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1. Summary

The objective is to saygreserve and restore to use and relevance a number of small wooden village
churches in the rural regions of southern Transylvania and northern Oltenia.

Thesechurches mostly built in the T8&enturyare representative of the local culture, being crafted in
local timber and often having polychrome decorations both inside and outside. In time they tended to b
replaced by larger stone built churches and espgciabler the communist regime were neglected and
fell into disrepair. The harsh climate and ruralpdgulation has added to these woes.

Recently there has been a renewed interest in these unique churches from a heritage viewpoint promot
by NGOs, pringdally Pro Patrimonio Foundation, wittome support from the Romanian Orthodox
Church, the owners of the buildingBhe churchesare architecturally interestingould attract tourist

and ould contribute to stabilising the rural populatigoroviding tralitional employment as well as
enhancing the pride in thecal culture.Thus there is a clear need and justification for action.

The stock of churcheglentified for attention (74 in number)is large. Constraints on capacity to
implement and funding na@ that phasing is essentid framework for action has been proposed to
encourage a rational selection process based on justification in terms of upggeoyial useheritage
valueand tourism interest. Thigrocesswill need refining as more informian becomes availabkendis
proposed as a tool to guide priorities.

A programme in three phases is proposéth emphasis on Phase 1, others being more conjectural.
1T Phase 1,actionephasee da si i t coul d pr oceedmduwenh, C
activitiestocompletéd pr i or i t yndto prépare stldsexent phases.
Estimated costis80 00 0 .
1 Phase 2the completion of th@mediun® priority schemesEstimated cos$200 0 0 0
1 Phase 3the completion of other potentially viatdehemesCost aboutl 0000 0 0 U .
Several issues need to be addressed to assistesil outcome
1 The proposals of selexd churches irphases as ithe report are based on the best information
obtainedafter a short mission and will need to be confirmed bgioreeeding
1 There is a need to review and strengthen the manner in which projects are implemented.
At present much relies on Pro Patrimanigery laudablegood services, on ad hocand part voluntary
basis,and thisis not sustainable for a programmoé the scale envisaged. It seenssirablethat the
¢ h ur owners(®omanian Orthodo&hurch) shouldtake a more activeole. Also that the various
Government Ministries with potential interest (e.g. Ministry of Culture, Ministry of Tourism, Ministry of
Agriculture, Rural Development) should be more involved. The optimum manner in which this is done
and who takes responsibilitfor what needs to be discussed and agreed between the parties.
Representatives from each stakeholder should be identifiedordinate effortend it is recommended
that a steering committee be set up to guide progress.
1 Financingwith grants is essential for this kind of project.
Several possibilities need to be explored, the main one beimgtheEU Structural & Investmentuinds
such as ERB and EAFRD Special conditions and regulations have to be compliedfanthsuccessful
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applcatiory for examplean emphasis on the projebeing integratednto the regional context andlso
being justifiedin terms of enhanced employment and other economic benefits. Support from the
appropriate Government authorities is essetdiprepare and advaneayapplication.

The programme iselatively modestapproximatetotal cost for the three phas2$ M U with thefirst
priority phaseabout680 000 U) and could give a considerable impact in terms of preserving a unique
cultural and religious heritage in these rural areas. It would also provide jobs in traditional skills and
enhance the tourism intere$husit is worthy of supporeand actioron many frontss required soonas

delay will only aggravate the situation.

2. Purpose,location

The objective is to save fromlecay and possibldestruction andhen topreserve numerouancient
wooden churchewith the longer terngoal of restoing them to relevance and use.

The churchesare located in small villages in south@fransylvaniaand northern Oltenjanainly in the
counties of Hunedoara, Sibiu, Valcea and Gorj.

3. Context

The area is rural with gentle hills and woodlands against a backdrop of more significant mowh&ins.
principal activitieshave been based on small sadeicultue with a need foself-sufficiency The area is
relatively remote andnsall villages and hamlethave developed with their own social and cultural
character.

In the pasthe Eastern Orthodox form of Christianityas thepredominat religion and had a profound
impact on the cultural and social litd the country In Oltenia and Transylvania every village had a
church and many small churches were bindtn the 18' century onwards reflecting this local culture.
The churches wereften associated with the village cemetemjhe buildingswere constructed of wood
similar in form to the houses arsgveral wergaintedboth inside and outsidelhe decorations were in
polychrome and depicted religious scenes and edtsvere either painted with pigment on the wood
or on lime plasteal fresco These sites are the southernmost area in Europe with wooden churches.

