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Facts about the project: 

Duration: 18 months (1-1-2013 till 30-6-2014) 

Project Budget: €652.298,- 

Co-financing EU (DG ECHO): €489.224,- 

Partners: 

 Safety Region-South Holland South, the Netherlands 

 City Government of Tallinn, Estonia 

 Municipality of Mirandela, Portugal 

 Municipality of Aveiro, Portugal 

 Stara Zagora Regional Economic Development Agency, 

Bulgaria 

 

Goal of the project: 

to test the cross-sectoral implementation of the risk assessment and risk management (prevention) 

strategies as described in the brochures and handbook of the InterregIVC project MiSRaR (Mitigation 

Spatial Relevant Risks in European Regions and Towns). 

to promote risk management and organize knowledge exchange between other local, regional and 

provincial governments and cross-sectoral risk management partners within the European Union (and 

associated states) on: 

 the concepts, strategies, best practices and lessons learnt on risk assessment, risk management 

and the relation with disaster preparedness as described in the aforementioned handbook; 

 practical experiences with the implementation of the handbook as described under objective 1; 

 the consequences of the 'EU staff working paper on Risk Assessment and Mapping Guidelines for 

Disaster Management'  for local, regional and provincial governments and the possibilities for 

connecting national and decentralized risk assessment and risk management policies. 

http://ec.europa.eu/echo/civil_protection/civil/pdfdocs/prevention/COMM_PDF_SEC_2010_1626_F_staff_working_document_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/civil_protection/civil/pdfdocs/prevention/COMM_PDF_SEC_2010_1626_F_staff_working_document_en.pdf
http://www.prismaproject.eu/images/partners.png
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1. PROJECT ACTIVITIES 
1.1. Testing  the handbook 

The first goal of the project was to test the cross-sectorial 

implementation of the risk assessment and risk management 

(prevention) strategies as described in the brochures and 

handbook of the InterregIVC project MiSRaR . The handbook is 

based on the experiences of the seven MiSRaR partners and the 

organizations in their network, but as such never tested in 

practice.  

By testing the handbook partners were able to validate their 

findings, approve the handbook and disseminate the use of the 

approach in their own work environment. 

Partners realized that the project duration would be to short to 

realize a complete and by the political level accepted plan, but 

for the purpose of the project, this was not necessary. If the 

project would lead to real mitigation measures or more attention 

for the risk in the test area, this would be a bonus of the project, not the goal. 

The handbook was tested on five different risks: 

 Aveiro:   Seveso industry and transport of dangerous substances 

 Mirandela:   urban fires in the historic city centre 

 Stara Zagora:  forest fires 

 Tallinn:   urban fires in historical wooden houses in Northern Tallinn 

 VRZHZ:   rail transport of dangerous substances through Zwijndrecht and Dordrecht 

 

 

  

http://www.misrar.nl/project
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During the implementation of the project, the partners have supported each other  and exchanged 

their experiences in ”partner advice and counselling meetings”.  A “virtual office” was available to 

work together on the project like colleagues in ”real life”.  For project management reasons the 

project was divided in four separated phases for each of the aspects of the process. During the “PAC” 

meetings between this phases the results were shared and the approach for the next phase 

discussed. The project was divided in: 

 Developing a local network 

 Performing a risk assessment 

 Performing a capability assessment 

 Developing a mitigation strategy 

 

 

1.1.1. Developing a local network  

The MiSRaR approach emphasizes the importance of working 

with (local) partners to develop a mitigation strategy and in 

implementing measures.   The first step in the project was 

therefore in each test area to find the relevant stakeholders 

by carrying out a network assessment.  

All partners mapped their potential stakeholder, analysed the 

result to find out for what purpose which stakeholders were 

(most) relevant and ultimately formed on the basis of an 

evaluation their local network with which the project was 

implemented.  

The original idea was to have a declaration of principles signed by all involved entities. In some of the 

cases this turned out to be contra productive.  Strong and healthy relationships were established, 

based on knowledge, responsibilities and trust.  In this atmosphere a signed letter of intent was not 

necessary and might by some be seen as a lack of trust. 

