religious
values
Author 2018 [15] Involving Most used values Literature
stakeholders for assessing review in the use

in the value
assessment of

heritage objects
when reviewing

of different value
typology

religious literature; age,
objects historical,
aesthetic,

scientific, social
and spiritual
values

been developed, and many overviews present the types of relevant
values for single objects and collections with slight variations [3,10-12].
The existing guidelines tailored for collections are generally intended for
improving museum management. Overall, these are systems that need
the inclusion of the heritage or museum professions. The guidelines
stress the need to combine different kinds of expertise [3,9,12]. On one
hand, a heritage specialist views the object primarily from a historical or
art history perspective. On the other hand, churchgoers for example, are
influenced mainly by personal experience and by an object’s sacred
quality or its connection to local history. None of these perspectives is
inherently more or less important; they complement each other. The
guidelines from the Cultural Heritage Agency [3] in The Netherlands
introduce a shift in who assesses cultural heritage. Until now, the
valuation has been executed by professionals. However, a multidisci-
plinary team can help cultivate a more nuanced view of a collection [3].
None of the reviewed manuals are specifically designed for use when
working with a salvage plan. However, they all support decision making
and prioritisation in general, as needed in many cases for museum
collections.

In addition to the mentioned values, there is a financial value that
needs to be mentioned that becomes apparent when talking about risks,
and hence, the need for insurance of art. The financial value of an object
often reflects its significance, as spelled out in the Significance guide
[11]. However, financial value is not a significance assessment criterion
in the Significance guide. An item may be significant and worthy of in-
clusion in a public collection, but still be of limited financial value.
Similarly, many valuable items are of limited significance for public
collections, and hence not a good criterion to follow [11]. However, it is
an aspect to be aware of when valuing heritage objects in case of risk
scenarios and emergency response. A recent article on fine art insurance
policies and risk perceptions written by Pavia et al. [16], finds that art
owners and policymakers of fine art insurance in Malta rank the high
rank the highest risks as 1) damage and deterioration and 2) loss of art
(total damage, theft and misplacing). Damage and deterioration are
elaborated in the article focusing on fire and floods that damage and
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deteriorate art, illustrated by the flood of Florence in Italy in 1966 and
the Notre Dame fire in France in 2019 [16]. These examples highlight
the importance of mirroring the financial value and insurance policies to
risks and costs of restoration and conservation, as the conservation of art
due to the flood in Florence is in fact still ongoing.

Another aspect that is intertwined with both financial value, insur-
ance and the responsibility tied to the risk perceptions, is the issue of
loan of artefacts. It is not considered as a frequent issue when it comes to
cultural historical buildings such as churches, palaces, fortresses, man-
sions, and old houses of cultural heritage importance. But for smaller
museums this might be an issue that needs considerations. Due to the
responsibility of another owner’s artefact, items on loan might be
ranked higher than if it was within the institution’s ownership. Often
these issues are being described in the contract between the institutions
and will not be followed further in this paper.

To sum up the assessment of significance and salvage preparation,
none of the revised manuals and guidelines mentions assessing value as
an important factor when making a salvage plan. A theory here is that
manuals regarding valuation are not combined with themes concerning
emergency preparedness, or it is outside the scope. It seems that both are
understood as two separate issues, although some manuals regarding
emergency response include their preparatory work on valuing the ob-
jects for use in the priority list.

3.2. Relevant international guides on emergency response and salvage
planning

Here I look at how emergency response and salvage planning support
setting priorities, and which aspects they look at (Fig. 1). If they look at
value, how do they incorporate value assessment in setting priorities?

Through the years, many guides and manuals have been developed
on the topic of emergency response action regarding cultural heritage,
and the international guides are often interpreted and further developed
into more nationally focused and specialised manuals. There is no aim to
present all existing guides and manuals but to describe the existing level
of assessing value and prioritising heritage items. There is in fact so
much material on the general topic that information overload is claimed,
making it difficult to navigate [17]. Manuals tailored for
non-professionals are highlighted.