In time in some villageswhere demand was stronger, new more substantial stone churetesisuilt

and these patrtially eclipsed the wooden cemetery chuvechiel were seen to be inadequate in capacity
and facilities.From the mid 20 century undethe @mmunis regime the churches were neglected and
fell into serious disrepaalthough religiais activitydid continue in a subdued form

The harsh weather with heavy rainfall and cold winters has contributed to the decay of the buildings an
their decorations. Over time the rural villages have becompopelated with the young seeking
opportunities elsewhere, which is a general tendency in the modern world. The interest in working witl
timber buildings and the associated expertise required has virtually disappeared with the main emphas
now on more permanent stone, brick and concreitdibgs.
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In more recent times, a renewed interest in these unique churches has developed from social and cultu
activistswith a notable input from the NGO, Pro PatrimoRmundationlts actions have been to monitor

and record the state of the chursh® carry out emergency measures such as roof protection and then to
develop awareness to encourage more substantial repairs to bring the churches into use. This growi
awareness of the value and significance of the churches was recently confirmedits was selected

for the World Monument Watch 20,14 major accolade

This unusual heritagehich isa key part of the fabric of rural society in the region will disappear unless
something is donergentlyto preserve and restore these buildiagd this is the objective ofélproject

4. Description

65 churcheswere initially identified for attentionand later, following the appraisal mission and
discussionsmorewere addedby thechurch authoritiesmaking a total list of 74 churches.

Many churches are in very poor conditisnth the main problems beingssociated withhe roofs the
structue and/or foundatiosrandthe fragiledecorationsWaterand dampnesare a constant source of
problems. Some churches have totally collapsed. Sevleuathes particularly ttose recently added to
the list,have littlereliabledata

The churchesave beemroadlyclassifiedby their physical condition as follows:

Roof condition: In need of repair 37 (14 urgently) 50% (19%)
No action required 35 46%
Condition tnknown 2

Structure/foundations In need of repair 50 (17 urgently) 66% (23%)
No action required 21 28%
Condition tnknown 3

Roof &structure combined: Urgent repairs required 8

Decorations: In need of repair 22 30%

Churches totally collapsed: 3 4%

From this broad classification it can be concluded that adfi#trequire actiojoften on the roof and the
decorationsandsome50% need no urgent action or are already being taken cafs tiie data isften
unreliable about20% still needsome independemtvaluation.Some schemesn the list(10 in all) seem
alreadyto be in hand with funding so these have not been téiemard irto the programmeThis
conclusionmay need to be adjustéter as more details become available
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As the programme has been under way for a few years one can conclude that the most urgent ar
worthwhile schemes are in hand and that probaldgethot yet evaluated are of less interéiss worth

noting that the schemes in hand arainly churches in use aray implicationwith strong local suppaort

which isa key driver for actioms much work is done by volunteers

A programme of worksf this scaleneeds to be phased for practical and financial reaemmhs priority
rating has been developed as a first scregmiagessvhich will need refining

The following criteriawereconsidered in thisatingprocess.

The potentialquality of the church in terms of architectumaddecoration(heritage interest).
Theimportance to the village community, particularly whether it is used (or would be used) as a
church or as another community building (e.g. museum).

Thepopulationof the village

The potential tourism interest atite possibility of being included in a circuit.

The local supportrad enthusiasno help reconstruct andaintainthe church.

The perceived urgency to act to avoid further damage or decay.

Any seriousobstacleo re-construction, bé& technical or administrative.

E

= =4 =4 -8 -4

Criteria which can be rated have been included in the overall analysis given in aghendix
On this analysi# is proposed tatructurethe programme as followsvith emphasis on Phase 1

Firstihacti ono phase

Firstcomponent

Compete eight fpriorityd schemes(Boz, Tarn&ita, Valari, Cazénesti, UrsiSirineasa,Polovragi,

Ponoarelg Someof these have alreadychieved approval statuand theothers will need to proceed to

the approval dossiastagebefore significantvork starts.

Secondcomponent

Advancesome 16 selected schemes (terrireddium priorityd) by stages té\pproval dossier stage

It is suggestedhatan interim feasibility stage may be appropriate in some cases pdontmitment to

the approval dossier staghus phasing and refining the activity

Third component

Evaluate some @.schemeswvhich currently have sparse or unreliable datagsess their suitability to

advance to the next stage thwepamg a pipeline of future projects.

Supportcomponent

9 Carry outsome appropriateechnical researclsomeskills training group actions tdearn frompast
experience andlso for thgoromotion of tourist circuitsTo be defined in more detail.

1 Draw up maitenance guidelinesor wooden churcheso help the owness reduce the risk of
deterioratiorby the earlyidentification ofpotentialproblems

1 Provide some funds for emergency repairs to churches to avoid serious conditions developing.
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Second phase:
Completethe worksfot he 16 fime di u mafierraiewand refinbng of thenlist me s

Third phase:
Complete those remaining schenfgsy 20) which merit attention.