 

1.1.2. Performing a risk assessment  

In the second phase partners worked with their partners on the performance of a risk assessment.  

This phase turned out to be the most intensive one. Because of the limited time of the project, some 

of the assessments include several assumptions which could not be validated or researched in detail. 

This means that the assessments and outcomes do not have to be taken literally, but as examples 
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and show cases for the general approach to risk management. 

However, all assessments provided the expected insights 

as a basis for further risk mitigation strategies. 

The MiSRaR handbook describes two kinds of methods: “single 

hazard” and “all hazard”. The second approach is used to 

determine which type of risk is the most important to mitigate. In 

the test cases the choice for a type of risk already was made on 

forehand. 

A single hazard approach focuses on analysing the risk of a 

specific type of disaster or crisis, usually in a specific geographic 

area and for a specific time period. This type of risk analysis is 

aimed at determining which of the identified risk locations face 

the greatest risk, the most important impacts and/ or which of the possible scenario’s are the most 

important to mitigate. Such a risk-specific approach may offer clues to more specific targeted policies 

than a generic risk-transcending approach. 

In the first part of this phase a lot of data was collected about the risks, 

the area’s itself and the vulnerabilities.  The so called “Risk 

Identification” .  

The Risk identification was partly based on the knowledge and 

experiences of the local networks but also on literature  and 

(software)models.  This was especially in Aveiro and South Holland 

South the case because of the lack on historical data and the enormous 

amount of possible scenario’s. The results of this phase are shown in 

various maps and tables.  

The second step in this phase was the risk analysis. In this step, with 

various tools, data was transferred in information.  Maps were used to 

show the “hotspots” or the effect zones . Diagrams were made to relate 

the probability of a certain scenario or area to the different types of 

impact. 

In the MiSRaR approach, the last step in this phase is the risk evaluation. 

This is a political process to decide about the prioritizing  of the risk(s) to 

mitigate or – in case of a single hazard approach – which area, scenario 

or kind of impact. Because this was a test project, fixed in the four 

phases of just a couple of months each, not all partners asked for a real 

political decision on this point.  In some cases a local steering committee fulfilled this role. 

A. 
Flammabl
e gasses 

32% 

B2. Toxic 
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B3. Very 
toxic 
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1.1.3. Performing a capability assessment 

In the third phase of the project, partners developed together with 

their local network a  capability assessment.  The purpose of this 

phase is to identify, analyse and evaluate measures which will lead 

to a lower level of risk.  The capability identification was performed 

by means of causal web / event tree analysis of scenario’s.  The risk 

maps with effect zones were very helpful in this process. These risk 

maps not only provided insight in the characteristics of the risks but 

also opportunities for mitigation in certain areas.  

In Mirandela the target group, inhabitants and small enterprises in 

the old centre,  was asked to fill a questionnaire to provide more 

information and to trigger them to feel more responsible for  solutions. 

As advised in the MiSRaR handbook partners the proposed measures focussed on reduction of the 

probability as well on reduction of the effects and 

vulnerabilities.  At the end, also measures for disaster 

preparedness and improved recovery were taken in 

account by most partners. The so called Multi Layer 

Safety.  In fact, looking to the definition of risk, every 

part of this definition 

can be used to 

mitigate the risk. 

Which measures are most suitable is depending on a great variety of 

factors: the (amount of) risk scenario’s, the measures already taken, 

the cost-benefit balance, the time horizon etc. By example In South 

Holland South the local work group focussed on the midterm 

vulnerability reduction measures, taking in account that for 

probability reduction and disaster preparedness already measures 

were taken.  Using the risk effect maps a system of zoning was used 

and from each measure the benefits were compared within each 

zone. 

Partners searched also to win-win situations with other policy-fields 

or for partners and in some cases the possibility to combine 

measures with existing planning instruments was one of the criteria to increase the probability of 

implementation. 
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1.1.4. Developing a mitigation strategy 

During the last phase of the project, partners developed their 

mitigation strategies.  They combined their proposal of measures 

with ideas about financing, lobby & advocacy and legal possibilities 

to implement this measures. 

