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Preface

Cultural heritage is a driver for sustainable development in cities. As an economic 
and cultural asset, it boosts economic growth, enhances urban livability and contrib-
utes to environmental adaptability. In addition, the reuse of abandoned and under-
used cultural heritage and landscapes is a practical substitute to demolition, 
bypassing the wasteful processes of demolition and new construction prolonging 
the cultural heritage lifespan. Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage can thus be instru-
mental to circularize the flows of energy, raw materials, and human and cultural 
capital, and hence, it plays a significant role in the transition towards circular econ-
omy. Complementary to its environmental benefit, adaptive reuse brings forth sub-
stantial economic, social and cultural advantages by reusing historic buildings, sites 
and landscapes attached meanings and values by a wide range of citizens and actors.

The existing governance structures and operational systems concerning reuse of 
cultural heritage and landscapes are still highly limited in the involvement of rele-
vant stakeholders to the decision making process. Regulatory and planning tools are 
not flexible enough to allow sustainable and circular transformation processes, and 
are restricted in the financial resources and funding arrangements that mostly rely 
on public funds. Therefore, to turn cultural heritage and landscapes into a resource, 
instead of a cost for the collectivity, the structures of authority, institutions and 
financial arrangements should be adjusted. This adjustment needs to ensure larger 
stakeholders’ involvement in decision-making, to attract private investments and to 
facilitate cooperation between community actors, public institutions, property own-
ers, informal users and producers. In addition, to manage change, flexible, transpar-
ent and inclusive tools are required, thus leveraging the potential of cultural heritage 
to foster adaptive reuse practices.

This timely book thus aims to address this gap in existing knowledge from a 
circular economy and sustainable development perspective, and to introduce inno-
vative economic, environmental and governance models and evaluation tools tested 
and validated for adaptive reuse within the “CLIC—Circular models Leveraging 
Investments in Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse” project funded by the European 
Horizon 2020 Research & Innovation Action Program. The CLIC project is a trans- 
disciplinary research project bringing together expertise from disciplines such as 
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heritage studies, regeneration and urban development, business management, eco-
nomics, ecology and social sciences. This research responds to the European 
Societal Challenge 5 “Climate action, environment, resource efficiency and raw 
materials”, aimed at achieving resource efficient and climate change resilient econ-
omy and society through systemic innovation. The CLIC project also aims to unlock 
public and private investments in solutions for a more resource-efficient, greener 
and more competitive economy as a key part of smart, inclusive and sustainable 
growth strategy for Europe and worldwide.

In this context, this book comes to fore as a fundamental key reading for schol-
ars, professionals and policy makers, towards demonstrating how the adaptive reuse 
of cultural heritage, in a systemic perspective, has the potential to stimulate growth, 
sustainable development, social regeneration, welfare, jobs, income and livability of 
urban/territorial settings: to implement the circular economy model. It also provides 
innovative models and a circular toolkit for financing, reusing and managing cul-
tural heritage based on research outcomes and implementation of experimental 
models in four pilot European territories covered as case studies.

Naples, Italy Luigi Fusco Girard  

  Antonia Gravagnuolo   

Preface
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Chapter 1
Introduction: CLIC EU Horizon2020 R&I 
Project: Circular Models Leveraging 
Investments in Cultural Heritage Adaptive 
Reuse

Luigi Fusco Girard and Antonia Gravagnuolo

This volume harvests the key results of on the Horizon 2020 CLIC research project 
on “Circular economy models to leverage investments in cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse”. This multidisciplinary and trans-disciplinary research was developed 
between 2017 and 2022 engaging hundreds of citizens and stakeholders in four pilot 
European cities to experiment innovative approaches for the adaptive reuse and 
management of cultural heritage in the perspective of the circular economy.

The theoretical background of the research is grounded on the ecological eco-
nomics, focusing on circular conservation, regeneration and care of cultural heri-
tage as action aimed at environmental protection and inter/intra generational justice. 
Ecological economics, which dates back to the 80s with scholars such as inter alia 
Herman Daly (1968, 1980), Robert Costanza (1989), Robert Ayres (1969), 
Georgescu-Roegen (1986), Milan Zeleny (1981) is a field of evolutionary econom-
ics, concerned with the dynamic of complex adaptive systems.

Also the contribution of the human/social economy from the pioneer Sismondi 
to M. Gandhi to A. Etzioni to E. F. Schumaker to Amartya Sen (1970) have been 
considered in CLIC as a source of the humanistic approach, beyond market and state.

The urgent social and ecological challenges of our times require innovative 
approaches. The above regards also the cultural heritage sector to exploit its poten-
tial as a true driver of sustainable growth and long-term prosperity for people, planet 
and places. Today, it is not only required to identify alternative business models able 
to leverage financial re-sources needed for heritage conservation. Truly innovative 
business models can only come as a consequence of a radical ecological shift in 
societal values, which influence personal behaviours and lifestyle and open up to a 
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new economic model –a circular economy model—that prioritizes care for people 
and the planet together with individual benefit, including ensuring equal opportuni-
ties to present and future generations (“no one is left behind”, UN Agenda 2030 for 
Sustainable Development). Instead of being less profitable, the new evolutionary, 
ecological and symbiotic economics based on nature circularity principles revealed 
a great potential of long term success in the case studies explored in the CLIC 
research, suggesting the need of re-thinking heritage management models towards 
collaborative, community-based, nature-based and adaptive approaches. The true 
key of success in the implementation of the circular economy can be identified in 
the capacity of citizens and stakeholders to collaborate and cooperate, trusting each 
other towards shared objectives, thus exploring synergies instead of (only the) com-
petitive schemes and learning how to act as ecosystems instead of individual sub-
jects, overcoming the self-centred utilitarian culture, towards a civic culture.

Global challenges as climate change, poverty and growing inequalities cannot be 
addressed without cooperation within and between communities, which however 
starts at micro level within local communities and organisations changing approaches 
towards the collective care of the “common good” (being that ecological resources, 
cultural heritage, health or social justice).

A particular attention has been devoted to the cultural dimension and to cultural 
benefits of the reuse, as well as to operational tools.

The CLIC research project aimed at exploring whether and how the needed radi-
cal shift in values can be implemented through cultural heritage adaptive reuse, 
stimulating the development of new contemporary meanings of heritage through 
active conservation. Adaptive reuse can ensure that cultural heritage continues to 
“live” for present and future generations, because it ensures use-values in an indefi-
nite time span, thus preserving its “intrinsic value”.

Six key concepts underlie the CLIC project in the search of innovative models:

• Circularization of processes (the circular economy)
• Cultural heritage and landscape as commons goods
• The landscape approach, as promoting a systemic unifying perspective
• Creative hybridization between old and new values
• The growing role of social / solidarity economy and third sector actors
• The notion of well-being, well living, and beauty in the city-territory system as a 

key aspect of sustainability.

Four European cities were involved as pilot experimentations to implement the cir-
cular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage for the regeneration of abandoned sites: 
Salerno in Italy, Rijeka in Croatia, post-industrial villages in the rural region of 
Västra Götaland in Sweden, and the city of Amsterdam through the civil society 
organisation Pakhuis de Zwijger.

This book collects the results of these pilots’ experimentations, developing par-
ticipatory Local Action Plans for the circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and 
detailed reuse projects linked to circular business models to turn “dead” abandoned 
and underused heritage resources into “living systems”.

L. Fusco Girard and A. Gravagnuolo
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The innovative ecological and evolutionary perspective of the CLIC research in 
the field of heritage conservation requires the development of suitable evaluation 
models and tools, which reflects also the need of engaging local communities in the 
co-design and co-development of adaptive reuse projects, which objectives need to 
be recognised and shared to build the “heritage communities” strongly evoked in the 
Faro Convention (Council of Europe, 2005). This heritage community should be 
characterized by the capacity to link young and aged generation.

New evaluation tools need to be adapted in order to adhere to the dynamic evolu-
tion of communities’ needs and preferences. Multidimensional and multicriteria 
evaluation tools (Nijkamp 1977) to support participatory decision-making of cul-
tural heritage adaptive reuse in the perspective of circularity were developed within 
the CLIC project and tested in the diverse case studies presented in this volume. The 
CLIC dynamic, co-evolutive and spiral evaluation model based on multidimen-
sional criteria and indicators of circularity represents one of the results of the 
research, allowing the identification, evaluation and interpretation of alternative 
adaptive reuse solutions, towards the identification of the more “satisfying” project. 
Cities and regions involved in the research developed new strategies and projects for 
the recovery and reuse of abandoned heritage through the support of structured, 
dynamic and participatory evaluation processes.

Based on the analysis of more than one hundred of case studies, circular gover-
nance models for cultural heritage adaptive reuse were identified and tested/adapted 
to the pilot areas of the CLIC project. Third sector and community based initiatives 
emerged as particularly relevant for cultural heritage, leading to specific recommen-
dations towards enhanced policies for heritage conservation. The role of third sector 
actors, such as community cooperatives, foundations, civil society organisations, 
NGOs is projected to become more and more relevant in the heritage field. Indeed, 
third sector actors aim to reach social objectives while generating new jobs and 
revenues, which can be employed for the maintenance and recovery of cultural heri-
tage over time, in a virtuous circle of “care”, opposed to the vicious circle of 
abandonment.

Finally, financing models for circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage were 
explored at both theoretical and practical level, integrating economic, cultural, 
social and environmental impacts assessment towards viable business and financing 
solutions “blended” with societal benefit. A particular attention was paid to the 
impact of cultural heritage adaptive reuse on local communities, exploring how 
heritage regeneration can contribute to mutual trust, cohesion and inclusion at 
local level.

The CLIC research introduced the circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage as 
entrepreneurial activity through the Startup Competition for contributing to the 
development of specific entrepreneurial skills and capacities in the heritage sector, 
leveraging investments for heritage-based business projects able to generate new 
jobs and also positive societal impacts.