A detailed list ofall the schemesonsideredand the associated datagiven in Appendix2, and the
schemes currelytselected foaction are given in Appendix 3.

5. Technical aspects

The churches are relatively smatid simplestructuresnade of timber andhostdat back to the &" or
19" century the earliesbeingfrom 1556. Somdimesthe church has been rebuiihaybe several times
but in the same fornon the same sitélhe buildings are fairly robust usually with a major cross wall
bracing the structurelhe main problems are due to neglect over many yearsharwarsh climateln
some casesnappropriate repairs have taken plaadiich have not properly considered the special
requirements of timber constructi¢gg. use of cement rather than lime for plaster)

In many caseshe timber frame structure hastelgorated and sometimevencollapsed. This may be

due to foundation problemisut more oftendue to timber strength reduction following rottingften

linked to water ingress. The key protective element is the roof which comprises planks supported b
beans and protected on the outside by wooden shingles. The wooden walls both inside andtloeitside
ceiling vault and the iconostasige often painted.

The main thrust of this project is the preservation of the chassbts anthitially concentrates on the
roof integrity and the state of thadften fragile decorations. Howevemg assessment to repair or re
construct will need to evaluate the current condition of all the structural elemelniding foundations

and whether these netalbe replaedor reinforced

The principalstructuralbuilding materialused washard timberusually local oak. Thewvailability of

good quality oak imow a problem and is expensiva.the example of W, the oak woodo the required
dimensions had to be obtained from northern Romania by felling six matureQtbes.optionsmight

need to be explored in the future when more timber material will be requihedtraditional way of
working the logs into usable beams and plaiokit into the renovated structuiespecialisedvork and

becoming rare and difficulto procure In the light of this it may beadvisable generallyo consider
adopting different andmore modern methods of construction

Thewoodenshingles require specisgkills, which arealsobecoming rare, both in cutting to shape and in
erecting. It is desirable to aim at a long useful life of the roofs which can vary between abo@®030 to
years.For longevity t is preferable to use shingles cut by splitting alongytiaéen by handrather than the
cheaper machine cut produ€ppper or galvanised nails are preferable to stag$ despite being more
expensiveMore dforts areadvisableto optimise the construction processesorder tobalance quality
and longevity gairstcost, taking into account the skills available.
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The restorati on of isdelicaewdrkwhithdeguregmnsuoh skillaedpatiantel. Tha
extent of restoration beyond purely preservation may be contentitest paintings depict religious
scenes andn particular facesand thesemay need to be embellished somewhat to provide greater
meaning to the congregation. A case by cagproach should be adopted so tthed heritageis not
destroyed but that theeligious concerns are respected. Icons, often of high quality, provide a special
exampleof thisand decisions on where tlisplaythese should also be addressed on a case by case basis
between the interested partiegh a preferencéor the icongo remainin loco.

6. Implementation

The key partiesin project implementation aréhe owner of the site/building, the promoter if different
from the owner, the project manager, technical $tafflesign & supervisigncontractorsthe regulatory
andauthorisingauthoritiesand importantlythose providing théunds

The churcheé ownershipgenerallyresides in thd&Romanian Orthodox l&irch often at the local parish
level, andwith perhapssome lancowned bythe local commune Legalproblens have apparentlyarisen

in some caseaslittle formal documentation exists to prowsvnershipand thismay presentan obstacle

to progressThese legal doubts need to be identified and resolvéde Or t hodox Ch sr ¢ h
come at the local level from some enthusiastic village prasstisstronger central support and interest
from the church authoritiesould bebeneficial

The promoter of tle current initiativeis unusually not the owner buRro PatrimonioFoundation an
establishedNGO interested in and closely involved witRomaniancultural heritage.It has worked
togetherwith other similar organisations aihés created the current propoabughits enthusiasm and
professionalism It has succeeded in advancing restoration work on some churches by mobilising
volunteerdocally andfrom concerned professional organisatiamslhasmanaged to obtaifunds from
different bodiesAll this has been doran a caséy-casebasisandin anad hocmanner.

The governmental andegulatory bodiesassociated with the project aneho provide approvals and
potentialfunding are the Ministry of Cultur&hich isactive in promoting heritage and religious projects,
the Ministry of Tourismwith a moreadvisory role, the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural development,
and local authorities, for plannirgpprovals While showing some intereshepr oj ect dasenath ur
seen as a high priority by government.

While the project could continue onetburrentad hocbasis, it would be laborious and inefficient and
depend much on the goodwill tife Pro Patrimonid-oundatiorand thevolunteers anadthers.

