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Overview 

In September 2018, the State of California 
hosted the Global Climate Action Summit in 
San Francisco, CA (US) to “Take Ambition 
to the Next Level” by bringing together 
leaders from diverse countries and states. 
The Summit served as a “launchpad for 
deeper worldwide commitments and 
accelerated action from countries—
supported by all sectors of society—that 
can put the globe on track to prevent 
dangerous climate change and realize the 
historic Paris Agreement.”1  
 
To increase the mobilization of heritage 
professionals in taking climate action, two 
events were hosted in conjunction with the 
Summit: the Climate Heritage Mobilization 
conference (September 12) and the Climate 
Heritage Network meeting (September 13). 
The events were organized by Andrew 
Potts (Partner, Nixon Peabody LLP; 
Coordinator,  ICOMOS Working Group on 
Climate Change and Heritage) and Julianne 
Polanco (State Historic Preservation 
Officer, California Office of Historic 
Preservation). The goal of these events 
were to begin mobilizing the cultural 
heritage and historic preservation sectors 
for climate action. 
 
This report provides findings from an expert 
elicitation process that occurred during the 
Climate Heritage Network meeting. 
According to the Network’s website2, “The 
Climate Heritage Network is a mutual 
support network of city, state/provincial, 
regional and tribal culture, heritage and 
historic preservation offices (together with 
related NGOs, universities and other 

                                                        
1 Accessed on November 8, 2018 from 
https://www.globalclimateactionsummit.org/about-the-
summit/. 

organizations) committed to aiding their 
communities in tackling climate change and 
achieving the ambitions of the Paris 
Agreement. The focus of the network is 
providing support to organizations from 
jurisdictions that have made concrete 
climate action pledges such as those in the 
Under 2 Coalition and the Global Covenant 
of Mayors for Climate & Energy.” The 
objectives of the expert elicitation process 
were to identify and assess experts’ 
perception about: 

• Most salient barriers to heritage 
actors for achieving climate targets; 

• Most salient needs of heritage 
actors for achieving climate targets; 
and 

• Most salient incentives for joining 
Climate Heritage Network. 

 

Expert Elicitation Process 

Thirty-seven experts in historic preservation 
and cultural heritage management and 
policy from the United States, Europe, 
Central America and South America 
participated in the Climate Heritage 
Mobilization workshop held on September 
13, 2018 in San Francisco, CA. 

The objectives of the Climate Heritage 
Mobilization workshop, presented in this 
report, were to identify and assess experts’ 
perception about: 

• Most salient barriers to heritage actors 
for achieving climate targets; 

• Most salient needs of heritage actors 
for achieving climate targets; and 

2 Accessed on November 8, 2018 from 
http://climateheritage.org/.  
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• Most salient incentives for joining 
Climate Heritage Network. 

To gather information relevant to the 
objectives, a nominal group process 
technique was used during the workshop 
to elicit participants ideas. Specifically, 
experts were asked to identify themes of 
barriers, needs and incentives. Two 
workshop facilitators from NC State 
University listed each response on flip 
charts (Figure 1) to capture the group’s 
brainstorming and enable participants to 
visualize their collective responses. To 
ensure themes of barriers, needs, and 
incentives were relevant and valid, the 
emerging interpretations were continually 
checked with the experts in the room. After 
the themes of barriers, needs and 
incentives were listed, the participants 
were asked to select and rank 3 most 
salient themes for each of 3 groups: 
barriers, needs and incentives. 

Due to time constraint during the workshop 
(not all participants completed the ranking 
exercise), 37 experts were asked for 

additional feedback on ranking the most 
salient barriers, needs and incentives 
through an online survey conducted in 
October 2018. These individuals received 
an introductory email (with survey link); 
non-respondents were sent up to two 
reminder emails (each with survey links) 
and one final reminder email (with survey 
link). 

The online survey was designed and 
administered by the NC State University 
research team. This report presents 
findings from two series of questionnaire 
items presented in the survey: 

• A close-ended question about 
professional background and work 
experience of the expert, and  

• A rank order question (i.e., closed-
ended question to evaluate sets of 
items) asking respondents to select 
top 3 most salient barriers, top 3 most 
salient needs and top 3 most salient 
incentives (with 1 being the most 
important) from the list of barriers, 
needs and incentives which were 
identified during the workshop. 
Experts could also write in barriers, 
needs, and incentives not listed in the 
questionnaire. 

 

For the purpose of analysis, experts’ 
responses during the workshop and using 
online survey were treated together. The 
analysis consisted of broad thematic coding 
within each of the 3 objectives and 
reporting of the frequency with which each 
barrier, need or incentive was ranked in 
each of the 3 importance response 
categories. 