Historic England [18] provides an overall orientation on the content
of emergency response plans on its webpage, where making decisions
about prioritising objects in collections is mentioned in the preface. So
do several other heritage management entities and fire brigades in

Fig. 1. The fire brigade salvaging prioritised objects from Tromgy medieval
church in September 2019. Drill organised by Norwegian institute for Cultural
Heritage and the Norwegian Association for Church Employers. Photo: Author.
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different countries, such as the Oslo Fire Department, the Norwegian
Directorate for Cultural Heritage and the Swedish National Heritage
Board, to mention a few. They all reach out to the crowds by providing
general information on emergency response plans and salvage plans on
their updated websites, but they do not discuss in depth how to map
value and make a priority list of heritage items.

ICOM’s Committee on Museums Security [19] has written a hand-
book, including possible threats, with a checklist on how to prevent and
how to deal with an emergency. The Swedish National Heritage Board
has prepared the Handbook on Emergency Response and Salvage for Art
and Heritage Collections, Buildings and Sites where they mention the need
for a priority list for valuable objects [20].

In its guide for making a disaster management plan, UNESCO et al.
[21] write about the consequences in terms of ‘loss of value’. In one
property, some objects could be irreplaceable, whilst others could be less
crucial or more easily restored. Therefore, UNESCO et al. mean that the
factors for risk evaluation could be developed by devising a recovery
index for objects that can be restored. Thus, the level of risk can be
assessed by examining the consequences (social, economic or physical),
the probability and the loss of values [21]. The values that the inscrip-
tion to the world heritage site is based on, is the base of all plans and
actions. Therefore, the inclusive meaning of ‘value’ is not further
described in the guide. Pedersoli Jr et al. [22] have written A Guide to
Risk Management of Cultural Heritage, which is a joint publication by the
International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of
Cultural Property (ICCROM) and the Canadian Conservation Institute
(CCD). They present the ABC scales for risk analysis. However, the guide
does not mention the need for a salvage plan in case of a disaster.

Only a few manuals and guides go further than mentioning the need
for a value assessment or for a priority list before a disaster. Those
mentioning what kind of criteria should work as a basis for the needed
priority list are GCI's book “Building an Emergency Plan. A Guide for
Museums and other Cultural Institutions” [23], the CFPA-E Guideline for
Managing Fire Safety in Historical Buildings [22], The Institution of Fire
Engineers Special Interest Group for Heritage Buildings’ (IFESIG) guide
Fire Safety for Traditional Church Buildings of Small and Medium Size [23]
and Bin Ismail in an article for a symposium for ICOM [24]. Now, we will
take a closer look at the publications.

Gl lists various ways to assess an object’s importance to an insti-
tution, as follows: historical/cultural/religious value, economic value, a
certain object’s vulnerability to specific hazards (e.g., remove photo-
graphs, paper and textiles first in a flood), the institution’s mandate,
rarity or replacement possibilities (e.g., classify as ‘irreplaceable’,
‘replaceable at a high cost’ or ‘easily replaceable’), loan status, condition
of and/or damage to objects (e.g., rescue all objects that are not yet
damaged) [23].

The CFPA-E European Guideline is intended for owners, managers,
caretakers and others responsible for the safety of historical buildings
[24]. The guideline recommends a damage limitation plan, and when
developing such a plan, a system of categorisation should be established
to ensure that clear priorities exist for object removal. This should
identify items of international heritage value that are closely connected
with the building or its previous occupants (first priority) and items of
national value or those that are important for explaining the history of
the building or its occupants. This should also include items with a high
monetary value (second priority), items that would be difficult or
expensive to replace and contribute to the history of the building (third
priority), and the unclassified are the items that will be left in place.