At international and policy level, the CLIC project contributed to the New 
European Bauhaus initiative and contributed to a certain extent to shaping the new 
Horizon Europe framework, which was developed taking into account the results 

1 Introduction: CLIC EU Horizon2020 R&I Project: Circular Models Leveraging…
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and further research needs expressed through this research. New research will need 
to continue exploring the role of cultural heritage adaptive reuse for the implemen-
tation of the circular economy to reach the objectives related to climate change miti-
gation and adaptation, natural resources regeneration, as well as European cohesion, 
inclusion and cultural identity. This volume aims to provide a valuable pathway and 
a blueprint for the integration of circular business, financing and governance models 
in cultural heritage conservation, reuse, valorisation and regeneration over the next 
challenging times, stimulating specific new “CLIC researches at national levels”.

The book is organized in six parts: (1) theoretical foundation; (2) experimenta-
tion and tools for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in the perspective of the 
circular economy model, focusing on evaluation tools; (3) barriers, bottlenecks and 
new governance; (4) circular business models and financial instruments; (5) enhanc-
ing creativity in the cultural heritage entrepreneurial sector; (6)  conclusions and 
guidelines.

1  The First Part Develops a Common Framework Starting 
from Robust Theoretical Foundations in the Field 
of Cultural Heritage Conservation

The adaptive re-use of cultural heritage is presented as the entry point for the circu-
lar economy strategy in cities and regions. A structured review of scientific litera-
ture in cultural heritage adaptive reuse completes this overview on theoretical 
foundations and opens to the analysis of best practices of cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse (ARCH) in a circular economy perspective, revealing and discussing differ-
ences and similarities between European countries, territorial scales, cultural heri-
tage typologies, cultural, social and regulatory contexts and environmental 
conditions.

Specific principles for the success of the circular adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage have been identified and proposed.

First of all, Chap. 2 by Luigi Fusco Girard “The circular ‘human-centred’ adap-
tive reuse of cultural heritage: theoretical foundations” provides the theoretical 
foundations that allow to identify the adaptive reuse of abandoned cultural heritage 
as driver of circular economy implementation at urban and territorial level, leverag-
ing the potential of its “intrinsic value” for the generation of new use values in a 
circular perspective. This introduction includes the historic context of economics of 
cultural heritage conservation and proposes specific new principles for the success 
of the adaptive reuse  through transferring  natural ecology organisational system 
into the human social ecology.

The following Chap. 3 by Marco Acri, Xavier Greffe and Saša Dobričić 
“Intangible Matters: cultural heritage as a driver for circular economy” recognizes 
that decades of linear economy have contributed to the weakening of the embedded 
intangible dimension in the production and preservation of cultural heritage, with 

L. Fusco Girard and A. Gravagnuolo
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consequent loss of tangible communicative competence of things. As a rule, the 
production of cultural heritage and it reuse practice rely on the reactivation of spa-
tial and temporal residuals, considering obsolescence as a value and not as a lack, 
thus opening new imaginary for circular economy. This contribution proposes a new 
experimental register of actions recognizable in care, maintenance, repair, tailor 
maid, proximity and re-design, which is capable to nourish the circular loop through 
a constant driver of acceptable changes.

Chapter 4 by Saša Dobričić, Marco Acri, Jukka Jokilehto “The Intimate Circular 
Dimension of Heritage Conservation and Historic Urban Landscape” highlights the 
spectrum of possible connections between cultural heritage adaptive reuse and cir-
cular economy, displaying the incredible potentials for a sustainable regeneration of 
European urbanised areas. Since its very beginning, however, it seemed clear that 
regardless of centuries of debates on the concept of conservation, the understanding 
on the basic notions were very different from country to country, letting potentially 
erroneous openings in the conservation practice, provoked by often superficial 
interpretations of reality as well as pressures from short term global market waves. 
Based on an extensive literature review on heritage and historic urban landscape 
preservation, this contribution concentrates on the very intimate historic relation-
ship between cultural heritage production and preservation and circular economy, 
doing parallelisms between the past and the present. In particular, the Chapter 
addresses the new and old paradigms in preservation, with an important emphasis 
on the concepts of authenticity and integrity, that must be seen as reference guiding 
principles when dealing with adaptive reuse, conservation and restoration, but also 
with cultural and historic urban landscape, with the scope to set clear fundamentals 
for new planning and governance frameworks.

2  The Second Part of the Book Focuses on Practices, 
Experimentation and Tools for the Adaptive Reuse 
of Cultural Heritage in the Perspective of the Circular 
Economy Model, Exploring Particularly Evaluation Tools

Chapter 5 by Antonia Gravagnuolo, Gabriella Monteleone and Luigi Fusco Girard 
“In search of a circular model for cultural heritage adaptive reuse: building evidence- 
base”, describes how the CLIC framework for circular adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage was tested through the assessment of European adaptive reuse cases, to 
identify the elements of success in diverse contexts according to specific and multi-
dimensional circularity criteria. The Chapter present the methodology and tools 
used in CLIC to collect, organise, analyse and interpret relevant data on European 
cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices, to identify good practices, success factors 
and barriers towards the implementation of the circular model for heritage reuse and 
regeneration. The CLIC Survey rationale and structure is described, followed by the 
Knowledge and Information Hub  (KIH) platform features, data analysis and 

1 Introduction: CLIC EU Horizon2020 R&I Project: Circular Models Leveraging…
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assessment. A number of case studies is provided as an overview of the relevant 
information collected and how it was used to advance knowledge on successful 
adaptive reuse cases.

The Annex of this chapter, developed by Gabriella Monteleone, focuses on the 
CLIC Knowledge and Information Hub platform and describes how innovative data 
management system developed by FacilityLive helped to provide clear and trans-
parent data and to manage them in innovative ways, enhancing opportunities for 
collaboration/cooperation between diverse stakeholders and to increase funding for 
cultural heritage. Data on cultural heritage in European countries are not easily 
available and new user-friendly data management systems can be a valid contribu-
tion able to support complex choices and evaluations. The Annex focuses on creat-
ing an impact in the market of information technology by providing methodologies, 
expertise, a novel patented technology and an enabling platform for heritage-related 
data management. The ambition is to use and further develop highly innovative data 
and information technology to enable cooperation between multiple stakeholders 
and inform their investment and management choices.

Chapter 6 by Natale Carlo Lauro, Antonia Gravagnuolo, Luigi Fusco Girard, 
Immacolata Vellecco and Maurizio Lauro on “A statistical model representation and 
analysis of cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices based on latent variables for 
circularity assessment” presents the results of the statistical analysis conducted on 
the CLIC survey database on existing cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices, 
through which the key “building blocks” of circularity were identified. Through the 
statistical analysis of the large database with 126 practical cases, the CLIC theoreti-
cal model of circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage was operationalised, identi-
fying the critical elements/criteria of success that become fundamental references 
for ex-ante evaluations in the design phase of the adaptive reuse intervention.

Chapter 7 by Francesca Buglione, Antonia Gravagnuolo, Mariarosaria 
Angrisano, Silvia Iodice, Martina Bosone, Pasquale De Toro and Luigi Fusco Girard 
deals with “Understanding best practices of cultural heritage adaptive reuse in the 
perspective of the circular economy: in-depth assessment of case studies”. The anal-
ysis of best practices informed the CLIC evaluation framework of circular adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage as they represented useful examples of how circularity 
goals are reached through diverse interventions. The “ideal” circular model for cul-
tural heritage adaptive reuse should include the achievement of all goals (cultural, 
environmental, social, economic), however these best practices were important to 
contribute to the identification of specific circularity criteria for evaluation of future 
projects/interventions. This contribution present the methodology implemented to 
select and analyse the case studies, and the results obtained through direct inter-
views conducted with heritage sites/buildings managers. A summary of lessons 
learned and the key success factor identified in the case studies supported the iden-
tification of specific circularity criteria and indicators for ex-ante evaluation.

Chapter 8 by Antonia Gravagnuolo, Martina Bosone and Luigi Fusco Girard 
“The CLIC multidimensional impacts assessment framework: criteria and indica-
tors for circular ‘human-centred’ adaptive reuse of cultural heritage” develops an 
evaluation framework able to support the ex-ante and ex post assessment of for 

L. Fusco Girard and A. Gravagnuolo
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circular “human-centred” adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. This contribution 
identifies multidimensional evaluation tools, as criteria and indicators, according to 
the CLIC theoretical framework of circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, start-
ing from the analysis of previous studies and ex-post evaluation of adaptive reuse 
practices, to structure a comprehensive operational framework for ex-ante evalua-
tion and participatory decision-support in the perspective of circularity. The multi-
dimensional indicators about impacts of cultural heritage are quanti-qualitative 
indicators and they refer to different scales from the single building to the urban 
scale. This Chapter highlights the novelty of the CLIC approach in the evaluation 
and the perspectives for the implementation of the proposed framework.

Chapter 9 by Simona Panaro, Salvatore Greco and Alessio Ishizaka “A multicri-
teria and multi-scalar Decision Support System to implement circular economy in 
cultural heritage adaptive reuse” presents a Decision Support System including the 
methodology and the multicriteria evaluation model. The Chapter highlights the 
flexibility of the proposed tool and the possibility of involving diverse stakeholders 
in a step-by-step process to support transparent and informed decision making at 
different stages of the adaptive reuse process. The theoretical and methodological 
part offers some practical suggestions for the implementation of the tool in two 
CLIC pilot cities.

The following Chap. 10 by Agata Żbikowska, Magdalena Roszczyńska- 
Kurasińska, Bartosz Ślosarski, Anna Domaradzka “Social Sustainability Framework 
for measuring socio-cultural impacts of cultural heritage adaptive reuse” is focused 
on revising the existing theoretical frameworks as well as wellbeing and sustain-
ability indicators. The aim is to propose valid tools for assessing the socio-cultural 
impact of adaptive reuse investments in the cultural heritage field. It starts with a 
macro level review of the existing and widely used measures of wellbeing, to look 
for potential indicators related to cultural heritage. Further examining the specificity 
of adaptive re-use, the focus is on relation between adaptive reuse projects and local 
communities, exploring the potential features of sustainable community that could 
be assessed.

