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Introduction 

The present baseline study was prepared in the frame of the ArcheoDanube project, with 

the full title Archaeological Park in urban areas as a tool for Local Sustainable Development. 

This EU co-funded project started in July 2020 and addresses innovative approaches to the 

concept of heritage preservation, presentation and valorisation with regards to town planning 

and tourism development. The project is co-financed within the Interreg Danube 

Transnational Programme and enables the cooperation of 15 project partners and 7 

associated partners with very different professional skills and from 11 different countries of 

the broader Danube region: Austria, Bosnia and Hercegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech 

Republic, Germany, Hungary, Moldova, Romania, Serbia and Slovenia. 

 

 

 

Figure 1. The partner countries. 
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The baseline study aims to summarize the state of art regarding heritage preservation in 

relation to landscape planning, urban design principles and cultural tourism as well as other 

related sectors, with special attention to aspects related to or relevant for the establishment 

and functioning of archaeological parks. In order to facilitate a common understanding of 

the topic, we focused also on definitions of key terms, as there are very different conceptions 

regarding their meaning, not only in the partnership but also beyond, as in the case of the 

very problematic term of ñarchaeological parkò, going down to the root of what 

ñarchaeological heritageò is. 

 

Concerning the topic of the baseline study, a mandatory starting point are international 

conventions and charters which dictate the rules of engagement for all definitions and 

interventions in the cultural/archaeological heritage field, without large margins of change or 

withdrawals. For the purpose of this study, international conventions are analysed 

separately from charters or other doctrinal documents. Conventions are namely international 

agreements, i.e. contracts that are (at least in theory) legally binding for state parties who 

have signed and ratified them. After ratification, state parties have to define policies that 

bring into life and are in line with the principles of the conventions. Charters and other 

doctrinal documents (recommendations, resolutions, declarations produced by 

internationally recognized bodies) are internationally accepted guidelines without legal 

status, but represent a guiding reference for professionals also in countries, that did not join 

specific conventions and can therefore have even a broader (but less compulsory) effect 

than conventions. 

 

Another important guidance for decision makers and stakeholders would be embodied by 

European strategies, where the specifics related to archaeological heritage are 

unfortunately underrepresented. At this stage the baseline study capitalizes on the rich 

experience and results of previous projects and the state of the art in recent research papers, 

focusing on some salient examples, as a complete overview in these fields would exceed 

its scope.  

 

The study also includes a transnational review and comparison of national policies and 

strategies as well as archaeological planning systems in use in the included project partner 
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countries, reflecting therefore the situation in the above-mentioned nations. A specific case 

is of course represented by the Federal Republic of Germany, where every federal state has 

different legislation, and only Bavaria and Baden-W¿rttemberg are part of the Danube 

Transnational Programme area, but no archaeological site from this country is included in 

the project. The German project partner considered therefore useful legislation and 

strategies from Baden-W¿rttemberg as one example relevant for the German situation. 

Similarly, Austria is also composed of federal states, but their legislative differences are not 

evident and the cultural heritage protection is overall coordinated by the Austrian Federal 

Monuments Authority (Bundesdenkmalamt). Also in this case, no archaeological pilot site is 

included in the project. 

 

The overview goes namely down to a regional and local level in relation to some of the 

municipalities included in the project. The study also embraces specific information about 

the archaeological sites, which are pilot areas of the project. It includes information about 

their presentation and management system as well as to their vision for future developments 

of the sites. The sites are:  

ǒ the prehistoric archaeological site Vranjaļe and the Harem of Kalin Hadģi Alija's 

mosque (built in 1535 and demolished in 1947) in Sarajevo for Bosnia and 

Hercegovina, 

ǒ the prehistoric ñVarna Necropolis 1ò in the industrial zone of the city of Varna in 

Bulgaria,  

ǒ the medieval town of Cherven and the rock-hewn churches of Ivanovo not far from 

the city of Rousse as well in Bulgaria,  

ǒ the open air museum ñPark kaģunaò in Vodnjan ï Dignano for Croatia, displaying 

typical vernacular architecture of the Istrian (and also broader Adriatic) area,  

ǒ the medieval castle ñOld Pilsenò on the Hillfort HŢrka in StarĨ Plzenec for the Czech 

Republic, 

ǒ the Iseum or temple of Isis and the Romkert or ñRuin gardenò (with remains of the 

ñAmber Roadò, governor's palace, public baths, Mercury sanctuary and other 

buildings) in Szombathely, i.e. the Roman town of Savaria in Hungary, 

ǒ the ñVisterniceni archaeological areaò with a bastion fortress built in the 70s of the 

18th century in the city of Chisinau in Moldova,  
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ǒ the Alba Iulia fortress in the homonymous city in Romania, which includes 

fortifications from different eras (a Roman camp, a medieval fortress and the Austrian 

bastion fortification built in the 18th century),  

ǒ the archaeological areas of the Roman town of Sirmium in Sremska Mitrovica in 

Serbia,  

ǒ the ñArchaeological Park Panoramaò (in becoming) with underlying remains of the 

Roman town of Poetovio in Ptuj for Slovenia. 

 

The variety of pilot areas of the ArcheoDanube project perfectly reflects the archaeological 

diversity composing the rich cultural mosaic of the European past, but at the same time 

claims for very different solutions and interventions in approaching them. The aim of the 

study is therefore to explain the state of the art in relation to the topic on an international, 

national and local level, which is of course the starting point and frame of intervention for all 

developments within the project and which represent our general rules of procedure. On 

the other hand, the baseline study aims also to highlight some good practices, which can 

represent ideal patterns of intervention for the whole partnership within the project and 

also beyond. 

 

Information included in the study was collected in a participatory way through the 

contributions of all project partners. For this purpose, we used common spreadsheets that 

allowed the partners to share their data and view about all relevant topics1. For their great 

work, we would like to thank all project partners! This kind of collection method enables a 

variety of outlooks to be represented in the study, which are of course heterogeneous in its 

understanding, accuracy and completeness. This resulted also in some countries, regions 

or sites being presented more in detail than others. As editors of the baseline study we 

cannot guarantee for completeness of all presented information, but we are sure that the 

main scope of the study is nevertheless reached showing some general dynamics and gaps, 

that we should progressively overcome TOGETHER. 

 

Author: Katharina Zanier 

                                            
1 For their great work, we would like to sincerely thank all project partners! 
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International conventions 

Several international conventions regulate the heritage conservation field. Some of them 

seem to express already granted principles, as the Convention for the Protection of Cultural 

Property in the Event of Armed Conflict or ñHague Conventionò from 1954. However, several 

recent events in North-West Africa and the Middle East teach us that nothing is granted.2 In 

addition, problems related to the illicit traffic of archaeological finds are far from being solved, 

regardless of conventions like the Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing 

the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property (1970) and the 

UNIDROIT Convention on Stolen and Illegally Exported Cultural Objects (1995). 

Nevertheless, these are not topics specifically related to the ArcheoDanube project. 

Therefore, we will focus on some conventions touching issues also tackled by our project, 

and especially on the main source, which is without doubt the European Convention on the 

Protection of the Archaeological Heritage from 1995 (cf. the next subchapter). 

 

The Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972) 

is the leading heritage protection convention in terms of ethical meaning, linking 

outstanding heritage properties to the whole humanity,3 but also in terms of modernity, 

because of its holistic view of heritage encompassing cultural heritage and nature, cultural 

landscapes and mixed properties.4 The ñWorld Heritage Conventionò was edited in 1972 by 

the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and was 

signed by 194 countries all over the world. All countries involved in the ArcheoDanube 

project signed the ñWorld Heritage Conventionò; among the first signing countries are 

Bulgaria and former Yugoslavia in 1974, among later accessions is that one of Moldova in 

                                            
2 Cf. for example: Doppelhofer, Ch. 2016, Will Palmyra rise again? - War Crimes against Cultural Heritage and 
Post-war reconstruction.  http://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/CulturalRights/Pages/IntentionalDestruction.aspx  
3 The triggering event for the preparation of the conventions was the decision to build the Aswan High Dam 
in Egypt, with the effect that the valley containing the Abu Simbel temples would be flooded. UNESCO 
launched an international safeguarding campaign, joined by 50 financing countries, and the Abu Simbel and 
Philae temples were saved by moving them to another place, showing the importance of solidarity and 
shared responsibility in conserving outstanding heritage sites. After that event, UNESCO initiated, with the 
help of the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) the preparation of the convention. For 
a short history about the process leading to the preparation of the convention cf. 
https://whc.unesco.org/en/convention/  
4 http://whc.unesco.org/archive/convention-en.pdf  

http://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/CulturalRights/Pages/IntentionalDestruction.aspx
https://whc.unesco.org/en/convention/
http://whc.unesco.org/archive/convention-en.pdf
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2002.5 Among the pilot areas of the ArcheoDanube project only the rock-hewn churches of 

Ivanovo near Rousse in Bulgaria constitute a UNESCO World Heritage site, and the Alba 

Iulia Fortress is on the Romanian UNESCO Tentative List. Principles and aspects of the 

ñWorld Heritage Conventionò are nevertheless important for other sites. Beside the 

preservation of properties with outstanding universal value, the convention requires state 

parties to protect the cultural and natural heritage within regional planning programmes and 

to foresee staff and services at their sites, to undertake scientific and technical conservation 

research and adopt measures, which give heritage a function in the day-to-day life of the 

community. 