For theproposedactions and phasés succeed at the larger scale envisagkdnges are necesgan the
manner that the project is managed both at the strategic and practical level.

1 A more engaged commitment by the Orthodox Church with perhaps the creation of a specia
Project Implementation Unit across the four dioceses with the objective of coordination and
managing the programmenainly on a strategic levelf this is not feasiblehen designating a
responsible coordinator in each diocesea steering committeeould beanessentiabtart
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1 The manner in which thactual schemes apgojectand contractnanaged needs to be addressed.
This could continue as now undée Pro Patrimoio Foundatioror by the Ministry of Culture or
others(or a mixture)out effectivearrangements need to be formalised

1 Working together between the variopartiesi nvol ved i n the programn
this relates not only to the physical pleis of construction but also to integration into the wider
context (rural development, tourism, social, cultural concerns).

Project managers, technical staff and contractors all need to be appointed and someskoulgtie
givento ensuringheir continuity of effort and expertis&he ole of Pro Patrimonio needs to be clarified
and put on a more regular basis to engsnmore reliable funding for example.

In the example of W, one of the more successful scheraed still under way the localpriest and
mayor were very supportive. Pro Patrimonio seems to have taken ovefetloé promoter and project
manager, by arranging the feasibility and approval studies and later administering the contracts. Thes
contractdhave been small packagegh a large contribution fromolunteers.

Another earlierexampleis thatof Tisawhere a different approach wasused Thi s chur cho:

was brought into the | BRD pr oj e-thdughfiaRdtime pnojecawas c u
closedin 2005. The Ministry of Culture was responsible for the project with an internal Project
Implementation Unibeing speciallcreatedl n t he | BRD&6s compl etthedhi s & p

churché has been compl et ed sipne ce xbbra psiticad réeynarks averéh i o
madein the IBRD reportabout the general project implementatiprocessesand other weaknesses
which need taberectifiedif these havaot alreadybeendone

As noted above (8 5. Technical aspects) therestsaage of skilled workem able to workwith timber.

It is importantas an adjunct to the projettt develop these skills not only to allow the project to be
undertaken in physical terms but also to encourage the traditional culture with all the hesigfiesof
employment and skills developmehts would haven thisdepressedural area.

Taking an optimistic view the projeassuming available financsuld be undertaken as follows:

Phase 1: Start of reviews to confirrthe programme January 2015.
Component 1 Startearly- mid 2015 Completion end 2018.
Component 2 Start mid 2015 Completion end 2017.
Component 3 Start early 2015 Completion end 2015.
Phase 2 Possiblestart mid 2016 Completion end 2019.
Phase 3 Possiblestart mid 2017 Completion end 2020.
In summary

Effective managemertdf implementations a key to succesdt appearghat thecurrent arrangements are
inappropriate for thecale otthe programmenow envisage@nd need to beodified
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In the short termPro Patrimonianay be able t@ontinue adhg as the effective promoter, coordinator
and project managdyut a more structureohtegrated and comprehensiapproachis required longer
term. This requires a greater involvement and commitniiemh the owner the Orthodox Church
Authorities and the Ministry of Culturand othersThe exacimodus operandieed to be discussed and
agreed between the partiesdthis need to be put in place sooA.steering committee of repregatives
of the key partiess a recommendefirst step.

7. Procurement

These are small projects requiriagecialised skills and depending much on voluntary laboucaad
contributions for success\evertheless some appropriate formalisation of the selection of advisors,
suppliers and contractors wille neead to satisfy potential funding sources. Whahe programme
proceeds and reaches a scale vattivities in large blocks of works, supplies and servicesen
consideration must be given to appropriate tendering to easgrelemonstrate correct procedures and
the most economic resuls obtained Tendering shoul&omply with legal requirementand theEU
directives neé to be respected.

8. Environment, sustainability, social

The project will restore existing buildings using traditional materials anda spriori will be
environmentallypositive Care should be taken not to create any nuisances during construdisn.
wider impact of the works and concern with ihenmediatesurroundingsshould all be consideredhe
current promotePro Patrimonias well awareof and sensitive tthe environmental impactén example
is the Ursi church where it hasdertaken to pint 20 additional oak trees to replace six felled for the
works This will only have an effect long term but lse correct approachnd a laudable initiative
provided it is carried owds envisaged

To ensure sustainability the works must be soundhstructed and arrangements must be made to ensure
adequate future maintenandée owners need to address thmaintenanceroblem and mke suitable
commitments.

The socialbenefits arean important justification for the programme. The clients areldbal church
congregation and the commitynin general andheir ideas and enthusiasm need to be harnessed for the
benefit of the project especialfgr extending the potential use of the buildinge church could well
servealsoas a social and culturidcus for the village and allow the hosting of local events.