The partners discussed these issues with their local network to 

explore the possibilities for the above mentioned aspects in the 

different policy fields and for the different entities.   

Because the fact PRISMA was a test project, some partners 

experienced that it was difficult to discuss the financial, political and 

legal issues in public because of the impact this would have in the 

society. For this reason not always the discussed aspects are included in the mitigation plans. 

In general it was found that specific financing of measures related to spatial planning is not easy to 

find. Realizing this measures only is possible on longer term if a win-win situation is created and / or 

the ideas are “translated’ in City Development Plans, Spatial Planning Plans. An other possibility is to 

implement this measures with additional funding from the national level or EU, but also in that case 

it will take a large couple of year and a lot of lobbying to reach this. 

Measures in the field of creating awareness, inspections, preparation of emergency management are 

easier to implement by cooperation of entities, share forces, reprioritizing and additional project 

budgets and can be implemented on the short and middle term. 

Changing the legal framework also is a long term issue but important because of the sometimes big  

financial / economical impacts.  Partners realized 

this topic is more national and European then 

local and that a strong lobby strategy is needed to 

get the desired changes achieved. 

Partners learnt that professional, political and/or 

public discussions about risks and mitigation 

strategies can have unintended (undesirable) side-

effects. For example there can be a negative 

influence on ground and property values and 

commercial investments in an area. This should not 

become a reason to avoid these discussions, but it is 

a factor to take into account. 
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1.2. Promoting risk management 

The second goal of the project and at least as important as 

the first one,  was to promote risk management and 

organize knowledge exchange between other local, 

regional and provincial governments and cross-sectorial 

risk management partners within the European on: 

1. the concepts, strategies, best practices and lessons 

learnt on risk assessment, risk management and the 

relation with disaster preparedness as described in 

the MiSRaR handbook; 

2. practical experiences with the implementation of the handbook; 

3. the consequences of the 'EU staff working paper on Risk Assessment and Mapping Guidelines for 

Disaster Management'  for local, regional and provincial governments and the possibilities for 

connecting national and decentralized risk assessment and risk management policies. 

For this purpose the project team mainly presented the MiSRaR  approach in a lot of different 

national and international meetings, was involved in national discussions about risk management, 

organized 3 conferences and maintained the MiSRaR and PRISMA websites (> 800 unique visitors and 

300 downloads / month.) 

1.2.1. Presentations 

The past year a large number of presentations has been given on MiSRaR and PRISMA for very 

different target groups. For example, the Dutch team received a delegation from Norway (Stavanger 

area) and the SG of the Ministry of Internal Affairs in Estonia. Presentations were also provided for 

the Euregio Rhine-Meuse, the Emric project, network meetings in the Dutch safety regions ZHZ and 

Flevoland, the Regional Environmental  Agency Central and West Brabant and groups of students 

from the University of Wageningen.  

 In Portugal Prof. ª Doutora the ARSC (Regional Health Administration Cente) held in 2013, a 

presentation on MiSRaR and Prisma for several authorities at regional and local levels. At present she 

is holding a series of presentations for different municipalities in the region in which she promotes 

the importance of the MiSRaR approach within the Land Use Planning.  

A 1 ½ day-long visit by a delegation of 16 members of the management team from the city of Seoul 

was postponed at the last moment because of the ferry disaster in Korea. The visit, organized at the 

request of the French Ecole National d’Administration (ENA)  was specifically designed to inform the 

delegation about the MiSRaR / PRISMA  approach and the good examples in the region, as discussed 

in the MiSRaR project.  

http://ec.europa.eu/echo/civil_protection/civil/pdfdocs/prevention/COMM_PDF_SEC_2010_1626_F_staff_working_document_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/civil_protection/civil/pdfdocs/prevention/COMM_PDF_SEC_2010_1626_F_staff_working_document_en.pdf
http://www.prismaproject.eu/index.php/home-1
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1.2.2. conferences 

The Prisma project has organized 3 international conferences. They 

took place in: 

Stara Zagora, Bulgaria  March 12th 2014 

Tallinn, Estonia   April 15th 2014 

Aveiro, Portugal  May 15th 2014 

All conferences were, with average 40 participants,  well attended. 