 

A central document related to the ñWorld Heritage Conventionò are The Operational 

Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention,6 subject to continuous 

updates and as well useful for other sites. One important part is hereby related to clear 

evaluation criteria for the assessment of the value of a site, which is a central aspect for 

making choices, whether to make an archaeological site public accessible or not, whether 

to start investments or not. Another aspect highlighted by the convention is the importance 

of management plans, as ñeach nominated property should have an appropriate 

management plan or other documented management system which must specify how the 

Outstanding Universal Value of a property should be preserved, preferably through 

participatory means.ò This is compulsory for every UNESCO site, but would be important for 

every other public accessible heritage site. 

 

                                            
5 The countries included in the ArcheoDanube project signed the convention in this order (from the last 
accessions to the first):  
ǒ Republic of Moldova: 23.09.2002 
ǒ Serbia*: 11.09.2001 
ǒ Bosnia and Herzegovina*: 12.07.1993 
ǒ Czech Republic: 26.03.1993 
ǒ Austria: 18.12.1992 
ǒ Croatia*: 06.07.1992 
ǒ Slovenia*: 05.11.1992 
ǒ Romania: 16.05.1990 
ǒ Hungary: 15.07.1985 
ǒ Germany: 23.08.1976 
ǒ Bulgaria: 07.03.1974 

*former Yugoslavia signed the convention in 1974. 
6 http://whc.unesco.org/en/guidelines/  

http://whc.unesco.org/en/guidelines/
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Another document directly related to the ñWorld Heritage Conventionò and also concerning 

essential aspects of the ArcheoDanube project is the Vienna Memorandum on ñWorld 

Heritage and Contemporary Architecture ï Managing the Historic Urban Landscapeò,7 dated 

to 2005. The memorandum refers to historic cities already inscribed or proposed for 

inscription on the UNESCO World Heritage List, as well as to larger cities that have World 

Heritage monuments and sites within their urban territories. The future of historic urban 

landscape calls for mutual understanding among  policy makers, urban planners, city 

developers, architects, conservationists, property owners, investors and concerned citizens, 

working together to preserve the urban heritage while considering the modernization and 

development of society in a culturally and historic sensitive manner, strengthening identity 

and social cohesion. The historic urban landscape refers to ensembles of any group of 

buildings, structures and open spaces, in their natural and ecological context, including 

archaeological and palaeontological sites, constituting human settlements in an urban 

environment over a relevant period of time, the cohesion and value of which are recognized 

from the archaeological, architectural, prehistoric, historic, scientific, aesthetic, socio-cultural 

or ecological point of view. This landscape has shaped modern society and has great value 

for our understanding of how we live today. The historic urban landscape is embedded with 

current and past social expressions and developments that are place-based. It is composed 

of character-defining elements that include land uses and patterns, spatial organization, 

visual relationships, topography and soils, vegetation, and all elements of the technical 

infrastructure, including small-scale objects and details of construction. 

 

On European level another international agreement is of importance for the ArcheoDanube 

project, namely the Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society or ñFaro 

Conventionò (CETS No. 199),8 opened for signature by the Council of Europe in 2005 and 

accessed by 19 state parties.  

Some of the project partner countries signed the agreement, but did not ratify it yet (Czech 

Republic, Germany, Romania and Bulgaria), in other partner countries the convention 

entered into force.9 State parties that signed the convention agreed to:  

                                            
7 http://whc.unesco.org/uploads/activities/documents/activity-47-2.pdf  
8 http://www.coe.int/en/web/conventions/full-list/-/conventions/treaty/199  
9 With regard to the countries included in the ArcheoDanube project the convention was signed and ratified 
by (from the last accessions to the first):  

http://whc.unesco.org/uploads/activities/documents/activity-47-2.pdf
http://www.coe.int/en/web/conventions/full-list/-/conventions/treaty/199


 
 

 

 
Project co-funded by the European Union funds (ERDF, IPA, ENI) |   8 
 

ǒ ñrecognize that rights relating to cultural heritage are inherent in the right to participate 

in cultural life, as defined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights; 

ǒ recognize individual and collective responsibility towards cultural heritage; 

ǒ emphasize that the conservation of cultural heritage and its sustainable use have 

human development and quality of life as their goal; 

ǒ take the necessary steps to apply the provisions of this Convention concerning: 

- the role of cultural heritage in the construction of a peaceful and democratic 

society, and in the processes of sustainable development and the promotion 

of cultural diversity; 

- greater synergy of competencies among all the public, institutional and private 

actors concerned.ò 

 

European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage 
(revised) or ñValletta Conventionò 

The ñValletta Conventionò was released in 1992 by the Council of Europe (CETS No. 143)10 

and came first into force in 1995,11 with 4 ratifying countries, including Bulgaria, Hungary, 

Finland and Malta. The convention has up to now a total of 46 ratifications/accessions. All 

the countries involved in the ArcheoDanube project signed and ratified the ñValletta 

Conventionò. As already mentioned, Bulgaria and Hungary were between the first, Austria 

between the last countries ratifying it in 2015.12 The very aim of the convention is to protect 

                                            
ǒ Austria: signed 05/06/2014, ratified 23/01/2015, entry into force 01/05/2015 
ǒ Hungary: signed 08/06/2012, ratified 27/11/2012, entry into force 01/03/2013 
ǒ Republic of Moldova: signed 11/01/2008, ratified 01/12/2008, entry into force 01/06/2011 
ǒ Bosnia and Herzegovina: signed 15/10/2008, ratified 30/04/2009, entry into force 01/06/2011 
ǒ Serbia: signed 21/09/2007, ratified 29/07/2010, entry into force 01/06/2011  
ǒ Slovenia: signed 19/01/2006, ratified 17/08/2008, entry into force 01/06/2011 
ǒ Croatia: signed 27/10/2005, ratified 06/06/2007, entry into force 01/05/2011 
ǒ Bulgaria: signed 27/10/2005, but not ratified it. 

10https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=09000016800
7bd25  
11 The ñValletta Conventionò updated the provisions of a previous convention (ETS No. 66) adopted by the 
Council of Europe in 1969. 
12 Between the countries included in the ArcheoDanube project there are quite large temporal differences in 
ratifying the convention, namely as follows (from the last accessions to the first):  
ǒ Austria: signed 05.06.2014, ratified 23.01.2015, entry into force 24.07.2015, 
ǒ Bosnia and Herzegovina: signed 15.10.2008, ratified 14.12.2010, entry into force 15.06.2011, 
ǒ Serbia: signed 21.09.2007, ratified 14.09.2009, entry into force 15.03.2010,         
ǒ Croatia: signed 02.10.2001, ratified 06.08.2004, entry into force 07.02.2005, 
ǒ Czech Republic: signed 17.12.1998, ratified 22.03.2000, entry into force 23.09.2000, 

https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=090000168007bd25
https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=090000168007bd25
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the archaeological heritage as a source of the European collective memory and as an 

instrument for historical and scientific study. 

 

As a convention focused on archaeological heritage it encompasses its basic definition as: 

ñall remains and objects and any other traces of mankind from past epochs, (i) the 

preservation and study of which help to retrace the history of mankind and its relation with 

the natural environment, (ii) for which excavations or discoveries and other methods of 

research into mankind and the related environment are the main sources of information [é].ò 

ñThe archaeological heritage shall include structures, constructions, groups of buildings, 

developed sites, moveable objects, monuments of other kinds as well as their context, 

whether situated on land or underwaterò. 

 

The core principles of the convention include several topics, which are of central importance 

for the ArcheoDanube project, namely: 

ǒ maintenance of inventories and designation of protected monuments and areas, 

ǒ creation of archaeological reserves even where there are no visible remains on 

the ground or under water, for the preservation of material evidence to be studied 

by later generations, 

ǒ mandatory reporting to the competent authorities by a finder of a chance 

discovery, 

ǒ procedures for the authorization and supervision of excavation and other 

archaeological activities, 

ǒ excavations and other potentially destructive techniques are only carried out by 

qualified, specially authorized persons; remains shall not be left exposed after 

excavation without provision being made for their proper preservation, 

conservation and management, 

ǒ non-destructive methods of investigation are wherever possible to prefer, 

ǒ conservation and maintenance of the archaeological heritage, preferably in situ, 

                                            
ǒ Republic of Moldova: signed 04.05.1998, ratified 21.12.2001, entry into force 22.06.2002, 
ǒ Slovenia: signed 15.11.1996, ratified 07.05.1999, entry into force 08.11.1999, 
ǒ Romania: signed 22.07.1996, ratified 20.11.1997, entry into force 21.05.1998, 
ǒ Germany: signed 16.01.1992, ratified 22.01.2003, entry into force 23.07.2003, 
ǒ Hungary: signed 16.01.1992, ratified 09.02.1993, entry into force 25.05.1995, 
ǒ Bulgaria: signed 16.01.1992, ratified 02.06.1993, entry into force 25.05.1995. 
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ǒ conservation and enhancement of the archaeological heritage as one of the 

goals of urban planning and development policies, 

ǒ encouragement of public access to archaeological sites and of educational 

actions for awareness raising, however ensuring that the opening of 

archaeological sites to the public, especially any structural arrangements 

necessary for the reception of large numbers of visitors, does not adversely affect 

the archaeological and scientific character of such sites and their surroundings, 

ǒ adequate financial support for archaeological research, 

ǒ practical measures for prompt publication of research summary records, 

ǒ international collaboration for the prevention of the illicit circulation of 

archaeological heritage. 