Set up by the Institution of Fire Engineers in 2008, IFESIG consists of
fire and rescue services, English Heritage, Historic Scotland, National
Trust and insurance companies, amongst others. Its guide, Fire Safety for
Traditional Church Buildings [25], states that ideally, the priority objects
should be limited to three in each area of the building. If an emergency
threatens that part of the church and there is only a limited time for
retrieval, then the most important objects are saved first. If there is time,
the remaining objects can be salvaged. The guide does not include
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criteria for making the priority list, but it states that even this prioriti-
sation is difficult — it is impossible for firefighters to make such decisions
when the building is filled with smoke or water or both [25].

ICOM held an international symposium, Cultural Heritage Disaster
Preparedness and Response, in 2003. Again, from a museum’s perspective,
the suggestion is that priority lists should include irreplaceable objects,
with the focus on significance or cost, reproductions or original prop-
erties and objects on loan or at risk [26]. Here, the need for art experts or
heritage experts becomes apparent. Therefore, regarding the need for
general guidelines written for non-professionals, only two relevant
guidelines exist today — GCI's guidelines and the European Guidelines.

UNESCO et al. [21] note that the risk of a disaster is a product of a
hazard and vulnerability, thus posed by both external and internal
causes. Whereas a hazard is the external source of a disaster, vulnera-
bility is the inherent weakness of the heritage property. The external
cause is the disturbance or damage to a cultural heritage site caused by
fire, flooding, precipitation or other incidents. Even though UNESCO
et al. write about heritage sites and buildings, it is relevant to implement
its guidelines for heritage objects as well. The internal cause is the
fragility of the structure or the materials of heritage sites or objects and
their sensitivity to the environment. GCI also include the vulnerability
questions (23).

GCI’s reports are worth having a look regarding assessment of value
when developing a salvage plan, which is the focal point of this article.
The two aspects of GCI's work (valuing objects and creating a salvage
plan) is however parted in different reports where the report on value is
not customised for use by non-professionals. As an interdisciplinary
working group, IFESIG covers the needed arenas for valuing, prioritising
and salvaging heritage objects in its guide for small and medium
churches. Despite these written sources, in this article, it is argued that
there is a knowledge gap in the means for enabling the local manage-
ment to use guides for mapping value and prioritising its heritage
objects.

4. Roadmap for making a salvage plan

By combining the relevant guides for valuing and using the author’s
own experience from working with salvage plans for churches, this
article presents a roadmap tailored for non-professionals. The roadmap
will guide the project team through the most important factors to
consider when making a salvage plan (see Fig. 2). First, the overall work
is viewed as a whole project, and important factors are defined, from
starting the work to evaluating the drill for the salvage plan. The
roadmap will define the needed groundwork before the team starts the
project, which is shown in steps 1-2. In certain steps of valuing and
prioritising, the community-initiated work might need input from ex-
perts, and the way to do so is presented in steps 3-5. The last steps (6-8)
will guide the project team through processing and assessing the value
ranking and prioritising, the completion of the form and the need for a
drill. To delve in depth into the valuing process and what kind of in-
formation is needed in the salvage plan, two flowcharts are presented.
These flowcharts describe in detail steps 3-5 of the roadmap and should
thus be used together.

A salvage plan is a part of the emergency response plan. So, before
the roadmap for valuing and prioritising can start, one should undertake
a risk assessment. This might be undertaken by another group than the
group working with the valuing, but a general understanding of level of
hazards and risks is needed.

Step 1 is the preparation and the creation of the project team. It
should comprise a minimum of three persons who are directly involved
in the management of the historic building. If one does not feel
comfortable in making a value assessment for salvage planning, one can
involve professionals, either directly as a consultant or as a quality
assurance checker. Here, the relevant professions might be conservators,
art historians, heritage managers and firefighters with experience from
preventive work or fighting fires. If additional local stakeholders who
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1 Project team: Focus on
. owners/management communication
Preparatlon and professionals and clear roles
2 Formulate the motive.
Overview of hazards Draw out the
and current inventory
BaCkground preparedness situation

mitigation

discuss dismantling
and covering

3 Decide what
. Decide what to reference
Assessu’lg value, collect framework to use
information and which relevant
Value criteria
4 Placement/ Dialogue with
V 1 b . 1 . materials/ conservator and
ulnerability condition firefighter
5 Find best : :
s Dialogue with
Salvage/ possibilitites, conservator and

firefighter

6

Implement
salvage plan,

NN VNV

: Value-ranking,
PI'OSCSSlng the make priorities make zones if
assessment applicable
7 Forms and
Focus on placement, date for
1 communication next review and
Completion R
8_ Multiple agencies Evaluate drill
Drill >