Then, Chap. 11 by Anna Domaradzka and Magdalena Roszczyńska-Kurasińska 
“Grassroots Social Sustainability Framework and Intrinsic Value measures for cul-
tural heritage adaptive reuse projects” is focused on the results of pilot implementa-
tion of grassroot social sustainability framework (GSS) to study specific cases of 
adaptive reuse projects. The framework is based on the ideas described in detail in 
previous Chapters of the book. Here, the results of three pilot studies are provided, 
to illustrate how concepts of social sustainability and intrinsic value can be linked 
to create a hands-on methodological GSS framework. Its main use is to enable the 
analysis of social surroundings of cultural heritage sites as well as qualities of the 
site itself, to identify opportunities and threats for achieving long-term grassroots 
sustainability.

Chapter 12 by Christer Gustafsson and Jermina Stanojev “Multidimensional 
Spillovers of Cultural Heritage through Regional Development and Circular 
Economy” addresses predominately spillovers and non-use values which are not 
immediately related to the use of cultural heritage, but may generate larger benefits 
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to local systems in terms of increase of human and relational capital. It presents a 
research on the links between global challenges, regional development and spillover 
effects of conservation and adaptive reuse of cultural heritage through the concept 
of circular economy and smart specialisations and how they interconnect, highlight-
ing the generation of multidimensional benefits of cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
under the circularity perspective.

Finally, Chap. 13 by Antonia Gravagnuolo, Martina Bosone, Serena Micheletti, 
Mariarosaria Angrisano and Luigi Fusco Girard concludes this Part with the experi-
mentation of the CLIC evaluation methodology and tools in the pilot city of Salerno, 
in Italy: “Towards participatory, dynamic, co-evolutionary evaluation for circular 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage: the experimentation of Salerno Circular City of 
Health”. The methodology based on participatory co-design of circular adaptive 
reuse solutions was experimented, supported by multidimensional and multicriteria 
evaluation tools. The Chapter presents in particular the CLIC dynamic and co- 
evolutionary evaluation methodology for participatory circular adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage. Through the CLIC project experimentation, the pilot city of 
Salerno developed a large adaptive reuse project of abandoned heritage buildings, 
localized in an area that has been considered a “urban waste”. The aim is the regen-
eration of the historic urban site, recovering tangible and intangible cultural heri-
tage, and generating positive impacts as jobs creation, enhanced accessibility, safety 
and quality of life in the urban area, together with regeneration of natural resources 
and the environment. The project of the “Circular City of Health” regenerates the 
most important intangible heritage of Salerno: the ancient Medical School inspired 
by Hippocrates health and medicine principles, which was developed in Salerno 
over centuries, contributing to the city’s development and attractiveness. Today, the 
Salernitan Medical School is recognized as an intangible heritage that can have a 
key role in the city’s development, stimulating the adaptive reuse of tangible, but 
also intangible heritage resources in the city.

3  The Third Part Is Focused on Barriers, Bottlenecks 
and the Need of a New Governance

Chapter 14 by Deniz Ikiz Kaya, Nadia Pintossi and Caroline A.M. Koot “Adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage: barrier assessment and policy-related recommendations” 
focuses on the barriers and bottlenecks of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage as a 
driver for the transition towards the circular economy. Adaptive reuse can be 
regarded unviable due to a number predominant challenges identified as part of this 
study, which include governance-related issues arising from lack of collaboration 
and participation, financial constraints, and social and legislative barriers. This 
Chapter identifies the barriers to adaptive re-use, and examines the solutions and 
instruments to tackle them and to assess related multi-level policy enablers that sup-
port adaptive reuse practices based on their usefulness and feasibility at varying 
local contexts.

L. Fusco Girard and A. Gravagnuolo
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The following Chap. 15 is proposed by Cristina Garzillo, Allison Wildman, 
Intza Balenciaga and Ane Izulain on “A New Approach for Cultural Heritage 
Adaptive Reuse: Circular Governance”. It describes the circular governance models 
for adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and their identification. These models, col-
lectively called Custodian Governance Models, are the Public Custodian, the 
Community Custodian and the Private Custodian for the Common Good. This 
Chapter also illustrates the Heritage Innovation Partnership model and the process 
that brought the pilots participating in such partnerships to develop local action 
plans as blueprints for adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. Each pilot city/region of 
the CLIC project is covered. The Boxes include a short introduction of the case 
studies in CLIC cities/region, discuss their existing administrative, financial and 
governance structures, and present their individual local action plans for further 
replication in other cities and regions.

4  The Fourth Part Focuses on Circular Business Models 
and Financing Instruments for Cultural Heritage 
Adaptive Reuse

This section is introduced by Chap. 16 by Ruba Saleh and Christian Ost “Circular 
business model for cultural heritage adaptive reuse. An iterative journey”. It focuses 
on the Circular Business Model (CBM) for cultural heritage adaptive reuse, con-
ceived by the authors as a co-design process during which stakeholders in CLIC 
Pilots proposed reuse ideas/solutions to specific heritage assets in relation to their 
territorial needs and available resources. During the co-design workshops, partici-
pants tested the CBM desirability; identified partnerships, users and beneficiaries 
and made sure that the social, environmental and economic impacts are sustainable. 
The adapted canvas builds on an iterative process starting with a documentation and 
analysis of the existing economic landscape and perceptions mapping and ends up 
with a tailored CBM for a specific asset. The CBM represents a concrete innovative 
tool aimed at synergizing urban conservation and the circular agenda while fulfill-
ing the philosophy of human-centred cities.

Chapter 17 by Immacolata Vellecco and Assunta Martone on “Business Models 
for Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse” investigates 34 case studies of cultural heri-
tage adaptive reuse. The analysis mainly focuses on the pattern of “original use”/ 
“new use”, linking the cases to the four pillars of sustainable conservation (eco-
nomic, social, environmental, cultural), also highlighting the different type of actors 
involved (public, private, social) and their role in supporting the reuse project. As 
the typologies of building were considered relevant in the decision and success of 
the reuse projects, the analysis focuses on coastal buildings (lighthouses), religious 
buildings (monasteries and churches), forts and castles, industrial buildings, and 
minor heritage buildings. Furthermore, some rural and urban cases highlight con-
nections between reuse initiatives, new functions of the buildings and local 
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(contextual) needs. Although this research design by multiple case studies prevents 
findings generalizability to different industries, contexts, or countries, it is still 
appropriate to study the early state of art of circular business models in the adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage both in the theory testing and in the theory building view. 
Some cases of reuse result aiming at eco-innovation and fit the concept of circular 
economy as efficient use of natural resources, but economic sustainability is now 
receiving much more attention than in the past. Nevertheless, the majority of reuse 
projects lay on a wider concept of circularity, based on the sustainable development 
paradigm and targeting social and cultural goals, in the view of use cultural heritage 
for people and next generations. Conclusions suggest two manifold streams of pol-
icy intervention: to support local communities in the phase of reuse decision, mak-
ing them aware that the value proposition is at the core of the decision, constraining 
the alignment of all the elements of the business model, on the different levels of 
sustainability; and to consider cultural heritage and its reuse as an engine to produce 
culture and to reinforce young people education with a richer endowment of con-
cepts and abilities, thus enabling them to face what is “new”.

The following Chap. 18 by Gillian Foster “Key Learnings from the “Kultur-
Token” Sustainable Business Modelling Case Study” suggest and proposed insights 
and practical recommendations derived from the sustainable business modelling 
study of a non-adaptive reuse project in Vienna. The Kultur-Token is a unique valo-
risation of cultural and cultural heritage assets to encourage low-carbon mobility 
and reduce carbon dioxide emissions. To derive outcomes for CLIC, the current 
article explores parallels between CLIC and the Kultur-Token through a retrospec-
tive discussion of the case study’s research philosophy, goals, and methods. The 
paper summarizes key lessons learned and recommendations for sustainable busi-
ness modelling in the context of circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage projects.

Chapter 19 by Tracy Pickerill “Investment Leverage for Adaptive Reuse of 
Cultural Heritage” deals with cultural heritage adaptive reuse investment strategies. 
They involve long term investment horizons, that necessitate the integration of sus-
tainable and circular finance. This Chapter presents an integrated panoptic toolkit of 
financial (grant, tax, debt & equity) and non-financial (regulation, real estate, risk 
mitigation, risk performance, capacity building, impact metric and digital network) 
instruments designed to leverage capital investment and engender collaborative 
partnerships to encourage private investment capital to flow to grass-roots adaptive 
reuse activities, including: adaptive reuse, refurbishment and energy retrofit of cul-
tural built heritage; protection and management of natural eco-systems; socio- 
cultural community enterprise activities. What is new, is a framework for the 
deployment of blended “hybrid” instruments, pooled within diverse multidisci-
plinary collaborative fund structures, to encourage intentional and measurable 
impact investment returns.

Moreover, Chap. 20 by Aliona Lupu and Ivo Allegro “Circular financing mecha-
nisms for Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage” addresses financing cultural heri-
tage as a “common good”. Cultural heritage traditionally receives funding from 
public sector, primarily for the purpose of its preservation and without the aim to 
exploit it economically. In a period of increasing pressure on public budgets, this 
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approach activates the spiral of increasingly inadequate investments because of 
scarce available resources in the hands of the public decision-maker. Different 
scales of investment, adaptability of assets for new uses, attractiveness of urban 
areas, as well as ownership and governance structures, determine the adoption of 
different financing mechanisms for the cultural heritage valorisation. This Chapter 
describes the three financing mechanisms developed under the CLIC project spe-
cifically relevant for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. The proposal of the 
financing mechanisms aims at providing an intense impulse towards sustainable 
financing of circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage to preserve the cultural 
shared value for people and achieve the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 
locally. An opportunity in the deployment of the mentioned financing mechanisms 
can come from the synergies between private patient capitals and European, national 
and regional public funds and, in particular, through new exploitation ways of ESIFs 
(European Structural Investment Funds).