 

Several of the mentioned principles are already implemented in the legislation of project 

partner countries, e.g. the maintenance of inventories and designation of protected 

monuments and areas, mandatory reporting of a chance discovery, procedures for the 

authorization and supervision of excavation and other archaeological activities etc. One 

important instrument, foreseen by the convention, which is only partially implemented i.e. in 

use in the partner countries, is the protection and enhancement of the archaeological 

heritage within urban planning and development policies. 

 

Not really well developed or implemented are in general archaeological reserves, that are 

intended as archaeological important areas where no activities (no building, enhancement 

and research activities) can be performed and have to be maintained intact for future 

generations, when also archaeological methods will have developed further enabling 

archaeologist to gather much more information than it is possible today. 

In addition, the encouragement of public access to archaeological sites is only moderately 

implemented in project partner countries, which is understandable, considering high 

investments and running costs. In relation to this aspect universal and reliable criteria for 

evaluation processes in order to select only some appropriate areas for public access and 

use, should be envisaged and formulated, avoiding the ineffective spread of resources over 

too numerous, unsuccessful public accessible archaeological sites. 
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Summary 

Between the numerous international conventions regulating the heritage conservation field, 

the most relevant for the ArcheoDanube project are the Convention Concerning the 

Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, including all related additional 

documents (especially The Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World 

Heritage Convention and the Vienna Memorandum on ñWorld Heritage and Contemporary 

Architecture ï Managing the Historic Urban Landscape), the Convention on the Value of 

Cultural Heritage for Society and of course the European Convention on the Protection of 

the Archaeological Heritage. The latter aims at  an effective protection of archaeological 

heritage and explains how to achieve it, by preferring non destructive research methods, 

constant efforts for identification of archaeological sites, the maintenance of inventories of 

archaeological sites, integration of archaeological heritage protection and enhancement 

within spatial and development planning, in situ conservation, encouragement of public 

access to archaeological sites, also in the context of awareness raising activities.  

 

 

Author: Katharina Zanier 

 

Contributors: Simeon Stoyanov 
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Charters and other doctrinal documents 

Several international charters or recommendations, resolutions and declarations, prepared 

by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) as well 

as by the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) and International Centre 

for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property (ICCROM) or other 

international bodies, lead the field of cultural heritage protection in the whole world. Charters 

are guidelines for professionals and academics, but are not legally binding, and among all 

plentiful documents, we will just focus on a few that strictly relate to archaeological heritage 

protection, management, presentation and interpretation. 

 

Charter for the Protection and Management of the Archaeological 
Heritage or ñLausanne Charterò 

The ñLausanne Charterò was adopted by the ICOMOS International Scientific Committee on 

Archaeological Heritage Management at its General Assembly in Lausanne in 1990. The 

charter provides a  very clear definition of archaeological heritage, which is of course in line 

with the definition in the almost coeval ñValletta Conventionò (cf. the previous chapter), 

namely as ñthat part of the material heritage in respect of which archaeological methods 

provide primary information. It comprises all vestiges of human existence and consists 

of places relating to all manifestations of human activity, abandoned structures, and remains 

of all kinds (including subterranean and underwater sites), together with all the portable 

cultural material associated with them.ò13 

The core principles are in accordance with that of the ñValletta Conventionò, but they 

consider further  aspects which are relevant for the ArcheoDanube project, also in relation 

to the presentation and reconstruction of archaeological heritage. In short, the principles of 

the charter can be summarized as follows: 

ǒ survey of archaeological resources and continuous update of inventories as essential 

tools for protection and research, 

ǒ legal provision for temporary protection of unprotected or newly discovered sites and 

monuments until an archaeological evaluation can be carried out, 

                                            
13 http://wp.icahm.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/1990-Lausanne-Charter-for-Protection-and-
Management-of-Archaeological-Heritage.pdf  

http://wp.icahm.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/1990-Lausanne-Charter-for-Protection-and-Management-of-Archaeological-Heritage.pdf
http://wp.icahm.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/1990-Lausanne-Charter-for-Protection-and-Management-of-Archaeological-Heritage.pdf
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ǒ creation of archaeological reserves, 

ǒ integration of archaeological heritage protection within spatial planning policies, 

ǒ duty for developers to ensure that archaeological heritage impact studies are 

carried out before development schemes are implemented; development 

schemes should be designed in order to minimise their impact upon archaeological 

heritage, 

ǒ provisions of adequate funds for supporting programmes necessary for effective 

heritage management, 

ǒ gathering of information should not destroy any more archaeological evidence than 

necessary; non-destructive techniques should therefore be encouraged wherever 

possible, 

ǒ excavation should be limited to sites and monuments threatened by development, 

land-use change, looting, or natural deterioration, 

ǒ unthreatened sites may be excavated in exceptional cases, in order to clear research 

problems or to interpret them for the purpose of presenting them to the public; 

excavation should be partial, leaving a part undisturbed for future research, 

ǒ excavations should be conducted in accordance with agreed international and 

national professional standards, 

ǒ archaeological heritage should not be left exposed after excavation if provision for its 

proper maintenance and management after excavation cannot be guaranteed, 

ǒ excavation reports should be made available within a reasonable period, 

ǒ archaeological heritage should be preserved in its original context in situ, which 

implies proper maintenance, conservation and management, 

ǒ limitations of available resources imply that active maintenance will have to be carried 

out on a selective basis (sample of the diversity of sites and monuments, based 

upon a scientific assessment of their significance and representative character), 

ǒ public participation should be encouraged as a means of promoting protection and 

maintenance of archaeological heritage, 

ǒ importance of presentation of archaeological heritage to the general public in form of 

popular interpretation of the current state of knowledge, which has therefore  to be 

updated frequently, 
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ǒ standards of professional training and professional conduct are essential in the 

management of the archaeological heritage, 

ǒ ñreconstructions serve two important functions: experimental research and 

interpretation. They should, however, be carried out with great caution, so as to avoid 

disturbing any surviving archaeological evidence, and they should take account of 

evidence from all sources in order to achieve authenticity. Where possible and 

appropriate, reconstructions should not be built immediately on the archaeological 

remains, and should be identifiable as such.ò14 

 

ICOMOS Charter on the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural 
Heritage Sites or ñEname Charterò 

Building on the Venice Charter, the ñEname Charterò15 from 2008, prepared by the ICOMOS 

International Scientific Committee on Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage 

Sites,16 includes guidelines for the interpretation of cultural heritage sites, highlighting the 

role of public communication and education in heritage preservation, as well as the 

importance of heritage sites as an educational resource for learning from the past. 

Interpretive programs have to reflect different phases in the site's evolution respecting their 

authenticity. All stakeholders have to be included in the interpretation of a site. In some 

circumstances, a community may opt to not have a site publicly interpreted. 

 

 

                                            
14 Further on this topic cf. the specific comment in the Draft Guidelines for the Charter for the Protection and 
Management of the Archaeological Heritage from 2010 (http://wp.icahm.icomos.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/01/ICAHM_Guidelines.pdf): ñReconstruction is not the appropriate term to describe the 
building of a heritage-like place (refer to the Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter for the definition of 
reconstruction). The term that covers most instances is imaginative heritage constructions. Once held in 
disfavor, imaginative constructions have become in vogue, often seemingly driven by tourism linked 
economic factors. It is essential that the long-term costs of maintaining such things not be taken from the 
archaeological heritage budget. Costs of maintaining reproductions can limit the availability of heritage 
resources, require constant updating and enlivening and are not likely to lead to sustainability except in rare 
and well-planned instances. Costs of supporting invented heritage places has the potential to increase in an 
exponential fashion. An approach that fosters a craft memory is a preferred option if reconstruction is to take 
place.ò 
15 The Ename Center for Public Archaeology and Heritage Presentation in Belgium is a leading international 
centre of knowledge and expertise for the interpretation of heritage. The centre was at the basis of the 
preparation of the ñEname Charterò. 
16 https://www.icomos.org/charters/interpretation_e.pdf  

http://wp.icahm.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/ICAHM_Guidelines.pdf
http://wp.icahm.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/ICAHM_Guidelines.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/charters/interpretation_e.pdf
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The charter is important also for defining several terms relevant for the ArcheoDanube 

project: 

ǒ ñInterpretation refers to the full range of potential activities intended to heighten 

public awareness and enhance understanding of cultural heritage sites. These can 

include print and electronic publications, public lectures, on-site and directly related 

off-site installations, educational programmes, community activities, and ongoing 

research, training, and evaluation of the interpretation process itself.  

ǒ Presentation more specifically denotes the carefully planned communication of 

interpretive content through the arrangement of interpretive information, physical 

access, and interpretive infrastructure at a cultural heritage site. It can be conveyed 

through a variety of technical means, including, yet not requiring, such elements as 

informational panels, museum-type displays, formalized walking tours, lectures and 

guided tours, and multimedia applications and websites.  