Fig. 2. Roadmap for making a salvage plan.

know the building and its history are relevant, consider how to involve
them in the work. Clear definitions of roles and the group’s mandate are
important. The lines of communication should be stated specifically and
signal the need for anchoring it in the local fire department. Although
the salvage plan is the responsibility of the owner or the management,
the firefighters are its direct users. It is important to involve them, and a
good way to start can be to invite them on a visit and inform them about
the forthcoming work, or engage them in it.

Step 2 involves the background of the project. As a group, the team
should define its motive and reasons for undertaking this project. The
members need to define the hazards and obtain an overview of the
current preparedness situation. Here, it is relevant to discuss the needed
mitigation measures and other measures to help prevent a situation
where a salvage plan is needed. Different types of hazards and the
following emergency situations that might occur, triggers different types
of damages and hence, vulnerability and diverse need for response in a
situation. This is important to bear in mind when working on the next
steps. It is however, recommended that one make one overall salvage

plan for the interior and inventory, where different measures for
different hazards can be described, if relevant. The team should make an
overall list of the interior and the inventory if it does not exist yet, so
everyone involved will have an updated overview of the current
situation.

Step 3 entails assessing the value of the interior and the inventory.
The overall question is What do we want to salvage? It can be fruitful to
start assessing values by asking the question What are the most important
objects for us as a community? The team should start removing the objects
that clearly have no cultural significance, typically the easily replace-
able items. One example could be psalm books in the church. The
‘washed list’ should consist of items where the team believes that one or
several heritage values are attached, which is attributed either to the
materiality of the object or its meaning/stories. The relevant research for
collecting information about the objects can be undertaken by searching
books and the Internet, and talking to local members of the National
Trust, local historians and/or stakeholders. The team can contact a
heritage professional, such as an art historian, a conservator, or the local
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museum. The next step is to decide which reference work, guide or
roadmap to use that includes relevant criteria. Here, it is important to
note that many of the existing guides made for museum collections are
insufficient or focus on issues other than what is needed by non-
professionals in valuing the content of a historic building. When

The chosen object

International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction 59 (2021) 102266

explaining why certain objects are important to take care of and salvage
in case of an emergency, it is useful to use a common language, so others
understand you, and in addition making it easier to prioritise certain
objects. Different reference works on assessing values provides this
common language. Here, the relevant assessment values are part of the

TIP: Sources of relevant
information:

Find relevant info on

object; age, history, rarity

Heritage agency

Books

Internet searches

Voluntary groups on heritage sites

ete. or buildings
Stakeholders
‘ Experts
0
O d

i

l

Current values Historical values

Social Age
Symbolic (religious) Historical
Attraction

Art-historical

Comparative values
Rarity

Authenticity

Artistic

National or regional value?

Several types

of values?

Assess the
collected values

Very high/high

value/significance?

Higher priority

Prioritised list of

objetcs to be
salvaged

Middle or low
value/

significance?

Consider lower
priority

Fig. 3. Flowchart, mapping heritage values.
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presented roadmap for valuing (Fig. 3).