Mainly by local and regional partners, as well as by representatives of the national governments. The 

meeting in Stara Zagora was also attended by the head of 

the Representation of the European Commission in 

Bulgaria, Mr. Ognian Zlatev .  

The intent of the program was similar in all conferences, 

but there were local accents. In addition to general 

information about both the PRISMA and MiSRaR project 

and about European / national policies in the field of risk 

management, particularly the own experiences of the 

partners in the PRISMA project itself came in various 

presentations on the agenda.  Special attention was paid 

to the relationship between risk mitigation and spatial 

planning and the important  role of local networks. 

During the 3rd conference the NEREID’s project presented 

their findings . A regular feature was the contribution of an 

expert in the field of disaster risk reduction who used the MiSRaR handbook in his work in Bosnia, 

Moldova  and Congo.  

At the end of each conference, the project team and the participants debated about risk assessment 

and risk mitigation strategies in general and the local and national situation in particular.  

 

 

 

 

http://www.prismaproject.eu/index.php/conferences
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2. PROJECT RESULTS 

As a result of the work as described above the project partners  delivered: 

 5 risk mitigation plans, comprising of 5 risk assessments and capability assessments 

 At least 5 times 6 meetings of the respective local networks of the PRISMA partners (up to 15 

or 20 local meetings in some of the cases)  

 4 international “partner advice and counselling meetings” between the PRISMA partners to 

exchange knowledge and experiences during the project 

 3 conferences  &  1 conference report 

 A factsheet and 4 newsletters in 5 different languages 

 Press releases and media interviews 

 A website (www.prismaproject.eu)  

 Dissemination tools (Video and cartoons) in English 

 14 presentations in regional and national meetings and several articles in local and national 

magazines 

 A set of recommendations for the EU for the future of risk and resilience management 

 

2.1. risk mitigation plans 

All partners made a risk mitigation plan.  The risk management plan combines all the given steps of 

the mitigation process and comprises and reflects the work and effort of the risk management local 

networks. The five mitigation plans are available on the project website. For security reasons,  not 

always the complete risk assessment paragraph is available.  

 

2.2. Local meetings 

One of the key issues in the used approach is the cooperation with 

local partners. For this reason every step in the process was 

discussed with these partners in local meetings.  Some partners 

organized meetings one or two times in every phase and combined 

this with other contact moments. Other partners like Tallinn 

organized local meetings on regular basis, one or two times every 

month.  These meetings were very valuable and contributed very 

much not only to the goals of the project but also to cooperation in 

future 

http://www.prismaproject.eu/
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2.3. Partner Advice & Counselling meetings 

To support each other and to create a environment of comparing and learning, partners have met in 

four so called Partner Advice & Counselling meetings. The first one took place in Dordrecht and was 

combined with the project Kick-off. The other three in Mirandela, Stara Zagora and Tallinn. In the 

meetings, partners reported about the work done, discussed the problems they were confronted 

with and the solutions found, compared the lessons learnt and prepared together the nest phase. 

Not planned, but working  very well,  was the attendance of the local working group members in 

most of the meetings. It gave the opportunity for direct interaction about  the work between the 

national and international partners and share practical ideas and experiences in the field of the 

discussed local risk. 

In addition of this,  the partners used the meetings to discuss project management issues. 

2.4. conferences  / Conference report 

As described above, the conferences took place as planned. An overall conference report 

was made and is available on the website. 

2.5. Factsheet & Newsletters 

In the first phase of the project a factsheet was made and used for dissemination of the 

project.  On regular base a newsletter was made. The partners translated the 4 newsletters 

in their own language and disseminated  them by email to their colleagues and the partners 

in the project. The newsletters were also available on the project website and the websites 

of the partners. 