9. Use demand

The churches are linked to cemeteries and of7thehurchesn the overall programme surveys show
that 16 (22%) areor will be usedregularly, 31 (42%) are rarely used artb (35%) arenot used with no
data for one schem&he churches are small asd oftencannot cope with the needs of regular worship
Wherea more modern church has been built in the village the old wooden church willyusatet for
special events such as weddings, baptisms and funieoalheeightchurchesonsidered now as priority
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in Phase [lfour will be used regularly antivo are sometimeased §0 75% will have some use)thetwo
exceptiors are considered of high dritage value An important support comes from havinglacal
resident priestparticularly if he is active and enthusiastic.

While the mainobjective of the church is as a religiobsilding, it could also serve as a social and
cultural focus for thesemall villages and ts enhance its relevance in the communiiyis should be
born in mind wherdefining the worksto be done. An exaple could bdo ensue that the surroundsf
the churchsuch as paved courtyards are also renowatedcouragand enhaceuse

The other interest in restoring the churches is for heritage and tourism reasons. The heritage interest f
been assessddr each scheme, inevitably subjectively, and gives strong heritage interest in 13 cases
(18%), with some interest in 43 casésB8%), thus 76% overall wittkomeheritage interest. The tourism
interest has been assessed by each location in a recent Ministry of Tourism study and shows high intere
for six cases (8%) and medium interest for 24 cases (38¥iy)g 40% overall with some tourism
interest this issurprisingandl i sappointing but cuegenttimvct s t he Gov

In conclusion,most of thechurchesselectedas priority will be used by the community arttere is
generallysome heritagenterestand tourism value in the churché® encourage tourist visitorshd
churches should be linked into circuits with other heritage schemes of higher attraction such as th
monastery at Horezu, the Cula museum and the Astra museum neaarsibinore wrk is requiredo
developthis aspect

10.Investment cost

The programme has beeplit into phaseby priority to facilitate action. The definition is rather flexible

and could well change as matters progre$s.order tofix ideas an estimate of investment costs is
important andsoalfirst approximateestimate of the various phases is presented.

This is based on generic estimates for the same type of work from recent experience with some be
judgement addedarticularlywhenonly partialrenovation is required.

Base costs adopted in this preliminary estimate are as follows:
Studiesetc.,: Prefeasibility 1 000 Euro
Feasibility 4000
Full technical study (for approval) 8 000
Project studies taken &% of base costs.
Supervision taken at 5% of base costs.

Construction: Roof, full replacement 20000
Foundationscomplete works 10 000
Structurefull replacement 20000
Decorations: External, internal 25000
Icons 10 000

10
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First i a ob i P hiadcaiveestimatesareas follows with details given in Appendix 4/1
Euro (2014)

ComponentNo. Comp.1 | Comp.2 | Comp.3 Support Totals

Approval/preliminary studies 48000 128000 16000 20000 212000
Final desigrstudies 10275 10275
Works: roofing 95000 95000
Works: structue/foundations. 85000 85000
Works: decorations 157500 157500
Subtotal works 377500 5000 377500
Supervision 18875 4500 480 23855
Contingency 37750 6400 800 44950
Totals 492400 138900 17280 25000 674580
Totals rounded 500000 14000 18000 25000 683000

Financial reedswith time for Phase Jreasbelow, assuminghe optimistic schedulén this report

Euro (2014)
Year 2015 2016 2017 2018 Totals
Componentl 70000 120000 150000 160000 500000
Componen® 20000 50000 70000 140000
ComponenB 18000 18000
Support 25000 25000
Totals 135000 170000 220000 160000 683000

Subsequernfhases? and 3have been very roughly estimated as follpwih details givenn Appendix

4/2:
Euro (2014)

Phase 2 Phase 3
Studies 25000 )
Construction 775000 )
Supervisioicontingencies 120000 )
Total cost estimate 920000 1000000

11



European European @
Investment ; .
Bank « Institute w for the common good e

. EUROPA

NOSTRA

~

MOST
ENDANGERED

11.Financing possibilities

Potential sources of funds from historical examples aré&tinepean Union (EU)international donors,
bilateral grant funds, charity and specialist funds, private donations, Romanian national funds, municipa
funds and Church donationghe nature of the project requires grant financing as a loan would not be
suiteble particularlyin the current context.

The EU carprovide grantsto cultural projects such as historical buildings but theeed to be a clear
link to a positiveeconomic impact angreferably alsoemployment To quotean internal EC paper
i r e n o \ofahtstorical buildings should only be a prioritytifey formpart of an overall economic
development strategy for a region and/or foster secmnomic integration of minorities through
valorisingtheirc ul t ur al . hiaks o tpurienu andl @mployent arethereforeimportantin the
justificationandthe wholemust fit into a coherent regionalategy.