The methodology used in the flowchart is founded on the assessment
presented in Dutch assessment guide made for assessing religious objects
[12]. Slight adaptations are done to tailor it for non-professionals to use
for salvaging heritage objects in general. The three-parted values are
kept, current value, historical value and comparative values. The his-
torical values are seen as important information in this matter. Condi-
tion is kept out of the flowchart, as should not be a criterion for valuing
which objects should be prioritised. However, condition is a part of the
evaluation of salvage and emergency measures (Fig. 4) and will be
assessed in step 4 of the roadmap. The current value links up with the
current insight that the value attached to an object by a heritage com-
munity is of importance, in addition to the expert’s assessment [12].

The flowchart incorporates the notion that local heritage is not
necessarily less important than national heritage. Local history too helps
to shape a country; therefore, every value needs to be assessed within
the scope of national or regional value [12].

Step 4 involves an evaluation of vulnerability. The overall question is
What are you able to salvage? The item’s placement, materials and

Can the object
be salvaged
without
dismantling?

Can it be

Prioritised object
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condition all influence the possibility of damage and should accompany
the evaluation of priorities (step 6) when undertaking a salvage of ob-
jects. Use this step to get an overview of the situation. It might help to
visualize a certain emergency, and look at the possible routes for
salvage; are the doors wide enough? Are there any obstacles along the
way? It is helpful to seek the advice of a conservator and an experienced
firefighter. The placement of the item might be of severe limitations for
salvaging. The ability to remove and handle the item must be assessed
when making the salvage plan (Fig. 4). Hence, the wight and size place
an important part in the practicalities of a salvage. If for example, the
most valuable object is a chandelier unreachable from ground floor, it
becomes rather a security issue for the fire brigade rather than a
reachable object for salvage. The security issue relates both to the
amount of time that is needed to access it, and the danger if the chan-
delier falling because of a fire in the attic. The item’s condition could
indicate that the need of two people to salvage. The materials indicate a
certain buffer to a hazard. If the sculpture on the floor is made of granite,
it is not as vulnerable to flooding as if it was made of wood. Another
aspect to assess, is that objects in certain situations would face a

Possible limitations:
Consider materials,
placement, availability
and condition.

Can it be reached?
Can it be handled?

Is it fragile?

dismantled in
an emergency
situation?

Dismantling
described in
salvage plan

No

Is it placed in an
area with other
prioritised
objects?

Consider if the object or
parts can be covered with

Consider moving to a
zone with other
prioritised objects

fireproof cover
described. How to keep

fireproof cover
Movable Desciption of
the prioritised
zone
Not movable
Info on possible To be priortised

in an own zone

the fire away from the
object

Information in

salvage plan and
"grab sheets"

Fig. 4. Flowchart showing the process of finding out if a prioritised object is possible to salvage and planning emergency measures. The flowchart describes the
process of asking the right questions to draw up a salvage plan. It explains in depth step 4 and step 5 of the roadmap. When looking at vulnerability and the

possibilities for salvaging and mitigate damage, the flowchart can help navigate.
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destruction if not the right measures are taken. There are assets that may
not be mapped as most valuable item but may lose all their value if they
sustain even a small physical damage. These considerations should be
included in this step.

Step 5 is about salvaging, mitigating the damage to the prioritised
items and how to find the best possibilities. By looking at previous steps
on valuing objects and looking at the vulnerability and limitations of
salvage, one should start asking the question Can you salvage the objects
listed as valuable? The conditions, materials, dismantling, and placement
are factors to be considered. If it is not possible to salvage an item, are
there any mitigation steps to take? Can it be fully or partly dismantled?
Can it be covered with a fire-proof cover to protect it from smoke and
heat? As in step 4, it is helpful to have a dialogue with a conservator,
especially regarding the dismantling, and an experienced firefighter to
find the best feasible solutions.