2.6. Press releases and media interviews 

The project disseminated two general press releases. One at the start of the project and one at the 

end of the first year.  In the second year the press releases were more focussed on the conferences.   

The writing press but also the regional radio and television broadcasting were present during the 

Partner Advise and Counselling meeting in Stara Zagora 

and during the conferences in Stara Zagora and Tallinn. 

In the television interviews the project manager and 

the representatives of the local government had the 

opportunity to inform the public about the project in 

general and about the specific cases in these cities. In 

Stara Zagora the Bulgarian representative of the 

European Commission  was interviewed. 
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2.7. Website 

The project team developed and maintained  a website in the five 

different languages: www.prismaproject.eu. The website contains 

information about the partners, the structure and goal of the 

project, risk management in general, publications and the 

conferences. Of course the website is linked to the still existing 

MiSRaR website,  www.misrar.eu  

However it is difficult to prove the relationship with the Prisma 

project,  fact is that in 2013 the website did have more then 800 

unique visitors  and more then 350 downloads average every month 

from over the whole world. 

 

2.8. Dissemination tools 

To improve the awareness for risk mitigation in the spatial planning process, the province of South 

Holland in the Netherlands initiated a project to reach a better cooperation between the most 

involved stakeholders: “Het Verbeterteam”. The safety region South-Holland South and the 

municipality of Dordrecht both participate in this project. The PRISMA project was linked to this 

project from the start. This made it possible to translate a 

video clip developed by the “verbeterteam’ in English and 

use it during the conferences and for other dissemination 

activities.  For the same purpose a number of cartoons about 

risks and mitigation were collected and also translated in 

English.  

The video clip is available on the website for use in line with 

the goal the clip is made for. 

 

2.9. Presentations 

As said in paragraph 1.2.1 a large amount, 14 in total,  of presentations are given for  regional, 

national and international groups.  Not only the direct involved partners but also members from their 

network disseminated the project and the MiSRaR approach for other groups.  Some of these 

presentations directly influenced the local or even national discussions about risk mitigation and 

spatial planning. The full list of presentations is available on the website.  

http://www.prismaproject.eu/
http://www.misrar.eu/
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2.10. Recommendations 

The project have led to several ideas about improvement of risk management methods and 

strategies. Some of the ideas could be influenced by  European Union policies. The project team 

suggest, based on their experiences to: 

 Promote  the direct  connection between  risk assessments on all scales (national, regional  

and national) and support “lower” governments in making these assessments and using 

them for risk management purposes. 

 Uniform principles, definitions, tools and risk mapping symbols  in a addendum on the EU 

guideline and update this addendum regularly with new insights as a “living document” 

 Promote European research on the effects of risk scenario’s and make the results part of the 

EU risk assessment methodology 

 Promote the link between risk assessment, environmental assessment and spatial planning. 

 Develop European legislation to enforce the use of all hazard risk and resilience assessments 

in spatial planning activities. 

 Promote the cross-border cooperation for risk and crisis management. Provide resources to 

disseminate risk management approaches among local and regional governments 

 Make a European risk assessment and prioritize risks on European level. 

 Take in account that risk management strategies and tools work with objective information 

but be realistic about the political evaluation. In the end mitigation is not from the technical 

experts but from the politicians. 
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3. PROJECT BENEFITS AND IMPACT 

 

3.1. Improvement of the handbook / lesson’s learnt 

During the Partner Advice & Counselling meetings and the conferences a lot of lessons learnt are 

shared between the partners.  They will be used to improve the MiSRaR handbook.  Examples of 

these lessons are: 

 Insight in risks (as a basis for mitigation strategies) benefits greatly from detailed statistics 

and historical data about occurrence, effects, spatial en temporal distribution. However, this 

is possible for high frequency risks (X times a year), but very difficult for low frequency risks 

(only one time every X years).  