ǒ Interpretive infrastructure refers to physical installations, facilities, and areas at, or 

connected with a cultural heritage site that may be specifically utilised for the 

purposes of interpretation and presentation including those supporting interpretation 

via new and existing technologies.  

ǒ Site interpreters refers to staff or volunteers at a cultural heritage site who are 

permanently or temporarily engaged in the public communication of information 

relating to the values and significance of the site.  

ǒ Cultural Heritage Site refers to a place, locality, natural landscape, settlement area, 

architectural complex, archaeological site, or standing structure that is recognized 

and often legally protected as a place of historical and cultural significance.ò 

 

Every kind of interpretation and presentation should be based on the following principles: 

ǒ Principle 1: Access and Understanding 

ǒ Principle 2: Information Sources 

ǒ Principle 3: Attention to Setting and Context 

ǒ Principle 4: Preservation of Authenticity 

ǒ Principle 5: Planning for Sustainability 

ǒ Principle 6: Concern for Inclusiveness 

ǒ Principle 7: Importance of Research, Training, and Evaluation. 
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In the ñEname Charterò we can also find recommendations for visual reconstructions, 

which ñshould be based upon detailed and systematic analysis of environmental, 

archaeological, architectural, and historical data, including analysis of written, oral and 

iconographic sources, and photography. The information sources on which such visual 

renderings are based should be clearly documented and alternative reconstructions based 

on the same evidence, when available, should be provided for comparison.ò 

 

Menorca Statement on the Development and Use of Best Practices in the 
Management of Archaeological World Heritage Sites 

ICOMOS International Scientific Committee on Archaeological Heritage Management is 

again responsible for the Menorca Statement on the Development and Use of Best Practices 

in the Management of Archaeological World Heritage Sites, which was the result of the 1st 

International Conference on Best Practices in World Heritage: Archaeology on the island of 

Menorca in 2012.17 The key conclusion of that conference was that the non-renewable 

archaeological patrimony at many World Heritage Sites was/is being destroyed at an 

alarming rate, because of industrial development, mining, excessive tourism pressure, 

agricultural development, renewal of historic town centres or urban expansion and climate 

change. ñThese problems are aggravated by inadequate management of archaeological 

sites, including lack of knowledge about the heritage, lack of financial resources and 

insufficient numbers of adequately trained personnel.ò The conference clearly showed 

the need for development of best practices for the management of archaeological World 

Heritage Sites, adequate funding to enact a satisfactory site management plan as condition 

for inscription. 

 

As mentioned, the Menorca statement was focused on the situation of archaeological World 

Heritage Sites, but is also applicable to all other archaeological sites. Some of the problems 

envisaged in 2012 are expected to worsen in the future, as it is the case for climate changes, 

and significant improvements for all mentioned concerns have still not been implemented. 

 

                                            
17 http://wp.icahm.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/MenorcaStatement_EN.pdf  

http://wp.icahm.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/MenorcaStatement_EN.pdf
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Draft Recommendations of the First International Conference of ICOMOS 
on Archaeological Parks and Sites or ñSalalah Recommendationsò 

The Draft Recommendations of the First International Conference of ICOMOS on 

Archaeological Parks and Sites were formulated at the conference, which was held on the 

23rd-25th of February 2015 in Salalah (Sultanate of Oman) and are again linked to the 

ICOMOS International Scientific Committee on Archaeological Heritage Management.18 The 

recommendations highlight ñthat excavated areas should be accessible to the public in 

archaeological parksò and endorse the inclusion of the term Ëarchaeological parkË in the 

official general terminology of UNESCO as well as ICOMOS and in particular in the World 

Heritage Operational Guidelines (in relation to them cf. the previous chapter), suggesting a 

tentative definition: 

ñAn Archaeological Park consists of: 

ǒ archaeological remains (below and above ground, movable and immovable) 

including archaeological surfaces. The archaeological park should have at least the 

size of the underground extent of the archaeological remains (archaeological site), 

ǒ a carefully designed landscape that will ensure protection of archaeological 

remains below and above ground surface, and effective interpretation of them to 

visitors, 

ǒ an area to which access is effectively regulated, with controlled entrances, 

surrounded by an adequate buffer zone.ò 

 

In other terms ñan archaeological park is the link between scientific research and the 

public. It can be termed as a definable area, distinguished by the value of heritage 

resources and land related to such resources, having the potential to become an 

interpretive, educational and recreational resource for the public, which should be protected 

and conserved.ò 

 

The ñSalalah Recommendationsò include protocols for different aspects related to the 

management of archaeological areas: excavation, conservation, site management and 

protection, didactics and landscaping.  

                                            
18 https://whc.unesco.org/document/135364  

https://whc.unesco.org/document/135364
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With regard to excavation in archaeological parks, two issues are of primary importance: 

ensuring the security of the visitors and the protection of archaeological remains from 

damage that may be done by visitors. Excavations should be minimal and realized in 

accordance with international standards, but also understandable and well interpreted for 

the public (non-destructive methods should be anyway preferred). ñThe aim of conservation 

at archaeological parks must be consistent with all applicable international standards. It must 

respect authenticity and integrity of all historic survivals remaining on display for scientific 

and public information and must be based on scientific documentation. Un-scientific re-

building in situ is strictly forbidden.  

Conjectural reconstruction outside the archaeological area is feasible provided that it is 

clearly legible, well documented and honest in its presentation. In all cases, treatments must 

be reversible.  

The primary aim of conservation is to protect the material source for present and future 

scientific investigation. The retention of well-protected movable objects in situ should be 

envisaged. If preservation can be ensured, suitable objects from museum displays can be 

returned to original archaeological context for special, limited-time exhibitions.  

There are three possible types of treatment of replacing a part of original material for the 

education of visitors. They are:  

ǒ Anastylosis: where a fallen element remains as it fell and its original form and 

position is obvious. Anastylosis is a precise science and there are many tools 

including computer modelling to make this activity possible. 

ǒ Consolidation: where new or historic material is replaced within a structure in order 

to return the structure to a stable and safe condition. Here the addition of new material 

must be clearly marked.  

ǒ Interpretative Stabilization: This may be appropriate if it is completely reversible 

and re-treatable and does not damage original materials or disturb original context. 

Any material added should be clearly discernible from the original.ò 

 

Management and protection of archaeological parks require the capacity to identify 

concrete needs for personnel, facilities, equipment and technologies. Overall, four 

management domains can be identified:  
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ǒ ñcommunication and coordination with essential stakeholders at the international, 

national, and local level (e.g., communities, businesses), 

ǒ personnel acquisition and training, finance and budget and technological services  

ǒ research and monitoring, preservation of structures, subsurface sites, and artifacts, 

conservation of natural resources,  

ǒ emergency medical services, search and rescue, law enforcement, visitor center, 

interpretation, education and maintenance.ò 

 

If necessary, appropriate management institutions should be established. ñManagement 

of an archaeological park must attend to the entire region surrounding the park, as 

development nearby can adversely affect cultural and natural resources in the park. 

Conversely, if park management is effective, surrounding communities become allies in 

preservation in conservation, and can realize economic and social benefit that will serve to 

bolster the alliance with park management.  

Property boundaries and, if applicable, buffer zones for the whole archaeological setting 

should be clearly visualized. Visual integrity should be respected.ò 

 

In relation to didactics the ñSalalah Recommendationsò suggest site museums and 

interpretation centers, dedicated to movable heritage of the site as well as effective and 

engaging visualizations. Additional space outside the sites may be used for experimental 

archaeology and other demonstrations for the public. ñInformation systems at the 

excavations themselves and in the park are also a pre-requisite. Didactics would greatly 

benefit from a formal plan for interpretation and visitor services.ò 

 

Concerning landscaping the recommendations highlight that its primary aim should be to 

protect the archaeological surfaces. The ground around the excavated vestiges should be 

landscaped in order to create view-scapes and viewing points, also to increase the 

interpretability of the landscape (paying attention not to mislead visitors). ñAccess paths 

along with guiding systems indicating the different lengths of tours should be part of the 

orientation program. The access paths should also serve as emergency lines. Protective 

shelters and rest places at regular intervals should be provided. Landscaping and the use 
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of careful planting can provide valuable information for the visitor. Planting within the parks 

should be non destructive to the archaeological setting (above and below ground).ò 

 

Salalah Guidelines for the Management of Public Archaeological Sites or 
ñSalalah guidelinesò 

Building on the ñSalalah Recommendationsò from 2015, the Salalah Guidelines for the 

Management of Public Archaeological Sites were adopted by the 19th ICOMOS General 

Assembly in New Delhi in 2017.19 ICOMOS International Scientific Committee on 

Archaeological Heritage Management expanded here some aspects of the previous 

ñSalalah Recommendationsò, but left out some issues. Objectives of these guidelines are:  

ǒ ñpreserving and maintaining archaeological features, materials and sites in context 

until they can be studied in a scientific manner, 

ǒ providing a model of sound sustainable management practice (including the use) for 

the cultural and natural resources of archaeological sites that are open to the public, 

ǒ making use of archaeological sites open to the public to build public awareness of 

the value of cultural diversity and the strength of interconnections between cultures 

in ways that can benefit all, 

ǒ ensure that archaeological sites contribute to Sustainable Development by 

preserving and remediating where needed ecological services and providing 

opportunities and support for local populations to benefit economically in ways that 

do not incite social disruption.ò 

 

Also here we can find a definition of archaeological park, namely in two steps, and repeating 

concepts already expressed in the ñSalalah Recommendationsò: 

ñA park is defined for the purposes of these guidelines as a protected area set aside for 

public access, enjoyment, and education.ò 

As described in the Salalah Recommendation, archaeological parks contain both above-

ground and below-ground archaeological remains and material. The Salalah 

Recommendation advises that the archaeological park should be seen ñas a tool for 

                                            
19 http://icahm.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/GA2017_6-3-3_SalalahGuidelines_EN_adopted-
15122017.pdf  

http://icahm.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/GA2017_6-3-3_SalalahGuidelines_EN_adopted-15122017.pdf
http://icahm.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/GA2017_6-3-3_SalalahGuidelines_EN_adopted-15122017.pdf
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conservation of archaeological sites on the one hand, and their presentation and 

interpretation as a means to understand the shared past of humanity on the other hand.ò 

 

The ñSalalah Guidelinesò discuss two main segments: Management Planning and 

Management Implementation.  