In step 6, the fundamental assessment is undertaken, and the pro-
cessing of the information can start. The team should rank and prioritise
the items that have been categorised as valuable. The prioritisation work
demands weighing the different values to find the most significant items.
One can often tick of more than one type of value when assessing her-
itage objects, and the overall assessment with description of different
values needs a holistic assessment to be able to prioritise the objects. It is
more important to get the most significant heritage objects on the list,
rather than using time and discussion on which priority it should have.
Roughly, they should be tagged as “most important” and “important”.
When it comes to emergency situations and possible solutions, there
might be situations where only one parts of the building is possible to
reach. The fire brigade will then need to freestyle from the priority
numbers. In these cases, it could be useful to plot in priority zones. The
use of the salvage plan would always depend on the current extreme
situation, and the prioritised objects might be unreachable. Creation of
zones is more a practical guide for the fire brigade to know which zone
to prioritise if parts of the building is not reachable.

Step 7 involves completion of the salvage plan for prioritised heri-
tage objects. The process should again focus on communication, espe-
cially with the local fire department, as well as with other heritage
experts that have experience with making such plans. Perhaps the local
museum or library has done something similar and can review the most
important issues. The plan should include a date for the next review and
update, in case of outdated phone numbers of the management or ob-
jects being moved around. In the dialogue with the fire department, the
firefighters should have a choice on how to use the plan, if they want it
on paper in their archive systems and in the fire trucks or in digital form
at the regional emergency call centre — or both. The salvage plan should
also be available in the historic building but unavailable to strangers.

Lastly, step 8 involves a drill where multiple agencies are invited.
Here, it can be fruitful to involve neighbours, stakeholders and others
that might be useful resources in case of an emergency. The aim of the
drill can be to test the prioritised list and make sure that it is clear and
easy to understand, holds the needed information, and that the fire
brigade and management makes acquaintance with the document. It is
time consuming to implement a drill, so this can effectively be made as a
desk exercise inside the heritage building.

5. Discussion

When an object or a collection is being assessed in terms of its
inherent values, the specific goal in mind is to know which objects
represent the highest value for the site [27]. This might differ within
each building, which is challenging for a non-heritage professional to
know. If an object is of importance to the local community, this is
essential to know, but it is also vital to learn if the object is rare or
especially valuable in the national context — which is also difficult for a
non-professional to know. It pinpoints the need for certain cooperation
with heritage professionals. This is also evident in the statement of
UNESCO et al. [21] and GCI [23] that the heritage object’s condition is
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an important factor when considering risks. The object’s condition is
crucial when determining which objects can be salvaged and what
mitigation measures can be undertaken. Nonetheless, there might be
difficulties in finding heritage professionals who are able to help,
especially if the institution cannot afford to hire external consultants.
Some institutions might obtain support and help from a local museum or
archives, but this is unfeasible for many managers of historic buildings.

In theory, an object can be assessed by a single person, but as stated
here, it is recommended that a working group be given the mandate to
undertake the preliminary work on the salvage plan. This is intended to
consider different views on valuing, coloured by different professions
and positions within the institution, which de Beyer and Takke [12]
state as important. It will always be a subjective way of working when
identifying an object’s meaning, significance, and value, and as Mason
and Avrami states [2], the values are also context-bound, changeable
and malleable. It is a complex question that necessitates discussions
along the way.

In many cases, most of the community-based working groups have an
intuition about which objects or details in the interior are the most
significant and irreplaceable, but while working their way through the
different value tags, multiple dilemmas can occur. How can a
community-based working group claim that the cupboard from 1850 is
more valuable than the ceramics from 1900? Many of the values can be
experienced as more abstract and therefore be intangible and distanced
from the person carrying out this work. The presented roadmap should
be followed by specific questions about each type of value and then by
examples. In this way, the work becomes more tangible and to the point.
Scores might be assigned to the questions and answers that can suggest
and guide the group towards a priority in the list of valuable objects.
However, this needs to be easily assessed so that the community-based
working group will find it manageable, interesting, and possible to
implement.