 A risk matrix (probability and impact) is 

very helpful for prioritizing risks. Not only 

for an all hazard comparison between 

different types of risks, but also for a 

single hazard comparison of different 

scenarios for one type of risk. The 

difference between the compared single 

hazard scenarios can originate in the ‘size 

of impact’ (like a small versus a big toxic 

spill), but also in the difference in 

probabilities associated with different 

trigger events (like overheating versus use 

of open fire). A risk matrix is useable both 

for low frequency ‘disaster risks’ and high 

frequency ‘daily fire risks’. 

 There is a very close interconnection between risk assessment and capability assessment. 

This means the process is not linear, but more incremental with ‘loops’ backwards and 

forwards. During the capability assessment new research questions arise which should have 

been part of the risk assessment. Especially the wish to implement mitigation in spatial 

planning generates more and more the need for detailed insights in the spatial distribution of 

risks (scenarios, probabilities, effects and different kinds of vulnerabilities). Often these new 

research questions for the risk assessment also generate the need for additional risk map 

layers. 

 Risk mapping is of the utmost importance for the mitigation process. Risk mapping should 

consider all parts of the risk concept, separate and combined: risk sources, probabilities, 

effects of scenarios, hazards (probabilities combined with effects), vulnerabilities (of all kinds 
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of societal interests) and also response potential. The combining of layers clearly provides 

insight in different risk zones and visualizes this for all concerned (professionals, politicians, 

the public). “Maps tell more than a thousand words”. The importance of risk mapping does 

not only come from the need to have detailed insight in the risk itself, but also from the need 

to build a direct connection with spatial planning. After all, spatial planners mainly 

communicate by means of maps.  

 The required detailed insight in risks (first lesson mentioned) and the importance of good risk 

mapping (fourth lesson mentioned) make it very important to generate local information and 

knowledge. Local spatial and temporal distribution of probabilities, effects and vulnerabilities 

needs to be researched and observed locally. While general principles for and choices in 

mitigation (and preparedness) strategies might be prepared on other levels, actual spatial 

mitigation and implementation ‘on the ground’ demands for local input and commitment. 

Local experts, local databases and local inhabitants are needed. Advantage of such an 

approach is that at the same time the local network for implementation can be built, 

improving support for the mitigation solutions. This is especially the case with the 

involvement of inhabitants (public participation). 

 Risk assessment of low frequency risks is all about assumptions, because it is based upon 

calculations and methodological analysis, rather than statistical and historical data. The 

problem is that the validity of these assumptions can very seldom be proved. The scientific 

merit of methods and assumptions is very often lacking. Moreover, in many cases the 

methods and assumptions are part of a (political) influencing process, in which scientific 

soundness is not the key or even disregarded totally. Extra complicating is the fact that the 

probabilities (which only can be assumed for low frequency risks) have a big influence on the 

outcome of a CBA (cost-benefit ratio), meaning it is very difficult to have informed choices 

about the mitigation measures. 

 It remains the best to search for inter-sectorial win-win situations: mitigation solutions that 

also generate benefits for commerce, local communities, ecology or other hazards. 

 The mitigation process is “knowledge intensive”: a lot of different experts and stakeholders 

have to be involved. The minimum is a 

close cooperation between civil 

protection and spatial planners, which 

unfortunately is not the general practice 

in most municipalities. Because there are 

many different issues which have to be 

addressed in this knowledge intensive 

process, it is advisable to make several 

working groups that deal with specific 

issues. Moreover it is important to 

respect different responsibilities of the 
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stakeholders. Each partner participates in the process with their own assignment and 

mandates. Be sensitive for their interests and what they can and cannot do or share 

(information). Only then it is possible to build relationship of trust. 

 The mitigation process might be “knowledge intensive”, but it is not exclusively technical. A 

mix is needed between professional expertise and objectiveness on the one hand and 

political sensitivity on the other hand. This becomes especially manifest in the phases of 

political consultation (risk evaluation, setting objectives, capability evaluation). 

 The capability assessment must be performed with an open and free mind and out of the 

box. Try to find new, unexpected and unconventional (win-win) solutions. However, the 

process might be free, but the outcome must be practical. Practical limitations always govern 

the implementation process and must therefore not be disregarded.  