Of the 37 experts who were sent the 
research request and survey link, 2 experts 
replied that they did not feel qualified to 

Figure 1. Example of identified barriers listed on the flip 
charts during the workshop. 
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complete the survey, which reduced our 
sample population to 35 experts. Twenty-
two (22) experts completed the survey, 
resulting in 63% response rate. 

 

Main Findings 

Experts profile 

About one-third of the experts who attended 
the workshop and completed the online 
survey worked for a non-governmental 
organization (36%), followed by the private 
sector and an academic or research 
institution (both 18%), a local government 
(14%), a federal government (9%), and a 
state government (5%).  

The average number of years of experience 
in their current profession was 7 years, and 
the average number of years employed in 
the current work organization was 9 years 
(range 1–20 and more years). The average 
number of years of current and previous 
cultural heritage management or historic 
preservation employment experiences was 
21 years (range 4–38 years).  

Respondents reported conducting the 
majority of their work within diverse US 
regions and non-US regions: North Atlantic 
region (9%), California (8%), Pacific Islands 
(7%), Southwest region (7%), Pacific 
Northwest region (7%), Gulf Coast region 
(7%), Caribbean region (7%), Mid-Atlantic 
region (6%), South Atlantic region (5%), 
Great Lakes region (5%), Rocky Mountain 
regions (5%), Central US region 4%), Europe 
(4%), South America (4%), and Asia (3%), 
Australia and Oceania (3%), Africa (3%), and 
Central America (3%).  

Barriers 

During the workshop, 33 different barriers to 
achieving climate targets by cultural 
heritage actors were identified (Appendix A, 
Table A1). The number of mentions of each 
identified barrier that was ranked in order of 
importance (from 1 to 3) by the survey 
respondents are presented in Figure 2. The 
top three most salient barriers identified by 
respondents were:  

• Lack of tangible actions that 
demonstrate how can cultural heritage 
contribute to climate change 
mitigation and adaptation (five times 
ranked as the first most salient barrier, 
once ranked as the second most salient 
barrier, and twice ranked as the third 
most salient barrier); 

• Lack of support from elected officials 
about climate change and cultural 
heritage intersection (five times ranked 
as the first most salient barrier, once 
ranked as the second most salient 
barrier, and twice ranked as the third 
most salient barrier); and  

• Lack of recognition of importance of 
cultural heritage and climate change 
work within organizations/agencies  
(twice ranked as the first most salient 
barrier, twice ranked as the second 
most salient barrier, and three times 
ranked as the third most salient 
barrier). 

It is important to note that the numbers 
displayed in Figure 2 indicates how 
frequently each barrier was ranked as one of 
three most salient barriers, but do not 
represent the level of importance experts 
placed on the barriers. Additionally, it is 
important to note that there was limited 
agreement in the most important barriers, as 
just over one-third (36%) of respondents 
noted the top two ranked barriers as either 
of first, second, or third in terms of 
importance.
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Figure 2. Number of mentions and order of preference (rank from 1 to 3) for each identified barrier to achieving climate 
targets.  
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Needs  

Experts identified 13 diverse needs as critical to 
overcome barriers of heritage actors 
for achieving climate targets (Appendix A, Table 
A1). As shown in Figure 3, the top three most 
salient needs (in order of importance) for 
overcoming identified barriers were:  

• Increase funding for research, raising 
awareness, planning and 
implementation of strategies for 
climate change and cultural heritage 
intersection (9 times ranked as the first 
most salient need, once ranked as the 
second most salient need, and twice 
ranked as the third most salient need); 

• Improve media attention to increase 
public awareness of cultural heritage 
and climate change intersection using 
effective outreach (once ranked as the 
first most salient need, four times ranked 
as the second most salient need, and six 
times ranked as the third most salient 
need); 

• Improve access to information about 
best practices in cultural heritage and 
climate change disciplines (once ranked 
as the first most salient need, four times 
ranked as the second most salient need, 
and four times ranked as the third most 
salient need).  

It is important to note that the numbers 
displayed in Figure 3 indicates how frequently 
each need was ranked as one of three most 
salient needs, but do not represent the level of 
importance experts placed on the needs. Yet, it 
is important to note that there was moderate 
agreement in the most important needs, as 
one-half or more of respondents noted the top 

two ranked barriers as either of first, second, or 
third in terms of importance (55% and 50% of 
respondents, respectively). 