The EU regional fund, thERDF, encourages small scale initiatives related to tourisgan also favour
projects with positiveenvironmentaimpacs through protecting, promotingnddeveloping cultural and
natural heritageOther EU potential sources are the European Social Fund (culture & creative skills), and
EAFRD, theAgricultural Fund for Regional Development (cultural heritage).

While the overallEU grantenvelopesreapproved byBrusselsthey are based on proposatsgde by the
nationalauthorities these national and regional authorities later decide on approving the (small) grant
amounts within the agreed envelop€&bus the Minisies of Culture, of TourisprRegional Development

and Agricultureneed to be encouraged tonsiderincluding components of these schemes in their
proposals to Brussels. Timing is important as submissions for the next period from 2016 are require:
soon.Some complementary funding is required from other sourbsst grant procedures tend to be
bureaucrtic andlong drawn outand @nditions may also be applied.

International donors such as the IBRD have in the g@astptionallyincluded church renovation their
projects, but this is unlikely in the futuees loans are nateally appropriate for this kind of project.
Nevertheless such projects could be incorporated in Operational Programmes supported by the ERDF
EAFRD grantsvhich might be part financed by EIB structural programme loans; this approach has been
used elsewhere in the past

Bilateral funars have beeand areactive with grants in this sector in Romania, usually with relatively
smallandfocussed amounts. An ample isthe Norwegian Fund through EFTA. The Boz schémag in
the past benefitted from such funding but in 2M&4application wasunsuccessfulHopefully in the
future submissions may be maeceptable

Private funds such as the UK Headley Trostthe George Enesco Foundatioould be interested in

donatingand hae alreadydone so in the past. Local sponsors for individual schemes are also a
possibility. Again small amountenly can be expected.

12
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The World Monument Fund (WMF) is @otential fundeianda successful application has been made in
the recent pasfhis programmes on the WMFWatch list a very positive stepwvhich couldaugur well
for future prospectsf further fundingU.S. Embassy grants are another possibility.

National and localdnds are@mportantas they have the flexibilitjo provide the seed money to start the
project preparation phase essential to present a viable projéochgoterm donors. They can also
contribute to the project financing. It is understood that the MynegtCulture has National Restoration
Programme for such projects but this seems already allofatéide next period, butould be a future
possibility. The Ministry of Tourismseems only to havenited access to funding.

The possibility of the Romman Orthodox Church providing funddso seems very limited. Their
contribution could be more in providing and mobilising local assistandesupport

Much work needs to be done to coordinate the potential sources of funding and to link treessuo
component®f the project.lt is to be noted thate proposedi a and i P Hl & sekatively small in scale
(underfr00 k 0) and is a balanced programme compr i s
and preparing a pipeline of other scheamnit is essential to have a credible defid fipr oj et 0 |
present to potential funders and it is recommendedhially efforts should be concentrated on Phase

1.

12. Conclusion: Proposed Action Programme andkecommendations

The overallinitiative to save and preserve these unique churches is worthy of sufiperteort has
tried to establish ’lamework for action

This framework is based onrational assessmenh ¢he meritsof each churclsuch asts use andale in

the community its heritage and tourism interest and the urgency and scale of the Woheksatings
presented here will certainly need refining prior to being adopted as more data becomes available ¢
better assessments are made by those with more knowledge ofdile det

This assessment leatb aphased implementatioio match potential funding and implementation and
management capacity. Again the proposals presented may need refining.

In addition here are aumber of concern® be addressddr a successfuprogramme

Notably:

1 Implementation.

Responsibilitiedor andthe approach to adopt wardsprojectimplementatiomeeds to béormalised
and strengthened to be able to haritke larger programme envisagddhe way in which decisions
are to be made altl levels of selection, design, contract award, construction anddwercheed to be
coordinatedbetterbetween the interested partiés.support of this it would seem usethiat allthe
major stakeholdersshould appoint taleast aresponsible represttive with a support teamas

13
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appropriateto work together on the programmihus providing an integrated and breathased
management steering committee of the key part@souldbe set u@s a first step

1 Grantfunds.

There is a urgent eed to seek grant funds mainly from the EU and elsewimgtially concentrating

on Phasel. The resources and possibilities provided by the interested parties, including the Ministries
of Culture, Tourism and Rural Development should combine togetlassist activelyn seekingeU

and othefunds

1 Technical issues

A potential lack of the traditional skills and associated expertise for the timber construction and the
decorations may present difficulties. Training, support and sharing experience beeehttburaged.
Adapting of some traditional processes to modern technologysmearniéw.