5  The Fifth Part Questions Whether it Is Possible 
to Incentivise Creativity in the Cultural Heritage 
Entrepreneurial Sector

Chapter 21 by Antonia Gravagnuolo, Aliona Lupu, Jermina Stanojev and Valeria 
Catanese on “Heritage-led entrepreneurial ecosystems: skills and role of startups 
and innovation” highlights the results of the CLIC Startup Competition describing 
its approach and methodology, and presenting some startups taking part within three 
main topics: Circular Tourism, Circular and creative cities and regions, Circular 
creative industries and social innovation. These startups participated in a mentoring 
programme in which they developed their circular business models and related busi-
ness plans to grow and scale-up as next generation circular startups in the heri-
tage sector.

6  In the Sixth Part Conclusions are Drafted Based  
on the Results Presented

In Chap. 22 Luigi Fusco Girard and Antonia Gravagnuolo provide critical reflec-
tions on the CLIC project results. A set of policy- related guidelines is offered to 
tackle the challenges of a circular reuse in order to support the adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage as entry point for circular “human- centred” cities and regions. 
Particularly, authors conclude that adaptive reuse is too often interpreted only 
instrumentally as an investment to secure new employment. Today, however,  
this approach must be integrated with the need to improve ecosystems health and 
people’s well-being/quality of life, as the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage can 
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become a precious opportunity to implement the circular economy in cities and 
regions, towards the circular and sustainable transition in all sectors.

From the various contributions proposed, both general reflections and concrete 
operational suggestions emerge, which, when put together, provide an answer to the 
question of “why the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage through the circular model” 
and how to implement it in abandoned and degraded landscapes, agricultural areas, 
churches, industrial landscapes. Through the circular model applied at territorial 
level, depopulated villages challenged by ageing could find a new life, becoming 
villages characterized by high quality of life, of density of human relationships, 
proximity to lakes, rivers, landscapes, mountains, fortifications, etc., building a 
culture-nature network which can have as a result the increase of wellbeing, wealth 
and a new balance between human communities and Nature.
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Introduction

The first section of the book develops a common framework starting from robust 
theoretical foundations of multicriteria evaluation in the field of cultural heritage 
conservation. The adaptive re-use of cultural heritage is presented as the entry point 
for the circular economy strategy in cities and regions. A structured review of scien-
tific literature in cultural heritage adaptive reuse completes this overview on theo-
retical foundations and opens to the analysis of best practices of cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse (ARCH) in a circular economy perspective, revealing and discussing 
differences and similarities between European countries, territorial scales, cultural 
heritage typologies, cultural, social and regulatory contexts and environmental 
conditions.

Part I
Theoretical Foundations
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Chapter 2
The Circular “Human-Centred” Adaptive 
Reuse of Cultural Heritage: Theoretical 
Foundations

Luigi Fusco Girard

1  Introduction: The CLIC Research Project

1.1  The Horizon 2020 Call

The Horizon 2020 call SC5-22-2017 required to identify “innovative financing, 
business and governance models for adaptive re-use of cultural heritage”. Four 
kinds of cultural heritage assets were considered in the call: dismissed religious 
heritage, abandoned industrial buildings, farm buildings no longer used for agricul-
ture and cultural landscape.

This chapter indicates the approach, the general perspectives, some specific out-
comes of the CLIC research in reacting to the above issues and also some very 
general Recommendations.

The CLIC general goal was to identify evaluation processes as key tools to test, 
implement, validate and share innovative “circular” financing, business and gover-
nance models for systemic adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and landscape, dem-
onstrating the economic, social, environmental convenience, in terms of long lasting 
economic, cultural and environmental wealth. Eleven specific objectives have been 
identified (CLIC project—Circular models Leveraging Investments in Cultural her-
itage adaptive reuse 2017). The ambition of CLIC was to propose operational tools 
for contributing to the implementation of Agenda 2030 goals (United Nations 2015), 
of New Urban Agenda goals (United Nations 2017), of the European Amsterdam 
Pact (European Union 2016), of the New Leipzig Charter (Informal Ministerial 
Meeting on Urban Matters 2020), of European Commission (2021b) and, more in 
particular, for improving urban regeneration strategies, assuming the cultural heri-
tage as the entry point of the circular economy model.
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The climate change is considered as the key challenge today: as a threat for the 
health and well-being of human beings also of future generations and of the Mother 
Earth. Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage is interpreted in this perspective as an 
opportunity to move towards a more sustainable, resilient, inclusive, beautiful future.

Current adaptive reuse practices are not sustainable because in general they are 
not faced and implemented as self-sustainable ones.

For example, the flow of energy coming from the movement of the air, water, sun 
is understated. A key issues of climate change and growing pollution is the issue of 
conventional fossil energy which is consumed in the economic/urban systems. It has 
relevant impacts on people well-being. Our well-being/well living depends on the 
kind of the energy that is employed (WHO 2020).

Energy here is considered as a key issue that was substantially ignored in the 
current economic models.

But the energy is not only the material one. The intangible form of energy is 
represented by creativity, new ideas, values: by the culture.

The choice of new uses/functions in CLIC are less linked to the traditional tour-
ism sector or to the residential reuse of heritage assets (Fusco Girard 2018) and are 
much more linked to contribute to implement the circular city, through place- 
making: with new functions, more linked to creative/cultural activities and cultural 
industries and waste reuse/recycle processes.

Thus, CLIC research is oriented to suggest Recommendations about innovative 
governance, financing, business models for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage 
coherent with the European Green Deal (European Commission 2019a), imple-
menting sustainability as self-sustainability.

1.2  Finding the Roots of the CLIC Research in the Thought 
of Three Masters: Schumpeter, Geddes, Genovesi

The proposals of CLIC research can be recognized in their roots into the history of 
the economic thinking: into the proposals of (in particular) Patrick Geddes, Joseph 
Schumpeter and Antonio Genovesi that have been re-read and actualized. 
Schumpeter and Geddes have in common the evolutionary approach and the dis-
tance from the orthodox mainstream economics. They introduced a more flexible, 
functional, resilient point of view useful for the adaptive reuse of the heritage. 
Geddes stressed the importance of “nature-led solutions”, anticipating adaptive and 
mitigation measures of our time.

It is due to Schumpeter in particular the emphasis on the evolutionary dynamic 
that should characterize all proposals from economics to governance with the need 
for continuous creative innovations in terms of new sources, processes, organiza-
tional forms (Schumpeter 1934). It is still due to Schumpeter the importance attrib-
uted here to the cultural dimension in the sense that the orthodox economy generated 
a specific way of thinking/reasoning: a particular rationality and culture (Schumpeter 

L. Fusco Girard



17

1943). In the proposed dynamic transitional perspective new solutions should be 
identified and implemented trough continuous tentative and errors and thus identi-
fying new more and more creative solutions.

In the era of climate change, Antonio Genovesi (Genovesi 1765) should be given 
credit for recognizing at a very early stage emphasizing the relevance of climate in 
the economic production (from agriculture to the arts of textiles, metallurgy, etc.) 
and above all the importance of “mutual confidence” (Genovesi 1765, Chapter VIII).

The centrality of social connections was recalled many times.
The foundation of this connections was represented by the “mutual trust of one 

in another” (Genovesi 1765, Chapter X). The more cohesive a society is, the greater 
is its social well-being, i.e. its ‘common happiness’ and its economic wealth.

Common to both Geddes’s (Geddes 1915b, Chapters V, VI) and Genovesi’s 
vision is the reflection that economy is the instrument and not the end: it is the mean 
to promote the happiness of society and especially striking is the emphasis on coop-
eration in relation to competition (Genovesi 1765, Chapter X) which is a common 
message of these scholars.

Cooperation between human beings represents Genovesi’s “mutual aid” and 
Geddes’ “mutual partnership”, capable of creating centripetal/attractive/integrative 
force fields. Genovesi’s view has many points in common with Geddes’ perspective 
also about the centrality of the educational function.

In other terms the CLIC research recognizes Geddes as able to anticipate more 
than a century ago many of the concepts examined and developed in the last decades. 
These ideas include in particular the urban regeneration of historic districts, the 
“recover of the spirit of the city” (Chap. 17), the “conservative surgery” (avoiding 
demolitions),1 the key role of participation of inhabitants, the nature-led approach, 
the key notion of symbiosis coming from biology, the importance of cooperation 
(able to balance competition), the role of aesthetic quality of the environment. More 
precisely, it is due to a reinterpretation of Geddes the CLIC proposal for the assump-
tion of the ecological perspective to see the reality and thus to interpret the conser-
vation of cultural heritage, as well as the importance attributed to the “mutually 
helpful partnership” that occurs in the many symbioses that the natural world offers 
in its multiple experiences of life ‘together with’. It is a form of cooperation as a 
source of mutual agreement that allows for a reinterpretation and reshape of the 
Darwinian proposal based only on competition. The plant world is the foundation or 
the engine of life and therefore stands as the most important common good, essen-
tial for rebuilding a desirable development. It is his insight that plants are the source 
of life on earth and the foundation of human survival itself. In particular, from his 
reflections emerges the need to learn from nature how to survive in the current con-
text of global change/warming. From nature comes human well-being/health, but 
also utility and beauty.

1 Today we avoid demolitions to reduce the CO2 production. See: (Historic England 2020).
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On the other hand, one cannot fail to recognize Geddes as the first promoter of 
the circular reuse model when he suggests an urban regeneration that (by avoiding 
demolitions) enhances the city’s historical cultural memory.

We also owe it to Geddes to reflect on the “civic energy” that can be regenerated 
starting with the redevelopment of the cultural heritage, thus regenerating the “spirit 
of the city”.