Incentives for joining Climate Heritage 
Network 

Using expert elicitation, 11 different incentives 
for joining Climate Heritage Network were 
identified by workshop participants (Appendix 
A, Table A1). As shown in Figure 4, three most 
salient incentives (in order of importance) for 
joining network were:  

• Peer-group connectivity (four times 
ranked as the first most salient incentive, 
five times ranked as the second most 
salient incentive, and four times ranked as 
the third most salient incentive); 

• Clear focus and purpose of the Climate 
Heritage Network (four times ranked as 
the first most salient incentive, three 
times ranked as the second most salient 
incentive, and four times ranked as the 
third most salient incentive); 

• Demonstrating effectiveness of the 
Network (twice ranked as the first most 
salient incentive, three times ranked as 
the second most salient incentive, and 
five times ranked as the third most salient 
incentive). 

 

It is important to note that the numbers 
displayed in Figure 4 indicates how frequently 
each incentive was ranked as one of three 
most salient incentives, but do not represent 
the level of importance experts placed on the 
incentives. Yet, it is important to note that 
there was moderate agreement in the most 
important incentives, as one-half or more of 
respondents noted the top two ranked 
incentives as either of first, second, or third in 
terms of importance (59% and 50% of 
respondents, respectively). 
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Figure 3. Number of mentions and order of preference (rank from 1 to 3) for each identified need of cultural heritage 
actors to achieving climate targets.  
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Figure 4. Number of mentions and order of preference (rank from 1 to 3) for each identified incentive for joining Climate 
Heritage Network. 
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within organizations/agencies. Other important 
barriers (that received at least one vote as the 
most important barrier) included: (d) the lack of 
funding, which limits climate action planning; 
(e) climate change being treated as an "add on" 
issue and not integrated fully into heritage 
management or historic preservation (i.e., the 
lack of relevancy); (f) the lack of access and 
voice in formal policy processes; (g) the lack of 
individual agency among members of larger 
organizations and jurisdictions; (h) competing 
priorities within organizations and jurisdictions 
that results in a lack of capacity to consider 
climate change; (i) the lack of professional 
methodologies (i.e., no standards of practice); 
(j) misalignment of policy guidelines and legal 
practices with climate adaptation strategies; 
and (k) the lack of understanding on how to 
engage and communicate (i.e., don't have the 
right lexicon) with government 
agencies/jurisdictions. 
 
We also documented that the most salient 
needs of heritage actors for achieving climate 
targets, as perceived by the 22 experts who 
responded to the survey, which include: (a) 
increased funding for research, raising 
awareness, planning and implementation of 
strategies for climate change and cultural 
heritage intersection; (b) improved media 
attention to increase public awareness of 
cultural heritage and climate change 
intersection using effective outreach; and (c) 
improved access to information about best 
practices in cultural heritage and climate 
change disciplines. Other important needs (that 
received at least one vote as the most 
important need) included: (d) building and 
enhancing cross-disciplinary collaborations that 
can provide support for achieving various 
environmental, climate and sustainable targets 
(and who are willing to call out failures); (e) 
developing multiple strategies and plans for 
achieving goals of climate change and cultural 
heritage intersection; (f) a showcase of 

implemented projects that focus on sharing 
successes and challenges faced along the path 
to success; (g) identifying "champion(s)" such as 
celebrities, influencers, local communities, 
citizen scientists who will raise awareness of 
cultural heritage and climate change issues; (h) 
getting a seat at the table by leveraging non-
heritage players and having them make 
promises; and (i) establishing professional 
standards. 
 
In terms of the incentives needed for 
organizations and jurisdictions to join the 
Climate Heritage Network, our findings 
documented that the 22 experts who 
responded to the survey perceived the most 
important incentives to be: (a) peer-group 
connectivity; (b) a clear focus and purpose of 
the Climate Heritage Network; and (c) 
demonstrating effectiveness of the Network 
(early, small wins). Other important incentives 
(that received at least one vote as the most 
important incentive) included: (d) commitments 
that can be translated into actionable initiatives; 
(e) using the influence constituents to ask 
elected officials to demonstrate commitment to 
heritage-climate change issues; (f) collaboration 
and connection with stronger sectors to 
increase effectiveness; (g) a list of 
organizations/agencies that have signed MOU; 
(h) public recognition; (i) powerful 
endorsements; and (j) demonstration of strong 
collective presence. 
 
It is hoped that the findings presented in this 
report can help the Climate Heritage Network 
organizers chart the path forward towards 
mobilizing the heritage and preservation global 
community. In doing so, it is also hoped that 
this documentation of barriers, needs, and 
incentives can provide the support necessary to 
increase the presence of heritage 
professionals, organizations, and jurisdictions 
within the global climate change dialogue.
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Appendix A. Barriers, needs, and incentives elicited by experts during the Climate 
Heritage Mobilization workshop 
 
Table A1. List of identified barriers (n=33) and needs (n=13) of heritage actors for achieving climate targets, and identified 
incentives (n=11) for joining Climate Heritage Network.  