 

The inventory and evaluation of cultural and natural resources as well as of infrastructure 

(buildings, utilities, roads, communication networks, and means of access and travel) of the 

site is the first step for developing a sustainable management system, also addressing 

vulnerabilities and threats. This inventory should also include the identification of traditional 

use areas, important for the local population, ñincluding those that might be considered 

sacred or are used for traditional purposes (e.g. view sheds, marriages or other celebrations, 

or the collection of medicinal or nutritional plants)ò.  

 

Another important issue is related to the accurate definition of the boundaries of the 

archaeological site opened to the public: ñThe site should be of sufficient size and 

appropriate configuration to render sustainable resource protection and visitor enjoyment 

possible and likelyò. The same also applies to the boundaries of the buffer zone. Beyond 

this, within each site, clear management zones for different uses, characterized by different 

conditions, should be established. 

 

The environmental impact assessment or environmental impact study, a monitoring plan, an 

archaeological research plan, an interpretive plan, management facilities, staffing plan, 

community engagement plan and a general management plan are also part of management 

planning.  

 

Monitoring, transparency and networking are stressed as key principles of Management 

Implementation. 
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International Principles of Virtual Archaeology or ñSeville principlesò 

Virtual reconstructions are already present in archaeology for some decades and can be 

used as a valid alternative to physical ones.20 In 2017 ICOMOS adopted the ñSeville 

principlesò in order to regulate also this important area, but widening it to a more 

comprehensive concept of ñvirtual archaeologyò,21 also thanks to the relevant input of the 

Spanish Society of Virtual Archaeology (SEAV). In this case a, for us, significant part 

concerns definitions: 

ǒ ñVirtual archaeology: the scientific discipline that seeks to research and develop 

ways of using computer-based visualizations for the comprehensive management of 

archaeological heritage. 

ǒ Archaeological heritage: a set of movable and immovable tangible assets, 

irrespective of whether they have been extracted or whether they are on the surface 

or underground, on land or in water. These will all be considered a part of 

archaeological heritage and serve as a source of knowledge on the history of 

humankind. The distinguishing feature of these elements, which have been 

abandoned by the cultures that produced them, is that they may be studied, 

recovered or located using archaeological methodology as the primary method of 

research in the form mainly of excavation and surveying or prospection techniques, 

without compromising the possibility of using other complementary methods for 

knowledge.  

ǒ Comprehensive management: this includes inventories, surveys, excavation work, 

documentation, research, maintenance, conservation, preservation, restoration, 

interpretation, presentation, access and public use of the material remains of the past.  

ǒ Virtual restoration: this involves using a virtual model to reorder available material 

remains in order to visually recreate something that existed in the past. Thus, virtual 

restoration includes virtual anastylosis.  

ǒ Virtual anastylosis: this involves restructuring existing but dismembered parts in a 

virtual model.  

                                            
20 Cf. Reilly, P. 1991, Towards a Virtual Archaeology. ï In: Rahtz, S., K. Lockyear (eds.), CAA90. Computer 
Applications and Quantitative Methods in Archaeology 1990, BAR International Series 565. ï Oxford, 132ï
139. https://proceedings.caaconference.org/paper/21_reilly_caa_1990/  
21 http://sevilleprinciples.com/  

https://proceedings.caaconference.org/paper/21_reilly_caa_1990/
http://sevilleprinciples.com/
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ǒ Virtual reconstruction: this involves using a virtual model to visually recover a 

building or object made by humans at a given moment in the past from available 

physical evidence of these buildings or objects, scientifically reasonable comparative 

inferences and in general all studies carried out by archaeologists and other experts 

in relation to archaeology and history.  

ǒ Virtual recreation: this involves using a virtual model to visually recover an 

archaeological site at a given moment in the past, including material culture (movable 

and immovable heritage), environment, landscape, customs, and general cultural 

significance.ò 

 

The eight ñSeville principlesò are: 

ǒ Principle 1: Interdisciplinarity (virtual archaeology must be supported by a team of 

professionals from different branches of knowledge), 

ǒ Principle 2: Purpose (the purpose or goal of a virtual archaeology work must be 

clearly defined and imply different levels of detail, resolution and accuracy), 

ǒ Principle 3: Complementarity (ñthe application of computer-based visualisations for 

the comprehensive management of archaeological heritage must be treated as a 

complementary and not alternative tool to more traditional but equally effective 

management instrumentsò), 

ǒ Principle 4: Authenticity (computer-based visualisations normally reconstruct or 

recreate historical buildings, artefacts and environments as we believe they were in 

the past. For this reason, it should always be possible to distinguish what is real, 

genuine or authentic from what is notò), 

ǒ Principle 5: Historical rigour (virtual archaeology must be supported by solid research, 

and historical and archaeological documentation), 

ǒ Principle 6: Efficiency (ñusing fewer resources to achieve steadily more and better 

results is the key to efficiencyò), 

ǒ Principle 7: Scientific transparency (ñall computer-based visualisations must be 

essentially verifiable, i.e. capable of being tested by other researchers and 

professionalsò), 

ǒ Principle 8: Training and evaluation (as a specific scientific discipline virtual 

archaeology necessarily requires specific training and evaluation programmes). 
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Exposed principles donôt seem too demanding, but are in fact rarely considered in all its 

aspects in the frame of virtual archaeology products or 3D reconstructions, frequently 

produced without appropriate accompanying explanations. 

 

Charter of the International Association of Archaeological Open-Air 
Museums or ñEXARC Charterò 

At the end of this chapter we include another charter of the International Association of 

Archaeological Open-Air Museums,22 as it is of importance in order to highlight its 

differences to the definition of archaeological parks: ñAn archaeological open-air museum 

is a non-profit permanent institution with outdoor true-to-scale architectural reconstructions 

primarily based on archaeological sources. It holds collections of intangible heritage 

resources and provides an interpretation of how people lived and acted in the past; this is 

accomplished according to sound scientific methods for the purposes of education, study 

and enjoyment of its visitors.ò 

 

Archaeological open-air museums therefore are not necessarily located on an 

archaeological site, but also at other places. Their definition is of course related to that of 

ñopen-air museumò, which is an area (without archaeological remains) that is open to the 

public, non-profit in its aim and exhibits outdoor collections of buildings, true to scale 

architectural reconstructions and artefacts not specifically related to archaeological sources, 

but to other types of cultural heritage (like ethnological, vernacular, architectural, 

technological heritage etc.). Areas without archaeological remains that are open to the public 

and exhibit outdoor collections of buildings, true to scale architectural reconstructions and 

artefacts intended for amusement and profit are ñtheme parksò.23 

 

                                            
22 https://exarc.net/about-us/charter  
23 Cf. Paardekooper, R. 2015, Archaeological Open-Air Museums in Europe. ï In: Archaeology and Crafts. 
Experiences and Experiments on traditional Skills and Handicrafts in Archaeological Open-Air Museums in 
Europe, Proceedings of the VI. OpenArch-Conference in Albersdorf, Germany, 23.ï27. September 2013. ï 
Husum, 127ï136.  http://openarch.eu/work-packages/products/proceedings-book-about-archaeology-and-
crafts-published  

https://exarc.net/about-us/charter
http://openarch.eu/work-packages/products/proceedings-book-about-archaeology-and-crafts-published
http://openarch.eu/work-packages/products/proceedings-book-about-archaeology-and-crafts-published
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Summary 

Topics explained in the mentioned charters are all of great importance for the ArcheoDanube 

project. Especially relevant are all recommendations concerning the protection and 

management of archaeological sites, its interpretation and visualisation within virtual 

archaeology. Of central interest are the ñSalalah Recommendationsò and ñSalalah 

Guidelinesò, focused on all main tasks related to the establishment, functioning and 

management of archaeological parks or, more in general, of public accessible 

archaeological sites. The respect of these recommendations and guidelines is of crucial 

importance for the ArcheoDanube project, besides of course the compliance with the 

definitions included in them. The ñSalalah recommendationsò give guidance to aspects 

related to conservation and presentation of archaeological heritage, privileging in situ 

conservation and prohibiting unscientific in situ re-building. Three possible types of 

treatment of replacing are envisaged within archaeological areas: anastylosis, consolidation 

and interpretative stabilization.24 Landscape design is also defined as an important factor of 

archaeological parks. The ñSalalah recommendationsò likewise highlight issues related to 

personnel and institutions necessary for an appropriate management of archaeological 

parks, also in relation to the important aspect of didactics to be performed within such sites. 