1.3  Toward “Re-placing” the City/Territory System Through 
the Lens of Bioecology

We are an hyperconnected society. But we are discovering that we are more and 
more dis-connecting our life, cities, from the networks of Mother Nature. We are 
changing the evolutionary dynamic of the nature ecosystems. Climate change 
impacts regard many key sectors of current economy.2

In CLIC research the attention is to re-connect as much as possible our city sys-
tems with the Earth patterns, starting from the reuse of heritage, recognizing signifi-
cant relationships with the Earth pattern. And also, in the sometimes, to re-connect 
people in the fragmented society, reducing growing inequalities and poverty in its 
multidimensional forms. In other words the CLIC proposal is to promote the eco-
logical transition together with the “humanistic transition”, starting from the regen-
eration of the “spirit of the city”.

Thus, which theoretical framework about relationships between adaptive reuse 
of cultural heritage and local development in the perspective of the circular econ-
omy and the circular city?

The adaptive reuse is read through the lens of bio-ecology. The “intrinsic” char-
acteristic of the bio-ecological systems is their regenerative capacity, grounded 
on their circular organization and their symbiotic capacity (in identifying adap-
tive and cooperative behaviours). This bio-ecological interpretation of the adaptive 
reuse has implications in terms of proposal of an evolutionary approach, attentive to 
modifications by environment, and of key principles of adaptive reuse: on the new 
governance approaches and tools, on new business and new financial models. The 
adaptive reuse is interpreted in relation also to the humanization challenge (see 
United Nations 2016) towards a reduction of poverty in its multidimensional forms, 
linking people, community and places through lived relations of people and the 
emotional and affective attachment that connects a community to a space: a space 
of permanence in a constantly evolutionary changing environment. The integration 
of the bio-ecological and humanistic approach is proposed in CLIC through the 
circular economy model (from which new governance, business and financial 
models can be identified).

2 See Stern Review, 2006.
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The adaptive reuse of the cultural assets is a key element for a creative place-
making, for implementing the circular and human-centred paradigm valorizing the 
“spirit of the cities” (Geddes 1915a).

The adaptive reuse interpreted in an evolutionary context requires strong inno-
vations to become effective and to allow the needed complex management 
(Schumpeter 1943). Ancient signs of human creativity should be combined with 
innovative tools for humanizing urban spaces.

Data and information together with digital innovative technologies are essential 
for implementing and managing the circular organization model in the space/terri-
tory. Cultural heritage is a robust connective infrastructure if integrated with digital/
ICT infrastructure. But information and data are not the key of sustainability. 
Culture is the critical resource for implementing sustainable development, and 
thus the circular model. Culture and community are interconnected. They drive 
development strategies (ICOMOS Delhi Declaration on Heritage and Democracy 
2017). Thus, the circular economic model is proposed here not only to better reuse/
recycle materials, but also as a bearer of soft, immaterial, intangible components 
and values.

2  The General Characteristics of the CLIC Research

According to the above, CLIC research offers first of all a cultural framework 
about the promotion of a “circular” inclusion in time and in space, evoking the con-
tribution of H. Daly (Daly 1996; Daly and Farley 2003), K. Boulding (Boulding 
1973, 2013), F.  Capra (1989), E.  Schumacher (Schumacher 1973), R.  Costanza 
(1992) and also of A. Sen (2003) and I. Serageldin (1999) who have stressed the 
goal of humanizing the economic development: not the profit but the well-being of 
people is the core of the economic development.

Summing up, the specific characteristics of CLIC research in interpreting the 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage between the bio-ecology and the human-centred 
approach (Fig. 2.1) are:

 – The assumption of the bio-ecological paradigm to reconnect in a circular way 
the adapted built environment with nature life networks and thus to face the cli-
mate change/global warming challenge (Fig. 2.1);

 – The assumption of the human-centred paradigm to reconnect the human 
beings with each other and also with future generations, reducing distances/
inequalities (thus interpreting the climate change challenge integrated with the 
social challenge). The human-centred paradigm offer a specific direction/per-
spective/sense to the change. The overarching goal becomes the well-being of 
people: its happiness. Happiness is strictly linked to the density of relationships. 
The humanization project is a project which unifies, integrating multiplicity into 
a systemic uniqueness. Approaches and tools assessment really change assuming 
the human-centred perspective. Participation in the choices is really deepened, 
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Fig. 2.1 The CLIC 
general approach

also with the identification of perception indicators for evaluating subjective 
variations in well-being (Kahneman and Krueger 2006; Domaradzka et al., in 
this volume (Chap. 11)).

 – The assumption of a key role recognized to culture (as the more important 
human production) and to cultural conditions for implementing sustainable 
development. The role of culture is fundamental. As in nature a resource degen-
erates and is lost if it is not regenerated, in our society a cultural value (as trust, 
respect of rules, inclusion, etc.) is going to be lost if it is not regenerated (Morin 
1990). A culture that recognizes the weight of the relationships is the engine for 
the implementation of the circular models. Thus, it emerges the need of a culture 
local strategic plan to avoid the risk of an entropy crisis (coming from inside of 
our society due to the loss of sense/meanings/shared directions).

From the above, a cultural framework (or rather a cultural model), is offered from 
which to deduce new models of business, financing, and governance. In the context 
of the European New Green Deal (aimed at addressing climate change and trigger-
ing ecological modernization in the European reality for its sustainable develop-
ment), it is introduced a third “pole” between economy and ecology: the cultural pole.

Interpreting the adaptive reuse in the circular and human-centred perspec-
tives means to reconnect cultural heritage (in the space and also in the time dimen-
sions) with the territory and its community, assuming an evolutionary perspective/
approach (characterized by notions of complexity, metabolism, entropy). From the 
integration of the ecological paradigm with the human-centred paradigm through 
the circular model, it derives that the outcomes of CLIC regard specific tools not 
only in technical terms. The outcomes of CLIC are also in the immaterial/cultural 
dimension, considering the heritage asset also as the immaterial city infrastructure 
for regenerating new loops.
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Fig. 2.2 Adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage in the 
bio-ecological circular 
organisation

Thus, more in particular, some specific common characteristics connecting the 
research contributions of CLIC research are:

 1. The adaptive reuse in a bio-ecological perspective. This means the assump-
tion of the ecological paradigm in interpreting the adaptive capacity (as the cre-
ative power of nature that evolves in its dynamics through exploratory tentatives). 
They are remembered by the ecosystem memory. As nature adapts and remem-
bers, also circular adaptive reuse should be characterized by adaptive, evolving 
capacity to a changing context and attention to its memory. The image of the 
tree/forest and its circular metabolism is the reference model: as a tree/forest is 
«generous» of spill overs, also adaptive reuse should do the same. As the tree/
forest is characterized by a circular set of regenerative processes, also the adap-
tive reuse should be characterized by a circular logic in its functioning (Fig. 2.2).

 2. The assumption of the human-centred paradigm. Culture is the production 
“for excellence” of human beings (Greffe 2002). CLIC introduces the cultural 
condition for sustainable development that integrates the economic/ecological 
conditions. The circular economy model is interpreted also in soft terms: offer-
ing relational and cooperative synergistic culture able to promote development 
and citizenship.

This means not only to stress the key role of creativity and innovation capacity as 
engine of a new spatial shape and new architecture. But they are key elements in 
planning and designing the adaptive reuse and also in management. Innovations 
improve metabolism, reducing entropy and multiplying benefits. On the other side, 
the attention is to avoid material and immaterial forms of waste, including the 
human/social capital waste.
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An example of a waste of human capital is the elderly population which is 
becoming an increasing percentage in the European Union (which is the continent 
with the most elderly people in the world).

Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage should refer to the ability to connect people 
by avoiding all forms of isolation and loneliness. An example is the adaptive re-use 
of religious heritage which con become the “centre of gravity” in different urban 
neighbourhoods for social/cultural functions.

 3. The assumption of the evolutionary perspective/paradigm coming from the 
notion of adaptation. This Darwinian “enlarged” paradigm (first of all due to 
Patrick Geddes) has been assumed more recently by Robert Ayres (1994) who 
introduced this terminology and, some years before, also to J.  Schumpeter 
(1943) and others.
The evolutionary paradigm characterizes the whole CLIC research. This evolu-

tionary perspective should be recommended in the planning and design of adaptive 
reuse; in business models; in financial tools; in governance models; in evaluation 
tools, knowledge and culture. In the Evolutionary Economics the attention shifts 
from market price and values and market cost to quantitative/qualitative multidi-
mensional impacts and quantitative/qualitative metabolism, also in their circular 
mutual causation.

Evolutionary Economics, starting from the dynamics of complex systems, recog-
nizes that all economic systems are dissipative in the sense that they “import” 
energy internally and “export” entropy externally (Georgescu-Roegen 1971, 1976).

Evolutionary Economics (and in particular Ecological Economics) links the evo-
lution of the economic system to technological innovations, thus stressing the atten-
tion to the node of energy and of metabolism, that are underestimated in current 
economics.3

Patrik Geddes (Geddes 1911a) interpreting the bio-ecological dimension of the 
dynamics of the urban system together with the role of symbioses and of mutual 
cooperation in natural living systems, anticipated the approach of Nicholas 

3 The evolutionary perspective should be assumed when:

 – it is needed to introduce innovations into a certain heritage site/context in order to make it not 
only more vital but also more long-lasting;

 – there are circular processes of cause and effect between economic, ecological and social 
factors;

 – the entropic nature of all economic processes is recognised;
 – the importance of community values is recognised also in the time;
 – it is recognised that the preferences of the subjects for whom transformation is envisaged are 

not already given, but need to be oriented/constructed (the climate change crisis being the most 
glaring demonstration of the failure of the orthodox economics);

 – it is recognised that the object of analysis is the evolutionary dynamics of complex and adaptive 
systems;

The above makes it essential to abandon the typical approach of mainstream economics (ortho-
dox economics) and move in the direction of evolutionary economics, of which ecological eco-
nomics is one of the most significant interpretation.
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Georgescu-Roegen (Georgescu-Roegen 1971, 1976), founder of bio-economics 
and critic of mainstream economics (as this ignored the relationship between eco-
nomics and ecology). This relationship is a key characteristic of circular economy.