 Spatial planning and risk zoning should as must as possible follow natural borders. Technical 

calculations of effect zones (with hard borders drawn on maps for “safe” and “unsafe”) are 

difficult to explain to the general public (might even generate social unrest) and do not 

reflect the actual world “on the ground”. 

 A mitigation strategy and the concrete measures should be transparently communicated to 

the public (inhabitants). They need to know what is done about the risks in their 

environment and also need to know what they themselves can do to prevent incidents, to 

prepare and during incidents. Communication about 

mitigation measures therefore should be part of the broader 

risk communication strategy. The risk communication, risk 

awareness and risk acceptance can benefit from public 

participation during the mitigation (design and 

implementation) process. 

 Professional, political and/or public discussions about risks 

and mitigation strategies can have unintended (undesirable) 

side-effects. For example there can be a negative influence 

on ground and property values and commercial investments 

in an area. This should not become a reason to avoid these 

discussions, but it is a factor to take into account, also to 

prevent potential private lawsuits. 

 Information sharing is a critical part of the mitigation process. Not only because the process 

is information and knowledge intensive (see before), but also because it is essential to obtain 

the desired interconnection between the different planning processes on different levels and 

for different purposes (spatial planning, prevention, civil protection etc.). 

 The different planning processes have different phases and “lifetimes”. The start of spatial 

plans, prevention plans etc. very often does not coincide with one another and also the 

period for which they are made might differ. This is “simultaneity problem” is partly local, 

due to local priorities and policy processes, but also partly national, due to lack of 
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conjunction between different legislations. For mitigation planning it is therefore important 

to know the “rhythm” of the different planning process, in order to be able to implement 

mitigation in other plans. 

 Risk awareness of the stakeholders is gradually built during the process. Through the 

discussions about the risk and capability assessment a shared understanding of risks and 

solutions is built. This takes time and cannot be forced. 

 The risk and capability assessment need to be structurally maintained, because the world is 

ever-changing and also because the implementation of measures results in a new situation. 

  Public awareness campaigns and children´s education on risks should ideally be part of any 

mitigation strategy, because these are the fundaments of public resilience. 

 Causal webs for risk scenarios should be simplified and standardized as much as possible. 

 

 

3.2. Local benefits 

 

3.2.1. VRZHZ 

For VRZHZ the project had the following benefits: 

 Improved cooperation between the safety region and the 

municipalities 

 Improved insight in the nature, spatial distribution and 

prioritization of the risk of rail transport 

 Innovative ideas for the future interconnection between 

risk management and spatial planning 

 Political wish to continue advocacy for a structural risk solution, based upon the outcomes of 

the PRISMA assessment 

 A proposed mitigation strategy including proposed measures like for example: 

o incrementally trying to expand safety zone up to 70m (maximum of pool fire effects) by 

clever use as public space 

o zoning of vulnerable objects 

o stimulating closable mechanical ventilation in whole municipality 

o specific attention for defence against toxic fumes in subsidies for housing insolation  

o arrange public buildings as safe shelters 

o targeted risk communication in coloured zones for better awareness and preparation. 

o improved preparation of organizations (schools, offices etc.) 

o social network approach to self-reliance 

o early warning and crisis communication (specially for tox & ‘warm BLEVE’) 

o evacuation routes (spatial, preparation and risk and crisis communication) 

o future research into integrating specific measures in GREX. 
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3.2.2. SZREDA 

For SZREDA the project had the following benefits: 

 Improved insight in the actual risk of forest fires for 

Stara Zagora 

 Awareness of the public of the change in climate 

and increased frequency of natural disasters  

 Increasing commitment of society to deal with 

disasters  

 Initial steps have been initiated to study the risk of 

fires in schools  

 An actual mitigation strategy including: 

o making full use of voluntary units  

o appointment of Fire patrols in the summer  

o improving recovery by means of  afforestation (with allocated budget) 

 

 

3.2.3. Tallinn 

For Tallinn the project had the following benefits: 