1 Maintenance
A need to asure that proper maintenanseout in place wittsome regulafunding principally from
the ownerto avoid a reptition of theneglect tlat has createthe need fothe project.

Guidelines on maintaining the churches to help identify and anticipate problems at the local level are
important and are included the Phase Isupport component.

14
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Appendix 1
References mission details.

References:

Nomination form to Europa Nostra / EIB Institute. 30 October 2013.

EIB Institute Questionnaingre-mission.May 2014.

Pro Patrimonid-oundatiorresponseso pre-mission questionnaire. July 2014.
Pro Patrimonid~oundatiorreport on activitiedanuaryi July 2014.

Pro Patrimonid~oundatiorreport on activities in Ursi. July 2014.

EIB Institute. Post mission questions.

Pro Patrimonid-oundatiorresponses to EIB Institute questions.

Romania Cultural Heritage project. Evaluation rep@®®RD June2005.

E -

Mission details:

Europa Nostra Hermann Fabini EN ScientificCouncilMember
Jan Kurek Professor Krakow University
EIB Institute Peter Bond TechnicalConsultant

Sibiu to Almasu Mic, Boand Tarnavita for site visits.

Lunch meeting with Bishop of Hunedoakdeetings with architects.
Sibiu to Ursi for site visit.

Visit Cula museum, Monastery of HoreMeeting with Archbishop of Valcea.
Horezu to Bucharest.

Meetings with Ministry of Culture and Ministry of Tourism.

Final meeting and press conference.