3  Culture and Cultural Values

3.1  The Role of Culture for Proposing Meanings to Face 
the Neo-humanistic Challenge

Cultural values represent key non-material values: they are the foundation of any 
vision for the transformation/development project. The city culture shapes its spe-
cific identity, its soul. The city culture shapes also the adaptive reuse at micro and 
macro scale: it gives form to the new participated governance, to adaptation capac-
ity, to cooperative attitude.

Another reason of this emphasis here on culture is due to the fact that the real 
challenge in our time is within/inside people. There is an inner challenge, in the way 
of thinking that should be modified and “enriched” in a systemic and critical per-
spective. The current culture (grounded on the individual self-interest and on the 
short horizon) is exactly opposite to the culture of sustainability (based on the “US” 
and on the long term). This culture can promote a sustainable, resilient, inclusive 
and safe city (Agenda 2030, SDG no. 11).

There is first and foremost a cultural challenge to be faced. The current culture, 
through an exaggerated confidence in technology, has become the engine of altera-
tion of the evolutionary dynamics of nature: the degradation of the environment, the 
loss of biodiversity, the global warming. But it has also produced social fragmenta-
tion and isolation, growth of inequality and marginalization.

This cultural foundation refers to the common roots of the European cultural 
tradition, which can be interpreted, in synthesis, as the search and proposal of 
meaning for a more human life, being linked to a specific vision of man and life: 
man as the end of the economy, and not as a mean; the well-being and the dignity of 
every human person (regardless of any belonging) as the source of his rights and as 
the goal of development.

In designing a sustainable future, the roots of the European culture should be 
firmly taken into account.

The common European values are fundamental to face the technological chal-
lenge in the perspective of humanization, of the “neo-humanistic transition” in the 
digital era. These values should not be lost now that the extraordinary technological 
development provides powerful innovations, from artificial intelligence to the inter-
net of things to robotization etc. that can be used for human promotion but also for 
the exact opposite of “human”: that is, for any form of manipulation and control/
submission by the various forms of economic and political power.
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It is necessary not to lose these values in the era of economic globalization, in 
which the relationship between population and its history should be strengthened.

The CLIC project interprets the re-use, preservation and enhancement of cultural 
heritage as a source of regeneration of common memory, able to generate new val-
ues and new creativity: a matrix of creative mediation which opens to the future 
vision on the basis of memory/past. That is, cultural heritage is considered as the 
entry point for the proposal of the neo-humanistic transition in the time of the digital 
revolution.

The heritage of cultural assets represents the signs of the creative activity of past 
generations: it expresses a way of feeling the life. It can help to transform the status 
quo with new meanings. It represents not only an economic entry point, but also and 
above all a cultural entry point. In short, its “transformative force/capacity”4 is not 
only a consequence of economic, social, and environmental benefits, but first and 
foremost of cultural benefits (often neglected because they are “intangible”).

3.2  The Circular Economy Model in Integrating 
the Neo- humanistic and Ecological Paradigms

The ecological transition, which is configured as the greatest transformation ever 
achieved in the history of human civilization, is absolutely essential. But it will 
produce a series of human and social costs that must be anticipated and foreseen for 
their mitigation. Some new activities will be imposed, while others will become 
obsolete with respect to the new paradigm of sustainability. Therefore, they are 
destined to disappear, with all the consequent negative impacts on employment: 
with significant human and social costs.

Considering all the risks in terms of work that it will entail, and the existing  
general scene, the ecological transition should be carried out from the perspective of 
the human scale of development, thus combining and integrating the ecological and 
the humanistic dimensions through culture: through the culture of circularity. 
That is, the culture of the virtuous circuits of integration.

To achieve an effective ecological transition, it should be necessary to promote a 
“community spirit”, generating responsibility in people’s behaviour.

The circular economic model integrates the two paradigms. It not only proposes 
a new urban metabolism, reducing and  reusing waste, minimizing impacts and  
recycling materials  and giving them a longer life, also through a “second hand  
market”. This is of great importance today. But above all, it is based on and  
promotes a culture of cooperation/collaboration/symbiosis with other subjects, with 
nature and with future generations: in the spatial and temporal dimension.

The model of circular economy, as it has been realized in the experiences of 
Industrial Ecology/Symbiosis, has proved to be capable of ensuring a profit to the 

4 New Leipzig Charter; Ausbel J. H. 1989.
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company, but also a profit to society (new jobs) and to the environment (less climate- 
altering and polluting impacts). This model is configured as more suitable to meet 
the economic and ecological conditions of sustainability. But it is also able to satisfy 
the cultural conditions of sustainable development: the ability to regenerate cultural 
values. The rate should be at least equivalent to that of their consumption (by cur-
rent capitalistic economy).

The culture of the circular model opens to create links in the space (between dif-
ferent subjects and between people and nature) and in time (between today and 
yesterday; between today and tomorrow generations).

The integration of the neo-humanistic paradigm with the ecological paradigm is 
fundamental in shaping the transformation of our society: towards an “ecological 
and humanistic transition”. It requires not only green tools but also cultural pro-
cesses. They are related to the cultural challenge, and thus to culture as the specific 
product of excellence of human beings, through which interpersonal relationships 
and also their relationships with nature are shaped. Human and cultural dimensions 
are closely linked. Culture shapes (and reshapes) the worldview, the interpretation 
of reality and behaviours in relation to nature and in relation to others. Cultural 
values such as cooperative, collaborative values are becoming increasingly impor-
tant in our fragmented society. Transformation of mindset is at the core of every-
thing for growth and success for “reacting” but also to became “pro-active”, as well 
as for the creation of positive social/environmental impacts.

The neo-humanistic paradigm is linked to the ability to re-produce and re-share 
cultural values such as cooperation, collaboration, coordination, which can reduce 
social fragmentation, towards a long-term future. They should be able to reshape 
business, market choices, investment decisions.

Certainly, the ecological transition, characterized by an “integrated system of 
renewable energy”, offers a strong contribution to the conservation and regeneration 
of natural resources, with a drastic reduction of waste, which are recycled/regener-
ated as much as possible, and transformed into resources (thus reducing the amount 
of extraction from the natural ecosystem) and making sure that the outputs can 
return to the natural ecosystem as much as possible. Certainly, the use of renewable 
energy sources is essential to the de-carbonisation of current economy, as is the 
planting of new green areas etc. The ecological transition is required to be able to 
implement the “city of symbiosis between humans and nature”, nature being recog-
nized as the most important city infrastructure. Nature should inspire us to face new 
challenges.

But this is not enough. It is necessary to introduce a shared new rationality to 
face new complex choices: a rationality different from that of the homo- oeconomicus 
(Daly 1996; Fusco Girard 1987). A relational and multidimensional rationality 
that refuses optimization (maximization and minimization) but is interested in the 
search of balanced solutions, able to creatively combine also conflicting needs/
objectives (Simon 1959; Nijkamp 1980).

The “human-centred and ecological/circular approach” here evoked is 
inspired by the circular model. Circular processes are the common element. On its 
turn, it reshapes the development project of the city towards a circular project 
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that unites, generating and multiplying relationships and links between sub-
jects, in space and time: between human beings, between young and old people of 
this and future generations, but also between people and nature (Mother Earth) and 
between people and the past, the history. The memory of the past contributes to 
shape the notion of “we”, thus reshaping the notion of “I”. In conclusion, the circu-
lar economy is here proposed not only for reducing the consumption of natural and 
man-made forms of capital, but also in relation to intangible forms of capital (human 
and social), underlining its capability to generate social ties through reciprocal 
bonds and reciprocity practices.

3.3  The “Regenerative Re-use” of Cultural Heritage/
Landscape

A re-generation/re-use of cultural/landscape assets (in which Europe is particularly 
rich), because of its multiple transversal dimensions, is proposed in CLIC as an 
entry point for the implementation of the circular city.

The circular city is the spatial/territorial aspect of the circular economy.
The valorisation of cultural heritage—at certain conditions—strengthens and 

promotes, in its turn, the culture of collective memory in a circular process in the 
time dimension. Thus, it can stimulate the regeneration of the values of inclusion, 
solidarity, integration. These values are not “given,” but must be regenerated as 
quickly as they are consumed.

The regeneration of cultural values is essential to reshape the value of freedom in 
the perspective of responsibility.

In effects, the circular economy model is proposed here not only as a model able 
to reuse materials, row materials and energy, but also as the bearer of a new culture: 
an inclusive/relational culture that is strengthened by reusing cultural heritage 
(emphasizing inclusive values in the temporal dimension and not only in the spa-
tial one).

No effective adaptive reuse, and more in general, no ecological transition or no 
new symbiotic circular ecosystem will be characterized by effectiveness if it is not 
able to re-generate values such as inclusion, solidarity, responsibility, the ability to 
care for others and for nature. No Next Generation Plan to improve resilience and 
ensure recovery will be implemented effectively if the preconditions for all of the 
above are not re-generated: namely, the interpersonal and institutional trust. If a real 
project of regeneration of the culture of trust is not promoted.

In conclusion, adaptive reuse should be interpreted also in the above cultural 
perspective.

For implementing the circular human-centred paradigm, it is necessary to build 
and spread a new “culture”, characterized above all by a long-term horizon, by the 
recognition of intrinsic and not merely instrumental values, by critical knowl-
edge and the ability to evaluate as the foundation of the culture of responsibility. 
The “horizon of the city” and in particular of the “circular city” allows to promote 
the overcoming of forms of radical hyper individualism, which transforms 
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legitimate rights into particularistic selfishness. Circular city should promote trust, 
i.e., social capital, as the necessary glue of society for its development.

The foundation of the circular economic model is represented by cooperation. 
Cooperation is grounded on trust. From the trust, that finds its origin in the search 
of the truth, of the transparency, of the respect of the rules and of the civil virtues, it 
springs the ability of collaboration, cooperation, synergy/symbiosis. Therefore, not 
only social benefits but also economic ones arise. Locke (1663) already underlined 
how trust represents the bond of society. Antonio Genovesi and the Neapolitan 
School of the eighteenth century considered trust as the foundation of resilience, of 
economic development and of the humanization of society itself. They converge 
with the Geddes intuitions about the key role of symbioses for improving the 
productivity.