The ñSalalah guidelinesò further explain different steps of management planning and 

management implementation of archaeological parks or public archaeological sites.  

  

 

Author: Katharina Zanier  

                                            
24 In accordance to the ñSalalah Recommendationsò conjectural reconstructions can be made outside the 
archaeological areas, if they are clearly legible as such and well documented as well as reversible. 
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European strategies 

The main European strategy concerning cultural heritage is the so-called Recommendation 

of the Committee of Ministers to member States on the European Cultural Heritage Strategy 

for the 21st century or short ñStrategy 21ò that was adopted in 2017.25 It tackles the topics 

of protecting and promoting cultural heritage in general and not specifically archaeological 

heritage or even more precisely archaeological parks. It does, however, give some general 

recommendations in use and management of cultural heritage. Strategy 21 has three main 

components linked to a series of challenges (strategic goals) and recommendations on how 

to address the challenges and achieve goals. For the analysis of strategic challenges, a 

special analysis tool was used ï SWOT analysis ï a tool that inspects internal strengths and 

weaknesses and external opportunities and threats of the studied entities and helps to 

establish the direction and scope of the strategy. 

 

Strategy 21 recommends an inclusive approach when dealing with cultural heritage ï all 

stakeholders, from government institutions, local authorities and tourism workers to NGOs, 

volunteers and civil society. It encourages protection and promotion of heritage, mobility of 

professionals, promotion of modern (digital) as well as traditional skills needed in the cultural 

sector and aims to reinforce national and international cooperation. In regards to 

archaeological heritage or archaeological parks specifically, Strategy 21 does not give any 

direct recommendations, except to follow the accepted conventions and agendas when 

making strategies. 

 

Following the European Year of Cultural Heritage (2018), the European Commission 

proposed a document called the European Framework for Action on cultural heritage26. The 

document aims to build up the momentum of the very successful European Year of Cultural 

Heritage and further reinforce the connection to our common heritage. It proposes around 

60 actions that are divided in five main themes: 

ǒ Cultural heritage for an inclusive Europe: participation and access for all 

                                            
25 https://search.coe.int/cm/Pages/result_details.aspx?ObjectID=09000016806f6a03  
26 https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/5a9c3144-80f1-11e9-9f05-01aa75ed71a1  

https://search.coe.int/cm/Pages/result_details.aspx?ObjectID=09000016806f6a03
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/5a9c3144-80f1-11e9-9f05-01aa75ed71a1
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ǒ Cultural heritage for a sustainable Europe: smart solutions for a cohesive and 

sustainable future.  

ǒ Cultural heritage for a resilient Europe: safeguarding endangered heritage  

ǒ Cultural heritage for an innovative Europe: mobilising knowledge and research  

ǒ Cultural heritage for stronger global partnerships: reinforcing international 

cooperation 

Its agenda is therefore very similar to Strategy 21ôs methodology and also similarly broad ï 

it does not stress specifically strategies concerning archaeological heritage or 

archaeological parks. 

 

Equally broad is the New European Agenda for Culture27, adopted in 2018 and defining the 

priorities of cultural heritage policies in the years 2019 ï 2024. It focuses, similarly as the 

above mentioned strategies, on social, economic and external dimensions. It does not 

reference archaeological heritage or archaeological parks specifically. 

 

 

Author: Nejc Dolinar 

 

Contributors: Karin Drda-K¿hn, Simeon Stoyanov, Katharina Zanier  

                                            
27 https://ec.europa.eu/culture/document/new-european-agenda-culture-swd2018-267-final  

https://ec.europa.eu/culture/document/new-european-agenda-culture-swd2018-267-final
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European projects 

Partners added a total of eleven EU projects to the spreadsheet, mostly concerning the 

promotion and interpretation of archaeological heritage. Four were cross-border projects, 

two were part of the Danube Transnational program and others were funded from different 

EU programs, such as EGP 2009-2014 and Creative Europe. The EU projects that were 

selected by the partners differ greatly in their objectives and themes and are as such hard 

to compare directly. Most of them focus exclusively on archaeological heritage, but not 

specifically archaeological parks. Their budgets vary from a couple of hundred thousand 

EUR to a few million EUR. In the following paragraphs, we will present the projects, their 

objectives, problems and achieved goals.  

 

The EU project ñIron Age Danubeò (2017-2019) is the only project to focus on 

archaeological landscapes28. Its objective was to foster sustainable use of natural and 

cultural heritage, especially archaeological heritage of the Iron Age period, by 

communicating a lively image of to the visitors, raising the awareness of the importance of 

both the visible and hidden archaeological monuments and helping stakeholders and 

general public to understand the way of living in the past and the needs of the heritage today. 

Special focus of the project was to consider archaeological landscapes as a whole and 

features that testify to the ñmonumentalizationò of the landscape in the Iron Age period. 

Project objectives were to protect these archaeological monuments and landscapes as well 

as to foster their sustainable use for tourism. The main problem which the project tackled, 

was the protection of archaeological landscapes as a whole, and not specific sites. Beside 

the scientific studies that were part of the development of new strategies and tools for the 

protection, presentation and promotion of landscapes, the project also helped to develop 

actual promotional materials, such as a cookbook of Iron age foods, a childrenôs textbook 

and different fliers.29 

 

The focus of the Interreg cross-border Slovenia ï Croatia project ñRevived archaeological 

sitesò (2014-2015) was on the preservation and restoration of archaeological heritage, 

                                            
28 https://www.iron-age-danube.eu/  
29 http://www.interreg-danube.eu/approved-projects/iron-age-danube  

https://www.iron-age-danube.eu/
http://www.interreg-danube.eu/approved-projects/iron-age-danube
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specifically archaeological sites, that already have elements of presentation. The objectives 

included the interpretation and popularization of the cultural heritage with archaeological 

research, interactive workshops and training in the field of heritage interpretation and 

experimental archaeology for different target groups, the inclusion of modern forms and 

methods of heritage interpretation on archaeological sites ñin situò, linking partner sites and 

the exchange of experience and good practice (participation in events, workshops, lectures) 

and implementation of thematic lectures and workshops. The output included 5 revitalized 

archaeological sites, 2 expertly researched archaeological sites (one on the Slovenian and 

one on the Croatian side), 17 interactive experiential workshops, 1 film on the promotion of 

the archaeological park and 20 trained tourist guides and interpreters of heritage.30  

 

Two EU projects, ñPArSJAd - Archaeological Park of the Northern Adriatic Seaò (2010-

2015) and ñAS - Archaeology for all: revival of the Archaeological park Simonov zalivò (2015-

2016), helped to develop an archaeological park in Slovenia ï ñArchaeological park Simonov 

Zalivò. The first project (PArSJAd) focused on producing several archaeological publications, 

a database and methodological studies about the management of archaeological heritage 

and archaeological parks. In Slovenia, a conservation plan and a management plan were 

developed for the Archaeological parks of Simonov zaliv, Moġnje and Hruġica. Work was 

done for the public recognition of the archaeological parks. Some research and conservation 

of the remains were also done as part of the project.31  

 

The second project, ñAS - Archaeology for allò, focused almost exclusively on the 

development of the ñArchaeological park Simonov zalivò. Its main objective was to preserve 

and restore the archaeological monument of the Roman villa of Simonov zaliv, with the 

presentation/display of the monument as a whole, the living quarters of the villa with its 

mosaics as well as the now submerged adjacent port. At the same time, a visitor 

interpretation center was established on the site of the archaeological site. In order to 

increase and improve the accessibility of the monument, a program for the visitors with 

special needs and underwater tours of the port was designed and a tour guide app was 

developed. The project aimed to contribute to the local and regional development, 

                                            
30 http://www.si-hr.eu/en2/map/rojstvo-evrope/  
31 http://www.parsjad-3d.eu/en/parsjad.html  

http://www.si-hr.eu/en2/map/rojstvo-evrope/
http://www.parsjad-3d.eu/en/parsjad.html
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expanding the tourist offerings of the Slovenian coastal region. Another objective was to 

contribute to the knowledge about the meaning of preserving cultural heritage, about its 

development potential and the particularities of its preservation and restoration. Education 

and training in the field of archaeological didactics and enhancing public awareness on the 

meaning of archaeological heritage with the aid of a public program of experimental 

archaeology was also performed. The results also include a new heritage trail for cyclists.32 

 

Two of the input EU projects concern the Danube Limes, a fortified line that followed the 

border of the Roman Empire along the river Danube from Germany all the way to the delta 

at the Black Sea. The projects are ñDanube Limes Brandò and ñLiving Danube Limesò. The 

first project, ñDanube Limes Brandò (2012-2014), focused on the Danube Limes as an 

ideal context through which to promote common identity and cultural heritage values in 

modern Southeast Europe. The project had the following objectives: long-term and 

sustainable preservation of Limes monuments through nominating new frontier section for 