Main personsnet

Pro Patrimonio Serban Sturdza Vice President
Raluca Munteanu ProjectCoordinator
Orthodoxchurch Bishop Gurie oDeva & Hunedoarand his senior adwess
ArchbishopVarsanufieof Valceaand his senior advess
Local administration Prof. Florin Epure  Director, Ministry of Culture, Valcea
Mayors of Almasu Mic, Boz, Ursi.
Ministry of Culture RaduPetre Nastase GeneraDirector National Institute of Heritage
Ministry of Dev. & Tourism Octavian Arsene  Representative of Department of Tourism
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Location Overall data Detailed data Conclusions
c < A § £ % =
) : Ele | B3| e 8|38 |8 28)|.]|. N
g 2 k4 £ 4 H H £
‘E £ - z g s 3 H s g 3 § - £ § 3 3 comments 5
| B § 3 1123 (8 (R (2|5 |2B|8[3|2]¢% &
v g | 8| 3| || %[ 8|2 HE
= S 3 = z 3 2 e ES
1 |Hunedoara |Balsa Valisoara 2010 4 3 0 3 2 2 2 2 0 1 7 10 |[Notused, low population, work required, some heritage interest. Low priority. [
2 |Hunedoara |Baita Hartagani 2013 4 2 2 3 0 2 2 2 2 2 13 15 [Some use, mainly decorations to do, some heritage/tourism interest. Medium priority B
3 |Hunedoara |Branisca Boz 2011 4 1 4 2 0 4 3 4 2 2 16 17 |Used. Works started, need completing. Replaster, some timber decay. Heritage/tourism interest. Priority. A
4 |Hunedoara |Branisca Tarnavita 2011 4 1 2 2 0 0 3 4 2 2 14 15 |Proposed use, as museum. Works in hand need completing. Priority. A
5 |Hunedoara |Bucuresci Curechiu 4 1 4 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 12 13 |Used. In reasonable condition, some heritage interest, not urgent C
6 |Hunedoara |Bucuresci Rovina 4 2 4 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 12 14 |Used. In reasonable condition, some heritage interest, not urgent C
7 |Hunedoara |Bulzestii de Sus Tomnatecude Sus | 2010 2 4 0 1 4 4 0 0 2 3 S 9 |Notused, low population, building collapsed, high cost, difficult access on the village. Low priority. C
8 |Hunedoara |Bunila Alun 2 3 0 1 4 2 3 2 2 4 7 10 |Notused. Low priority, [
9 |Hunedoara |Burjuc Tisa 2 0 4 2 0 0 2  J 0 1 10 10 |Used.Some heritage interest. Mainly completed with World Bank finance 2000. Low priority. na
10 |Hunedoara (Uobra Abucea 4 3 0 1 4 4 3 2 2 2 9 12 |Notused. Some herntage/tourism interest. Low priority. C
11 |Hunedoara |Gurasada Gothatea 2013 2 0 4 2 0 2 3 0 0 . 8 8 Used. Poor previous repairs (steel roof), decorations main need. Low priority. Cc
12 |Hunedoara |(llia Dumbravita 4 3 2 1 4 2 3 2 0 2 9 12 |Potential use, low population & in decline, poor access, but only church in village. Low priority. C
13 |Hunedoara |L3pugiu de Jos Lapugiu de Jos 4 2 2 2 0 o 2 2 2 1 12 14 |Potential use, some heritage/tourism interest. Medium priority B
14 |Hunedoara |Pestisu Mic Almasu Mic 2010 2 4 2 1 < 4 0 0 2 2 7 11 |Possible use but total collapse, much work required, little data, some tourism interest. Evaluation. E
15 |Hunedoara |Ribita Ribicioara 4 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 2 2 9 9 Some use, some tourism interest, reasonable state. Low priority. [
16 |Hunedoara |Toplita Valari 2010 4 3 0 1 4 2 3 4 2 3 11 14 |Notused. Shingle roof poor, temporarily covered, high heritage value as unique structure. Priority. A
17 |Hunedoara |Vata de Jos Birtin - 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 1 12 14 [Some use, some heritage/tourism interest. Medium priority B
18 |Hunedoara |Vata de Jos Cazanesti 2010 4 2 4 2 2 0 2 2 2 1 14 16 |Used. Some heritage/tourism interest. Priority, but maybe not urgent. A
19 [SOW ApoIau ae 163 [ApoTdu ae 155 2 2 2 3 0 0 2 2 0 1 9 11 UsE TTion. LoW priofity- C
20 |Sibiu Apoldu de Jos Sangatin 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 4 0 1 10 12 |Some use. Heritage interest. Cement mortar on the walls. Medium priority. B
21 |Sibiu Bruiu Gherdeal 2010 4 3 2 1 4 0 2 2 0 2 9 12 |Some use, low population. Some heritage interest.Roof repaired with tiles. Decorations? Medium priority. B
22 |Sibiu lacobeni Netus 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 8 Some use, Seems little work required. Low priority C
23 |Sibiu Marpod llimbav 2010 4 2 2 2 0 p 3 4 0 2 12 14 |Some use. Heritage interest (paintings). Medium priority. B
24 |Sibiu Piuca Brosteni 2010 4 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 10 12 |Some use. Some heritage interest. Not high priority (=
25 |Sib Foiana Sipiulul Poiana Sibiulul 2 1 0 3 0 0 1 2 2 1 9 10 |Notused. Koot and decoration in hana, no need to act na
26 |Sibiu Sadu Sadu 2 2 2 3 0 2 0 0 2 1 9 11 |Some use. Poor restoration painting. Not high priority. C
27 |Valcea  |Alunu Thicerea-Leurda 2 4 [} 2 g 4 3 0 0 4 8 12 oul Used- Poor & collapsed state. Evaluation needed. E
28 |Vélcea Alunu Igoiu 2012 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 6 7  |Notused. Apparently in hand with approved EU funds. na
29 |Vaicea Brezoi Calinesti 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 10 13 |Possibly used, some heritage/tourism interest. Medium priority. B
30 |Valcea Copaceni Copaceni 2 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 4 6 Not used. Low priority. (e
31 |Véicea Costesti Pietreni-Gramesti 4 1 0 2 0 ] 4 2 4 2 12 13 |Notused. Some heritage & tourism interest. Medium priority. B
32 |Valcea Costegti Grusetu 2 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 4 1 11 12 |Some use. Little data on needs, evaluation requested E
33 |Valcea Francesti Mosteni-Man3ilesti 2 2 2 3 0 2 0 0 0 1 7 9 |Some use. Little data on needs, evaluation requested E
34 |Valcea Malaia Ciungetu 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 4 2 2 12 14 |Some use, Heritage/tourism interest. Littie data on needs, evaluation requested. Medium priority. B
35 |Valcea Perisani Miaceni 4 1 2 2 4 4 0 2 ;4 2 12 13 |Some use. Apparently in hand with approved EU funds. na
36 |Valcea Popesti Ursi 2014 - p 4 2 0 o 1 4 0 2 14 15 |Used. Work in hand needs completing. Heritage interest, (query tourism interest?). Priority. A
37 |Valcea Racovita Copaceni 4 1 2 2 4 2 1 4 2 3 14 15 |Some use. Apparently in hand with approved EU funds. na
year Unore Udone Urone Teman Urone Unone Udone Uzight UThght Ohen Tomof

1:parze  1:mall  2zome  2medim 2regd.  2regd.  linhand 2medium 2mediom 2 mediem statuscata, Phase 1 component 1 A high

Zmecum Zmecum dregusny Ilacger  dumgent  Sugent  Zgooc  AMgn  ANEh dlow  uepon,  astomsll Phaze 1 component 2 B med.

fzoed  3rge 11-100 3 medium HTint  withcalew phases Clow

2total 2100-1000 £ poor Phaze 1 component 3 E eval.
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