The “adaptive reuse” becomes, therefore, part of a more general “cultural strat-
egy”. It is necessary to regenerate the physical assets but, at the same time, also to 
regenerate the link between man and man, between man and nature/ecosystems 
(Rees 1997, n.d.): to rethink behaviours, lifestyles and choices. Through adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage new “circular heritage ecosystems” should be imple-
mented, able to produce positive integrated impacts.

3.4  The Key Role of Culture: The Cultural Conditions 
of Sustainable Development

From the above it is possible to deduce more clearly the cultural condition for 
implementing the circular/sustainable development.

The existing economy has been described as “devouring natural resources, 
socially divisive, and environmentally hostile” (European Commission 2019b). The 
economic organization of the capitalist model is also a devourer of cultural values.

It should be noted that Schumpeter (1943) already pointed out that the economy, 
with its rationality of ends/means, has become the matrix of logic, in the sense that 
economic rationality and rationality in general tend to coincide: the economy has 
offered the current logic, that is, the “rational” way of reasoning and behaving/
choosing. But Schumpeter also stressed that the capitalist process erodes its own 
institutional structure and its founding culture.

Max Weber, sometime later, in analysing “the spirit of capitalism”, had focused 
on the relationship between cultural values and economic phenomena (for example, 
the economic rationalism), emphasizing the role of ethical values (starting with 
trust) in economic dynamics (Weber 1991, 2019).

More recently, Hollis substantially confirmed how economic development erodes 
the cultural values it needs, making the “value” of trust increasingly fragile, as 
Fukuyama also pointed out (Fukuyama 1995; Hollis 1998).

The economic and ecological conditions of sustainability are well known: it is 
necessary that the speed of extraction of resources from nature does not exceed the 
speed of their re-generation and that the speed of production of waste discharged 
into the ecosystem does not exceed the speed of absorption of waste.
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The identification of the cultural condition of sustainable development integrates 
the above two ecological conditions. The teaching of nature shows that a resource 
that is not capable of regeneration ends up dissolving and disappearing (Morin 
1990). This statement is transferred and re-proposed from the field of tangible 
resources to the field of intangible resources, such as the cultural values of trust, 
respect, cooperation, co-responsibility.

Thus, in analogy, values of solidarity, cooperation, and inclusion are not already 
“done”, but they have to be re-generated with the same speed of their consumption 
by the market capitalistic economy, in analogy with the functioning of the natural 
ecosystems. If they are not re-generated, they de-generate and are lost (Morin 1990).

How? In which way?
Circular economy and heritage valorisation/reuse contribute to re-generate val-

ues and not only tangible/material components.
The above opens the analysis of industrial and urban metabolism, fundamental in 

the implementation of the circular model in a new perspective. Also, the analysis of 
intangible/cultural components should be considered: trust as a fundamental value 
today increasingly scarce but for this reason increasingly important. From the re- 
generation and dissemination of this value follows the ability to improve the effec-
tiveness of investments. The above appears particularly topical in the time of 
National Resilience and Recovery Plans, for the ecological modernization of EU 
society.

The circular model satisfies the ecological and also the cultural conditions for 
sustainability. It not only proposes a new urban tangible metabolism. It also reflects, 
is grounded and promotes a new culture: a culture of cooperation/collaboration/
symbiosis in the space and in the time dimensions with other subjects, with Mother 
nature, and with future generations. The linked valorisation of cultural heritage rein-
forces and promotes on its turn the culture of collective memory in a circular pro-
cess in the time dimension.

Thus, the circular human-centred approach recognizes a particular attention to 
the cultural dimension, as a key dimension for implementing sustainability. Cultural 
dimension is not only interpreted as the material cultural heritage valorisation, but 
also in terms of changing the capacity of the current worldview, mindset, way of life.

4  Adaptive Reuse Between Ecological Paradigm (Nature) 
and Culture (Human-Centred) Paradigm: 
The Implications

4.1  Current Definitions and the Circular Adaptive 
Reuse Notion

Figures 2.2 and 2.3 resume in graphical terms the above points assumed in CLIC 
research about the perspective of previous paragraphs.
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Fig. 2.3 Circular and human-centred adaptive reuse

The circular logic is theoretically “intrinsic” into the notion of adaptive reuse 
(because it is interested to extend the time life of an asset, avoiding all forms of 
waste), also if the conventional current definitions of adaptive reuse do not incorpo-
rate this circular logic.

For example, it is not included in Douglas’s definition “any building work and 
intervention aimed at changing its capacity, function or performance to adjust, reuse 
or upgrade a building to suit new conditions or requirements” (Douglas 2006). The 
above is more and more strange if the adaptive reuse regards cultural heritage, con-
sidering that cultural heritage “is not just a monument: it is a non-removable evolv-
ing resource, supporting identity, memory and sense of place”. Nor it is incorporated 
in the Paul Getty Research Institute (2017) (Normandin and Macdonald 2013): 
reuse of “the conversion of outmoded or unused structures, such as buildings and 
objects of historic value, to new uses or application in new contexts”.

One reason is that, in current interpretation, the emphasis is focused on the 
design step, and not also in the dynamic management process (see Fig. 2.4: linear 
adaptive reuse). A second reason is that the reciprocal relationships between the 
cultural site/asset and its dynamic environment is not underlined.

A third reason is that adaptive reuse is not interpreted through the dynamic lens 
of bioecology.

The consequence is that practically the adaptive reuse is interpreted and man-
aged in a linear (Fig. 2.4) and not in a circular perspective.
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Fig. 2.4 The linear adaptive reuse

4.2  The Adaptive Capacity of Cultural Assets Reuse Should 
Mimic the Dynamic Creative Power of Nature: Its 
Auto-poietic Capacity

Continuous adjustments and adaptation over time are required to allow an increase 
of the usefulness/useful life of the cultural assets: to guarantee a future as long as 
possible and, eventually its “eternity”. This adaptive capacity is itself a continuous 
circular process, linking the site with its context.

The adaptive reuse interpreted in the bio-ecological perspective (Fig. 2.2) as pro-
posed in CLIC, becomes more and more structurally characterized by a circular 
process. Circularity guarantees the life in nature and also in man-made assets. 
Circularity is the characteristics of symbioses.

The adaptive capacity mimics the creative power of nature to evolve in its dynam-
ics of life through exploratory attempts that are remembered by the ecosystem 
memory: as nature adapts and remembers, also circular adaptive reuse should be 
characterized by evolving capacity to react to a changing context, on the base of its 
memory (its “intrinsic value”) (Zeleny 1992; Fusco Girard and Vecco 2021). In 
other words, in the interpretation of adaptive reuse in a bio-ecological perspective 
(that is in the assumption of the ecological paradigm) the adaptive capacity is  
similar to the creative power of nature to evolve in its dynamics of life, thanks to 
self- regenerative potential.
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In this way, adaptive reuse can really become able to transform a dead site into a 
living system.

The analogy with trees (or with the forest) allows to imagine an adaptive reuse 
that contributes as much as possible to nature regeneration through the renewable 
energy from the sun to lower pollutant and climate-changing concentrations, purify-
ing the air even with the appropriate planting, generating oxygen, sequestering/
reducing carbon dioxide, dust, combustion residues, mitigating heat islands, thus 
helping to improve the local microclimate. Water, as precious resource, is managed 
with care. Reuse thus contribute to the required transition toward a de-carbonized 
(local) economy (Figs. 2.2 and 2.6).

This circular economy adaptive reuse underlines the attention to the circular 
metabolism (the entry and the exit of energy and materials) and to reduce the com-
prehensive entropy through the co-evolution between the manmade and the natural 
capitals. Also, intangible forms of capital, as the human capital and the social capi-
tal, should be considered through the re generation of cultural assets. At the same 
time, attention is due to promote complementarities, and thus (circular) synergies 
and symbioses.

If the fundamental objective (or the “objective of objectives”) of sustainable 
development is the promotion (as much as possible in the spaces and in the time) of 
the good living/well-being of people, as recognized in the first item of the Rio de 
Janeiro Agenda 21, a key step is the capacity to assess the impacts of a change on 
the well-being level of different subjects.

The quantitative and qualitative indicators about the quality of life/well-being 
become fundamental.

4.3  Adaptive Reuse and the Notion of “Change”: The Key Role 
of Evaluation

A characteristic of adaptive reuse project is its procedure through "attempt by poi-
esis". There are many solutions to combine in different way pre-existences and con-
temporaneity/modernity, old are new meanings. Thus this procedure requires 
evaluation capacity. Evaluation represents a process oriented to propose “good rea-
sons”, design/planning, that is persuasive argumentations to justify a choice. This 
process, in the case of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, becomes very complex 
because one essential characteristic of the cultural asset is the capacity to produce a 
flow of “intangible” benefits. Their evaluation requires to go beyond the “willing-
ness to pay”. Other characteristics are the important role of the civil society (third 
sector participation) in the decision-making process, the role of young people and 
the long-term horizon. Through the evaluation process the “vision” of the change of 
the status quo can be operationally implemented.

Adaptive reuse incorporates the notion of “change” towards a circular organization/
structure. This circular model has economic, social and environmental high potentials. 
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The change is emphasized in the circular model in terms of reciprocal interdependences 
with the context and in terms of the change actions. The change should be as much as 
possible coherent with the existing economic, social, environmental, institutional con-
text, so that existing performances can be enhanced. The change due to a set of actions 
reflects a dynamic and circular relationship between an asset/site and its comprehensive 
environment. On the other side, the change due to a set of actions, is the outcome of a 
specific decision process grounded on evaluations in an uncertain environment. 
Alternative solutions are identified, able to meet multiple/multidimensional objectives 
coming from many involved subjects, and are compared.