World Heritage status in the Lower Danube countries, development of a joint action strategy 

for the Danube Limes from the Black Forest to the Black Sea, create brand modules for a 

Danube Limes destination and interregional cooperation in developing, improving and 

presenting individual Limes sites. The results were limited to an international conference of 

all the relevant partners and the promotion of local archaeological sites, which were 

connected to the Danube Limes.33 

 

The second project, ñLiving Danube Limesò, is an ongoing project that will end at the end 

of 2022. The main objective of the project is the connection of the Danube region through 

its common Roman heritage. The project seeks to support its preservation through the 

creation of consciousness for the value of common heritage, while respecting local 

differences, particularities, and creating awareness that the Roman Danube Limes was not 

just a border fortification network, but also a vast trading zone with a lot of mobility. Another 

main objective of the project is laying the foundations for a future European Cultural Route 

traversing the entire Danube Region. The fostering of sustainable and eco-friendly tourism 

                                            
32 Lazar, I. 2016, A short describtion of the project and project collaborators. ï In: Lazar, I (ed.) 2016, AS 
Archaeology for all. Revival of the Archaeological park Simonov zaliv. 
33 http://danubelimesbrand.org/  

http://danubelimesbrand.org/
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through tourism strategies specifically created for the Danube Limes region is another prime 

objective of the project Living Danube Limes. One of the products of the projects is a Roman 

Danube ship from the 4th century AD that will be reconstructed, using Roman tool replicas, 

and cruise down the Danube in 2022, with an international living-history crew on board. After 

the end of the project, the ship will be at the disposal of each project pilot-site for one year, 

in order to serve as attraction and motivation for further investment into the partnersô pilot-

site.34 

 

Another EU project that also focused on Roman frontiers, this time in Britain and Germany, 

Bavaria, is the project ñAdvanced Limes Applicationsò (2016-2019). The project 

developed mobile applications for sites of the Roman Limes. Some of these sites already 

form part of the transboundary UNESCO World Heritage Site ñFrontiers of the Roman 

Empireò. The development allowed virtual 3D and 4D reconstructions and used augmented 

reality to make visitor interactions as engaging and informative as currently possible 

technologically.35 The project didnôt directly concern archaeological sites as such, but helped 

them develop tools for their promotion and presentation. 

 

The project ñArchaeoCentrum Bohemia-Bavariaò (2017-2019) established an institution 

that constantly and extensively informs the general public about the common cultural and 

natural heritage in territory on the border of Czech Republic and Bavaria. ArchaeoCentrum 

is engaged in research and visualization of common heritage, which will give people from 

the project area a greater regional identity, which will lead to a conscious confrontation with 

common history. The main output of joint research is the creation of an experimental building 

space, where it is possible to verify procedures, craft tools, machines, etc. directly during 

the construction of replicas of real historic buildings. In addition to the above, numerous 

planned project activities will lead to the sustainable promotion of cross-border tourism. The 

completed ArchaeoCentrum is a medieval building space that functions as an experimental 

outdoor laboratory on the one hand and an attractive tourist destination on the other. It offers 

                                            
34 https://www.facebook.com/LivingDanubeLimes/  
35 http://alapp.eu/en/  

https://www.facebook.com/LivingDanubeLimes/
http://alapp.eu/en/
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attractive, year-round excursions, lectures and workshops. It also has cross-border bilingual 

exhibitions.36 

 

Another cross-border project ñInternational culture platformò (2017-2020) works with the 

existing archaeological potential from Czech Republic and Austria, which it uses for a joint 

and interconnected presentation of the participating regions (South Bohemia, South 

Moravia, Vysoļina and Lower Austria). The main project outputs include a reconstruction of 

an early medieval church (rotunda) from the Pohansko site (South Moravia), archoeskanzen 

Trocnov - presentation of the cultural heritage of the Middle Ages in the form of experimental 

archaeology, a joint presentation project for border museums and museum institutions and 

a promotional-educational program ñThe story of the borderò.37 

 

The cross-border project ñArcheON - Joint Development and Touristic Utilization of a 

Historical and Archaeological Offer in the Border Region Austria-Hungaryò is an 

Interreg cross-border project between Austria and Hungary. It focuses on the regions of 

South Burgenland (Austria) and Vas County (Hungary), both of which have a rich and 

unexplored archaeological potential. Combining the broad knowledge of the program area, 

the partners will develop a ñmethodology / manualò and then initiate a total of 6 research 

projects, during which they explore the most significant archaeological sites of the project 

area. On five archaeological sites, so called info points will be established. A joint bilateral 

scientific workgroup is set up, which monitors and evaluates the professional work being 

done and draws up a long-term professional cooperation.  Building on new knowledge, a 

treasure map & travel guide and a guide application will be made. On the basis of these 

publications, multi-day, historical and archaeological common experience events will be 

created.38  

  

                                            
36 https://www.archaeocentrum.eu/  
37 https://www.at-cz.eu/at/ibox/pa-2-umwelt-und-ressourcen/atcz59_i_cult  
38 https://www.interreg-athu.eu/en/archeon/about-the-project/project-content/  

https://www.archaeocentrum.eu/
https://www.at-cz.eu/at/ibox/pa-2-umwelt-und-ressourcen/atcz59_i_cult
https://www.interreg-athu.eu/en/archeon/about-the-project/project-content/
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The reconstruction of the temple of Isis or Iseum in Szombathely was made possible with 

the financial support of the EU. The reconstruction of the temple of Isis (henceforth: Iseum) 

took place between 2008 and 2011. The area was initially excavated in the 1950s and then 

again in the 2000s. The reconstruction was based on the following principles: 

- visible distinction between parts reconstructed on sufficient information 

(restored to resemble the original form) with parts, which are based on 

hypothesis (stylized forms), 

- the architectural reconstruction was built half a metre higher than the original 

remains39 

In the light of previous experience, it became clear that the Iseum could only serve its 

purpose if there was a self-sufficient, independent institution behind it. To this end, the City 

Council established the ñIseum Savariense Centre of Research and Archaeological 

Collectionò from the collaborators of the informal Iseum Team on 1 September 2010.40 

The Iseum became a functional institution with the focus on the interpretation and promotion 

of archaeological heritage. The finds, unearthed during the excavations, were given a 

permanent exhibition place in the Iseum.  

 

Displaying the artefacts in their place of finding also carries a particular message. On the 

one hand, objects have a deeper, more complex meaning when they are seen together with 

the space in which they were actually used: in this context, they are not simply displayed in 

a museum as artefacts, but as remains of the rich and interesting life in the sanctuary some 

2,000 years ago. On the other hand, these objects truly enhance the authenticity of the 

reconstruction. In the case of the Iseum, the finds were not transferred to a museum off-site 

, rather a museum was built for the site and the finds. The validity of this principle was verified 

not long after the opening: in 2014, the Iseum won the óMuseum of the Yearô award.41 

The example of the Iseum shows the importance of presenting archaeological remains on 

the location, where they were found. Displaying them elsewhere robs them of their original 

context. The context of the find is usually very important for their interpretations. The 

                                            
39 Sosztarits, O. and B. Moh§csi 2018, Ancient heritage in a modern town ï The role of the Iseum 
Savariense in the life of Szombathely. ï In: Interpret Europe 2008, Conference 2018 ï Proceedings, 160. 
40 Sosztarits, O. and B. Moh§csi 2018, Ancient heritage in a modern town ï The role of the Iseum Savariense 
in the life of Szombathely. ï In: Interpret Europe 2008, Conference 2018 ï Proceedings, 161. 
41 Sosztarits, O. and B. Moh§csi 2018, Ancient heritage in a modern town ï The role of the Iseum Savariense 
in the life of Szombathely. ï In: Interpret Europe 2008, Conference 2018 ï Proceedings, 162. 
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reconstructed temple is less of an archaeological park, and more of an archaeological open-

air museum,42 but the general principles of preserving, interpreting and promoting 

archaeological heritage are the same. 

 

 

  

                                            
42 https://exarc.net/archaeological-open-air-museum  

  

Figure 2. The Iseum in Szombathely, Hungary (source: 
Sosztarits, O. and B. Moh§csi 2018, Ancient heritage in a modern 
town ï The role of the Iseum Savariense in the life of 
Szombathely. ï In: Interpret Europe 2008, Conference 2018 ï 
Proceedings, fig. 10-11.). 

https://exarc.net/archaeological-open-air-museum
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Summary 

Out of the ten contributed projects only two led directly to the creation of an archaeological 

park (ñPArSJAdò and ñAS - Archaeology for allò). Both of them focus on one archaeological 

site with the aim to create an archaeological park. All other projects focused on the 

presentation and promotion of archaeological heritage. The main challenges  present in 

almost all projects are the differences between countries when it comes to the methodology 

for the presentation and interpretation of archaeological heritage. Bringing them on the same 

basis is often very hard or almost impossible. The presented EU projects are good examples 

of different approaches to the presentation and interpretation of archaeological heritage. The 

topic of deviating standards is true also in our case: in some of the partner countries, there 

are established ñarchaeological parksò or similar archaeological presentations, that wouldnôt 

have that label in another country. Common guidelines on how to define an archaeological 

park have been defined on an international level,43 but may have not yet reached the local 

or regional level. Most of them focus on the public and the promotion of heritage through 

different methods. This can include simple promotional materials, traditional exhibitions or 

innovative digital tools, for example apps. The ways for the promotion and interpretation of 

archaeological heritage are numerous, but we donôt know which of them are more ñeffectiveò. 