 

Barriers Needs Incentives 

Lack of support from elected officials about 
climate change and cultural heritage 
intersection 

Develop multiple strategies and plans for 
achieving goals of climate change and cultural 
heritage intersection 

Commitments that can be translated into 
actionable initiatives of the 
organization/agency  

Claim of neutrality affects donor funding Identify "champion(s)" such as celebrities, 
influencers, local communities, citizen 
scientists who will raise awareness of cultural 
heritage and climate change issues 

Powerful endorsements (e.g., heads of state & 
other influencers) 

Lack of coordination and recognition of the 
cultural heritage and climate change issues 
within environmental programs 

Get a seat at the table by leveraging non-
heritage players and having them make 
promises 

List of organizations/agencies that have signed 
MOU 

Lack of access and voice in formal policy 
process (therefore not impacting procedures 
and standards) 

Build and enhance cross-disciplinary 
collaborations that can provide support for 
achieving various environmental, climate and 
sustainable targets (and who are willing to call 
out failures) 

Public recognition 

Lack of individual agency among members of 
larger organizations/agencies 

Increase funding for research, raising 
awareness, planning and implementation of 
strategies for climate change and cultural 
heritage intersection 

Peer-group connectivity 

Lack of funding (therefore waiting for funding 
prior to developing a plan for action) 

Strengthen legislative mandates and 
imperatives at all scales, and within various 
organizations/agencies 

Influence constituents to ask/demand that 
elected officials demonstrate commitment to 
cultural heritage and climate change issues 

Lack of recognition of indigenous rights Establish partnerships with organizations that 
are effective lobbyists 

Clear focus and purpose of Climate Heritage 
Network 

Lack of recognition of importance of cultural 
heritage and climate change work within 
organizations/agencies 

Showcase implemented projects that focus on 
sharing successes and challenges faced 
along the path to success 

Demonstrating effectiveness (early, small 
wins) 

Lack of support from individual 
agency/organization to focus on intersection 
of climate change and cultural heritage 

Convince audiences (funders, editors, 
administration) that documenting failures isn't 
risky but important for adaptive learning and 
then share those failures. 

Collaboration and connection with stronger 
sectors (e.g., tourism) to increase 
effectiveness 
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Barriers Needs Incentives 

Lack of empowerment to carry out tasks on 
climate change and heritage due to its 
overlooked impact because it is a relatively 
small field 

Improve access to information about best 
practices in cultural heritage and climate 
change disciplines 

Talent of the leadership 

Lack of understanding on how to engage and 
communicate (don't have the right lexicon) 
with government agencies 

Improve media attention (to increase public 
awareness) of cultural heritage and climate 
change intersection using effective outreach 
(e.g., showing consistent, simple and visual 
stories) by partnering with organizations that 
are good at developing communication 
campaigns. 

Demonstration of strong collective presence 
(more so than any pre-existing organization on 
this topic) 

Lack of understanding where to access the 
information 

Develop novel tools and methods for 
evaluating and documenting loss of diverse 
types of cultural heritage 

 

Cultural heritage actors are perceived as an 
obstruction 

Establishing professional standards 
 

Public perceptions that historic buildings are 
unable to reduce emissions (the mission of 
preservation leads to misperceptions) 

  

Competing priorities within 
organizations/agencies results in a lack of 
capacity to consider climate change 

  

Lack of clarity and purpose within climate 
heritage group 

  

Lack of integrated data to be used or various 
audiences (focus on natural environment, not 
built environment) 

  

Lack of connectivity/alignment between 
government agencies (cross-purposes) 

  

Misalignment of policy guidelines and legal 
practices with climate adaptation strategies 

  

NGO sector is very competitive with little room 
for failure 

  

Tensions between academic and practitioner 
sectors 

  

Lack of understanding a scale of heritage loss 
(paralyzes action) 
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Barriers Needs Incentives 

Lack of "Ways of Knowing" (traditional 
ecological knowledge) 

  

Top-down agenda that challenges local 
practitioners 

  

Climate change is "add on" issue and not 
integrated fully into heritage management or 
historic preservation (lack of relevancy) 

  

Lack of political support for climate change 
and cultural heritage intersection as an issue 
and need 

  

"Disaster fatigue" where public is not willing to 
engage or support climate change-cultural 
heritage nexus 

  

Lack of understanding of importance of 
cultural heritage in environmental and 
sustainability disciplines (e.g., need to use 
buildings to demonstrate and implement 
sustainable practices) 

  

Lack of alignment between agencies working 
in heritage 

  

High upfront cost of cultural heritage 
mitigation and adaptation investments 

  

Lack of tangible actions that demonstrate how 
can heritage contribute to climate change 
mitigation and adaptation 

  

Inability to demonstrate relevancy 
  

Lack of professional methodologies (no 
standards of practice) 

    

 