The local management owns the salvage plans, and they are made for
emergency response teams that should not take these decisions in an
emergency. In the Dutch guide, every value is parted in national and
regional level [12]. This is implemented as a check-point in the flow-
chart enabling the working group to assess it. It helps them define the
scope; is an object rare in the region of rare in national terms? In many
cases, the national values include regional value, but not always the
other way around. However, these are entangled. In terms of a national
value, it will often score high on priority, but regional values will also in
some situations be ranked to the highest priority. This can sometimes
mirror the objective values, such as history and age (being national and
regional) and the subjective values (often regional). But again, the
roadmap will hopefully function as a guide, not a recipe, and open for a
holistic approach.

IFESIG [23] mentions the limit of three objects in one zone; other-
wise, there is no clear advice on the quantity of items in the priority list.
There are church offices in Norway that initiate this priority work by
limiting it to five objects in each church, enabling them to start priori-
tising and making a salvage plan for all the churches in their diocese.
However, this is regarded as a starting point for the emergency response
plan. Indeed, a balance is needed between being able to salvage as many
objects as the situation allows and not making a too comprehensive and
detailed salvage plan. This balance is important to bear in mind and can
be discussed with the local fire department to make a clear and tidy plan.

In enabling non-professionals to valuate objects within their build-
ing, it is a perceived need that the flowchart of valuing heritage objects
(Fig. 3) is aided by a more detailed form with questions and typical
examples. The flowchart shows the needed steps. However, a form with
questions and examples of weighing between different values will make
the working group reflect on the different types of values. The values can
then be given a score, which will make it possible to rank the different
values to help prioritise the objects of search.

Overall, the mission of making a roadmap with in-depth details
about valuing heritage objects and implementing the roadmap in a
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salvage plan is to enable non-professionals to get started and have some
structure and overview of the needed work to be done. It can be argued
that the list of the most significant objects itself is more crucial than their
internal ranking. In the worst case, the top three objects might be un-
available for the fire brigade to salvage due to the unknown emergency.
For this reason, it can be stated that despite the possible ‘wrong’ ranking
of heritage objects from a professional viewpoint, this is a chance that a
project team can afford to take in order to have an updated, well-funded
salvage plan.

6. Conclusions

Relevant manuals and guidelines have been searched, and in general,
two emergency response plan guidelines explicitly include values as
relevant for prioritising when working on a salvage plan: Building an
Emergency Plan published by Getty Conservation Institute [23] and the
CFPA-E Guideline on Managing Fire Safety in Historical Buildings [24].
These differ in scope and contribute to the field of emergency planning,
but they both lack reviews of an object’s vulnerability and placement.
When developing the roadmap for valuing and prioritising that is
intended for use by the management of cultural heritage buildings, the
existing relevant guidelines are combined with the experiences from
workshops and salvage exercises in Norwegian churches. The roadmap
presented in this paper is tailored for non-professionals in cultural her-
itage studies and stresses the extra effect on multidisciplinary collabo-
ration. When ascribing values to items and their vulnerability in case of
a salvage, there is an explicit need for a working group. There are
possible obstacles and dilemmas occurring when non-professionals un-
dertake this type of prioritising work, which the article pinpoints. This
becomes particularly visible when internally ranking different signifi-
cant objects. The practicalities that need to be assessed in this type of
prepatory work, governs the needed holistic approach. Compared to the
many guides and manuals for museum professionals on assessing values,
this is in its nature multidisciplinary and should be based on collecting
different views and challenges. It involves a type of evaluation which is
to a larger degree steered by heart and feelings, compared to when
museum staff assess significance of their collection. One should there-
fore highlight the need for knowledge before assessing value and use
heart and mind when prioritising (as an objective and subjective
assessment). On the other hand, making a salvage plan where there are
ambiguities in prioritising, is better than not having a salvage plan at all,
especially when considering all uncertainties tied to the nature of an
emergency. Future work to aid this, should be examples of objects and
ranking, which could help in understanding the different values. By
presenting the roadmap for assessing value and prioritising heritage
objects, the goal is to provide for the management of cultural heritage
buildings at a local level, a decision-making tool, so they can start
working on emergency response plans and salvaging heritage objects
with the necessary awareness and confidence.
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