In these cases archaeological parks and other archaeological sites are more likely to be 

accessories to the project than the key material for inspiration. 

 

 

Author: Rok Ratej 

 

Contributors: Michael Anranter, Karin Drda-K¿hn, Lenka KŚ²ģkov§, Katharina Zanier  

                                            
43 https://whc.unesco.org/document/135364 (Draft Recommendations of the First International Conference of 
ICOMOS on Archaeological Parks and Sites, 23.-25. February 2015, Salalah, Sultanate of Oman). Cf. also 
the chapter Charters and other doctrinal documents. 

https://whc.unesco.org/document/135364
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National projects 

Six out of eleven partner countries added a total of 15 national projects that led to the 

development of archaeological parks or enhanced already existing presentations on 

archaeological sites. In the following paragraphs, we will highlight some of the national 

projects following clear and well-defined objectives that led to the establishment of 

archaeological parks. These projects will serve as examples of different options of 

intervention, some also as examples of good practices.  

 

The example from Austria, Rºmerstadt Carnuntum, is probably one of the best-known 

archaeological parks and one of the most visited archaeological sites in Central Europe. The 

park was built between 2000 and 2012 with the help of the Bundesland Niederºsterreich 

(Province of Lower Austria). The total budget of 26 million EUR in that period was spent on 

excavations, reconstructions of buildings and the infrastructure of the archaeological park. 

From the year 2000 to 2012 the area where the archaeological park stands today, was 

excavated anew to obtain exact information about the building history and the chronology of 

settlement. In order to conserve the archaeological remains permanently, a new model was 

implemented by the Museum in cooperation with the authorities for the preservation of 

ancient monuments. They decided to reconstruct a Roman city quarter on the original 

location of archaeological remains. The reconstructions didnôt damage the original remains, 

but were built on  top of an intermediate layer, which serves as a buffer and a layer for 

protection. The reconstructions are also reversible and could be dismantled at any time in 

order  to reveal the original remains. The aim of the reconstructions was to open a window 

back in time to the early 4th century AD. The reconstructed buildings were erected using 

methods of experimental archaeology, are fully functioning and are equipped with Roman 

era furniture. Roman tools were recreated and used in the building work, the clay tiles for 

the underfloor heating systems were fired in Carnuntumôs own kiln, only old wood was used 

for roof constructions. Construction work itself was carried out using ancient craftsmenôs 

techniques. The interiors were designed following archaeological evidence as far as 

possible, with murals, flooring and furnishing elements being reconstructed based on relief 

depictions from other sites. A Roman citizenôs house, a Roman city mansion as well as 

public baths have been built as full reconstructions. The reconstructions are not museum 
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objects, but rather self-explanatory presentations of ancient life, giving visitors clear and 

tangible access to the Roman past.44 

 

The Archaeological Kulturpark Niederºsterreich Betriebsgesellschaft m.b.H. operates the 

Roman City Carnuntum which includes the locations of the Roman City Quarter, the 

Heidentor (Heathenôs Gate), the Civilian Cityôs Amphitheatre and Gladiator Training Arena 

in Petronell-Carnuntum as well as the Military Cityôs Amphitheatre and Museum 

Carnuntinum in Bad Deutsch-Altenburg. About 45% of their finances come from museum 

revenue and about 55% are subsidised by the Province of Lower Austria. Today, 

Rºmerstadt Carnuntum  is one of the most visited cultural and tourism attractions in Lower 

Austria with about 180.000 guests per year.45 

 

                                            
44 https://www.carnuntum.at/en/press-corner (Press information, Roman City Carnuntum, 2018) 
45 https://www.carnuntum.at/en/press-corner (Press information, Roman City Carnuntum, 2018) 

Figure 3. Roman era reconstructions from Rºmerstadt Carnuntum (source: www.carnuntum.at). 
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In order to make Carnuntum more accessible to visitors with disabilities, extensive 

improvements for barrier-free access were carried out in 2015. Accessibility in particular for 

wheel-chair users and vision impaired visitors has been improved with new tracks and tactile 

systems. Those with hearing impairment can make use of inductive systems more effectively 

than before, and a guide book in simple language is available for those with cognitive 

difficulties.46 

 

The Roman City Carnuntum is an archaeological park that offers a visitor centre, 

infrastructure (parking, train line to Vienna), visitor programs, exhibitions, reconstructions on 

an extraordinary level and is itself a completely separate institution.  

 

Additionally, the park was a catalyst for the development of the whole area in terms of 

identity building, for inter-municipal cooperation and networking and quality orientation in 

tourism services and the manufacturing of regional products. The strong link to the 

archaeological heritage is reflected, for example, in the branding of products and in 

numerous events relating to the Roman heritage. This was triggered by a 2011 state 

exhibition entitled ñConquer ï Discover - Experience the Roman Carnuntumò with an 

investment volume of around 42 million euros and 550,000 visitors.  A regional development 

association called ñRºmerland Carnuntumò (https://www.roemerland-carnuntum.at/) is 

primarily responsible for the continuation of these positive impulses and sees itself as a 

special supporter for the local communities.  

 

Carnuntum is an example of multiple good practices on how to establish and run an 

archaeological park; of course, with a large enough budget. It can serve as an example of 

what is possible, what works and what is attractive to the general public. 

 

The project ñNew life for the pastò, which ran from 2010 to 2013, helped to establish an 

ñarchaeological parkò in Radnevo municipality, Bulgaria. Their budget was around 2 

million EUR. The main goal of the project was to ñsupport the development of tourist 

attractionsò in the area. The project had two objectives. The first one was to improve an area 

                                            
46 https://www.carnuntum.at/en/press-corner (Press information, Roman City Carnuntum, 2018) 

https://www.roemerland-carnuntum.at/
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within the municipality of Radnevo, to turn a barren part of the city into a beautiful and 

attractive park through hypothetical reconstructions of discovered archaeological remains 

from other sites, covering the periods from the Bronze Age to the Middle Ages. The second 

objective focused on the preservation and promotion of archaeological heritage, enriching 

the diversity of the local economy through the development of cultural tourism, turning 

archaeological and historical sites and events of the area into a tourist attraction and 

stimulating the creation of new tourism businesses.47 

 

The development of the ñarchaeological parkò included the basic infrastructure (paths), 

hypothetical reconstructions of archaeological objects (mostly buildings) and the installation 

of a security and monitoring system for controlling the tourist attractions. The establishment 

of the ñarchaeological parkò was accompanied with regular press conferences, scientific 

conferences on the issues of promotion of cultural and natural heritage, holding events with 

historic reconstructions and experimental archaeology. 

 

The reconstructed buildings in the ñarchaeological parkò include the following: 

ǒ entrance of a Byzantine fortress with a pair of rectangular towers, 

ǒ part of a wall from a Byzantine fortress from the 6th century, 

ǒ early Christian basilica from the village of Polski gradec, 

ǒ watchtower and a complex farm building from the Roman period, 

ǒ brick-layered tomb of the Roman era, 

ǒ reconstructions of graves, shrines, sacrifices and four burial pits. 

  

                                            
47 http://park-radnevo.bg/index.php/en/archaeological-park  

http://park-radnevo.bg/index.php/en/archaeological-park
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Figure 4. Archaeological reconstructions from Radnevo (source: park-radnevo.bg/index.php/en/gallery/category/10-
archaeological-park). 



 
 

 

 
Project co-funded by the European Union funds (ERDF, IPA, ENI) |   41 
 

The ñarchaeological parkò in Radnevo is not focused on one archaeological site in particular, 

but contains hypothetical reconstructions from multiple sites, mostly from the byzantine 

period. The ñarchaeological parkò doesnôt have any actual archaeological remains preserved 

in situ and is as such more of an archaeological theme park.  

 

ñArchªopark Vogelherdò is a project from Germany, region of Baden-W¿rttemberg. The 

archaeological site is also part of the UNESCO World Heritage site ñCaves and Ice Age Art 

in the Swabian Juraò.48 The archaeological park was established between 2011 and 2013 

near the Palaeolithic cave site óVogelherdhºhleô, which contained crafted artefacts of 

mammoth ivory. A visitor centre was constructed near the cave and houses a permanent 

archaeological exhibition, a caf® and a tourist shop. The most important part of the 

archaeological park is a round pathway that includes educational stops with presentations 

and interpretations of the Palaeolithic art, archaeological excavations, fire making and 

hunting. An important part is also the cave site itself.49  

 

Figure 5. Archeo park Vogelherdhºhle or óbird stove caveô (source: Pixabay CC). 

                                            
48 https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1527/  
49 https://www.archaeopark-vogelherd.de/  

https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1527/
https://www.archaeopark-vogelherd.de/

























































































































































































