 Stronger cooperation and knowledge 

exchange between different interest 

groups and stakeholders  

 Building up cooperation network(s) for fire 

safety and fire risk mitigation and 

management 

 Actual insight in the risk and its spatial 

distribution 

 A prioritization of fire safety risks and the 

main risk factors 

 Informing and prevention work for housing  and flat associations 

 Commitment of the stakeholders to continue cooperation focused on practical outcomes: 

o for inhabitants, like fire safety information (real suggestions for inhabitants, printed 

materials, practical papers, handbook etc.)  

o zoning of territory of Northern Tallinn according to fire risks and fire safety and 

zoning of measures or planning and designing concrete measures for different zones 

o fire risks and safety maps, maps of fire safety measures 
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o implementation of fire safety in Districts General Spatial Plan and the Development Plan 

integrate fire safety as “normal every day activity” in development work, spatial planning 

and (re)construction. 

 

3.2.4. Aveiro 

For Aveiro the project had the following main benefits: 

 An improved partnership between the 

municipality and the main stakeholders, such as 

the environmental agency, harbor, SEVESO 

industries, railway company etc. 

 Support of the stakeholders for an improved 

correlation between risks and spatial planning 

 Improved insight in the nature, magnitude and 

spatial distribution of the risk of rail transport 

 Proposed mitigation measures which integrate 

mitigation into spatial planning, with win-win 

between risk mitigation, noise reduction, flood management, planning of the public domain 

and renovation of the cultural historic nature of the area.   

 

3.2.5. Mirandela 

For Mirandela the project had the following main 

benefits: 

 Involvement of actual citizens in the issue 

of fire safety by means of a questionnaire 

 A stronger partnership with the University 

of Vila Real, implemented in a partnership 

protocol 

 Improved insight in the main factors of the 

fire safety risk 

 Actual insight in the spatial distribution of 

the risk in Mirandela´s historic city centre, 

state of conservation of buildings, building materials, heating installations, inhabitant 

characteristics  

 A risk mitigation strategy with proposed measures, by example:  

o Implementation of permanent awareness campaigns  
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o Remodelling and improvement of electrical installations 

o construction or remodelling of gas extraction and smoke ducts 

o  proper use of domestic equipment and gas appliances  

o Development and implementation of evacuation plans of buildings;  

o Visits to buildings and periodic inspections;  

o Creation of barriers to the spread of fire between adjacent buildings;  

o Reduction of existing constraints in access to emergency vehicles (possible placement of 

parking meters, sinaletic change, adjust the direction of road traffic on a one-way); 

o Installation of a wet pipeline network and water supply for firefighting, which could be 

supplied from the direct pumping of river water and installation of dry networks in some 

buildings where there is greater access constraint. 
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3.3. Regional / (inter)national impact 

The PRISMA project expect important impacts on local, regional and national level.  At the first place 

in the municipalities and regions of the participating entities.  

The experience with this project contributes to a higher level 

of cooperation between involved entities and changed the 

attitude of involved people. It is expected that in several 

cases the recommendations about the measures will be 

(partly) followed or measures to be taken in the future will be 

influenced by the project.  

In the Netherlands not only the local but also the national 

discussion on the risk management task of the safety 

region(s) was influenced by the project. The project manager 

and project advisor both were involved in the process of 

policy making. During the project several times the project 

team discussed the results with the Dutch ministry of Safety 

& Justice and contributed to programs for visiting groups like 

Lund University, the area of Stavanger (Norway) and the Estonian ministry of Internal Afairs. 

With this visit from the Secretary General of the ministry of Internal Afairs from Estonia and the 

contributions and attendance of the ministries of Internal Affairs from Bulgaria and Estonia and DGT 

DSOT Portugal during the conferences,  it is expected that 

PRISMA will influence the national policies in these countries 

on risk management and Spatial Planning.  

The PRISMA project cooperated with the EMRIC and NEREIDs 

project and contributed to the capitalisation project of the 

InterregIVc program.  

Mr Leen Revallier used the MiSRaR handbook and PRISMA 

experiences during his disaster reduction  courses for local 

governments in Bosnia, Moldova and Congo. 
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