Balanced satisfying solution that better fits into the context is thus designed and 
implemented, knowing that the reciprocal relation with the context will suggest new 
adjustments over time. Figure 2.5 explains better this spiral process in the different 
steps (from bottom up towards top down):

 1. identification of alternatives
 2. evaluation of impacts coming from each alternative in relation to objectives  

(ex- ante evaluation)
 3. identification of the balanced and satisfying solution

Fig. 2.5 The spiral process in adaptive reuse and monitoring evaluation
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 4. implementation of the chosen solution
 5. monitoring of impacts (net benefits)
 6. learning from impacts, for deducing performances (ex-post evaluation)
 7. using this new knowledge to adapt/adjust the chosen solution for improving 

productivity
 8. adoption of a management plan, and making new ex-ante, on-going, ex-post 

assessments
 9. new adjustments implemented

More in details, in the micro scale, the spiral process of the reuse is showed in 
Fig. 2.6.

The logic of the circular reuse is strongly stressed in the circular economy model, 
as in CLIC assumed.

In other words, in the adaptive reuse interpreted in the circular economy, this 
loop starts from the reuse of natural materials, water and waste and renewable 
energy and includes also the immaterial/intangible resources and values  
re- generation in the management strategy.

4.4  Adaptive Reuse and the “Spiral” Evaluation Process

Adaptation and evaluation are characterized by reciprocal relationships. Adaptive 
reuse requires to make choices regarding the conservation of some elements as per-
manence, allowing the change/transformation/substitution for others, thus combin-
ing the logic of change with the logic of conservation.

Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage is thus a complex process because it requires 
the capacity to distinguish and select essential elements from other accessory 
elements. It requires to make choices between intrinsic value (the essential meaning 
of the heritage) and the instrumental values. It requires to manage conflict between 
needs, demands, preferences, values, goals (that are multidimensional and also in 
conflict) coming from different involved subjects. The adaptive reuse is, in any case, 
a very important exercise of critical thinking requiring continuous innovations and, 
consequently, continuous evaluation capacity.

The evaluation process is a key characteristic of Adaptive Reuse. It is the core 
phase of any adaptive reuse process.

The first evaluation exercise is about the general context interpretation, in its 
economic activities, and also ecological, social, cultural ones. It requires to identify 
better actions to fit the adaptive reuse in the context in order to increase the existing 
activities, generating an attractive and integrative force-field, reducing the “dis-
tance” between a site/activity and its general context.

The evaluation process is iterative and interactive. This regards also the Adaptive 
management plan, in the search of the more satisfying solution of adaptive reuse, of 
testing this solution, verifying the impacts through new experiments, new monitor-
ing etc., learning from impacts, reviewing the original solution through continuous 
adjustments.
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Fig. 2.6 Actions required in the circular human-centred adaptive reuse

The required evaluations for the implementation of the design and for the adap-
tive management plan are grounded on the Ecological Economics approach. 
Ecological Economics recognizes that a single monetary assessment, based on 
WTP, is useful, but not sufficient for the evaluation of all economic,  socio/cultural/
environmental benefits. Wich WTP of future generations or of poor people can be 
assessed? From values incommensurability it follows that only a democratic partici-
pated debate can integrate technical economic evaluations in a multicriteria inte-
grated process.
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Fig. 2.7 The evolutionary 
evaluation spiral. (Zeleny 
1993)

The dynamic approach of adaptive reuse in the perspective of the circular econ-
omy should follow a coherent dynamic/evolutionary evaluation approach. In this 
dynamic approach criteria, weights and alternatives are going to change in an evo-
lutionary spiral during the entire process (Fig. 2.7), converging towards down and 
identifying the satisfying solutions (Zeleny 1993). Also the impact matrix should be 
organized in dynamic terms.

Cost benefit analysis certainly helps identify the economic impacts. But it should 
be integrated by other approaches, first of all to consider the flow of the energy (for 
example through Life Cycle Assessment LCA). Other environmental and social 
impacts should be assessed through specific tools (Fusco Girard and Nijkamp 1997; 
Nijkamp et al. 1990).

Approaches grounded on MAUT (Multi Attribute Utility Theory), specific 
approaches as AHP (Saaty 1984), ELECTRE (Roy 1990), REGIME (Hinloopen 
et  al. 1983), EVAMIX (Voogd 1983), NAIADE (Munda 1995), CIE (Lichfield 
1995), are useful because they help to better compare alternatives, in a multi- 
dimensional space deducing a priority (through iterative/interactive steps).

But the participatory and inclusive processes in decision making should be more 
clearly stressed to stimulate real engagement and inclusion.

One perspective is to assess the landscape as the entry point for evaluations. The 
aesthetic value of the landscape is perceived by all persons. It does not require a 
specific knowledge, being enough the “common knowledge”, for entering and par-
ticipating in the evaluation process. It provokes imagination, emotions, memories. 
It requires only qualitative indicators, being grounded on the subjective 
perceptions.
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The TOPSIS evaluation model has been used in the CLIC concrete evaluation 
process in Salerno (Assari 2012; Carlsson and Zeleny 1983; Gravagnuolo et  al. 
2021, 2024; Lootsma 1999). Approaches grounded on LCA are required at the 
micro scale to check specific environmental impacts that are to be recommended 
and incorporated in the “circular evaluation model”.

Figure 2.8 proposes an example of reuse of sites introducing six iterative/interac-
tive steps for identifying a satisfying solution, balanced in economic, ecological, 
social dimensions. The final solution is identified combining and re-combining self- 
sustainable functions, sustained functions in new (symbiotic) relationships with the 
context thus including also near natural capitals. In the Fig. 2.8 two new green areas 
are added to better integrate the adaptive reuse of the existing cultural site into the 
context and to improve the multidimensional benefits, in an ecological perspective: 
in the perspective of a circular symbiotic “ecosystem” (see paragraph 5.3).

The evaluation process is oriented towards the adoption of a place-based and 
nature-based approach, that means to connect single points/areas in the space into 
a network of built and natural heritage: connecting them through synergies and 
circular/cooperative activities. Circularity means symbioses.

Evolutionary co-evaluation is a key step in the adaptive reuse, because it requires 
a sequence of choices in design and in the management process, for enhancing per-
formances and productivity. The spiral is the image of the evolutionary circular 
evaluation approach. The image of the spiral can be interpreted as a vortex spiral, as 
in Fig. 2.7, but can also indicate the spiral of creative evolution: the growing spiral 
representing the creative dynamic processes in transforming the status quo (Fig. 2.8). 
Innovative digital technologies (IoT, AI, etc.) help in identifying all multidimen-
sional impacts and thus the more satisfying solutions.

Fig. 2.8 The search of a balanced solution between self-regenerative, regenerative, symbiotic 
functions through iterative/interactive spiral steps
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The evolutionary evaluation is a necessary process for designing the more satis-
fying reuse project.

It stimulates also a change of mindset. City dwellers should experience the ben-
efits of this approach, less shaped by mainstream economics and more founded on 
the ecological/circular economy, starting with the definition of urban planning 
choices that are too often seen as the prerogative of technicians and politicians. In 
this way, plans/projects proposed from above can also find support from below. And 
above all, urban regeneration planning becomes the entry point for an “evolutionary 
policy” (in the perspective of regeneration of confidence between inhabitants and 
with institutions).

As repeatedly emphasised, here we want to stress once again that regenerative 
and adaptive governance integrates urban planning not only as interested in the 
regeneration of the urbs but also of the civitas. That is, the elaboration of urban 
solutions and urban management should become the entry point for the promotion 
of a civic culture: of a culture of active citizenship, because planning should no 
longer be the prerogative only of technicians and politicians. Evaluation and co- 
assessment processes become a central learning processes and training/education in 
the culture of active citizenship (Fusco Girard et al. 2023).

The spiral evaluation and participatory processes becomes a learning process 
which overcomes the culture of the here-and-now, i.e. the culture of general amne-
sia of memory, which today must be countered by the culture of circularity (between 
past, present and future).

Thus, the importance of these participatory evaluation processes is not only that 
of identifying new effective reuse solutions. The aim is above all to make the inhab-
itants aware of the not-linear but circular interdependencies between causes and 
effects about the issues at stake, and to stimulate their critical knowledge as well as 
their responsibility. The aim is to broaden the time horizon from the here and now 
that characterises current culture.

But participatory evaluation processes should be also oriented to change the 
structure of preferences, going against the traditional assumption by mainstream 
economics that preferences and their hierarchy are “given”: that each subject is the 
best judge of its own utility and interests. In practice, the evaluation process, through 
the learning steps, is transformed into a primarily cultural and educational process 
for inhabitants, aimed at questioning existing preferences through public debate and 
thus developing a public spirit, collaborative/cooperative/public values.

The existing challenge of climate change and its progressive danger is precisely 
due to this assumption: that public institutions must accept and assume current pref-
erences and values as “given”. They should be modified and constructed 
(Hodgson 1995).

In this way, urban design and regenerative planning contribute also to the pro-
duction of civic/civil knowledge.

From the combination of different multidimensional balance sheets, the strategy 
that best achieves the common good of the city can be deduced. The human-centred 
approach suggests a particular form of impact analysis to be added: a human centred 
matrix (see paragraph 2).
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4.5  Adaptive Reuse and Creativity in Place-Making

Creativity is the fundamental ingredient of adaptive reuse to face continuous chal-
lenges and for managing its complexity: for managing/solving conflicts between 
needs, objectives, interests and values; for identifying a virtuous relationship 
between utility, social justice and beauty (Zeleny 1992). Collective creativity is 
stimulated by participation and public engagement.

The assonance of this approach to adaptive reuse with Schumpeterian 
Evolutionary Economic approach, characterized by the introduction of technologi-
cal innovations, becomes more explicit.

Creative activities prefer in general to be localized in heritage assets. Adoption 
of new technologies better allow to produce actions in a coordinated/collaborative 
way, thus implementing the circular model. Digital technologies are key elements to 
be introduced not only in the energy sector but also toward the human-centred and 
circular paradigm implementation: to enhance the attractiveness of a place, its 
vibrancy and human interactions. The creativity of the adaptive reuse project is not 
only related to the reuse architectural project, but it is especially related to the man-
agement project. It regards the creativity of the entrepreneurs/managers. The entre-
preneur decides to take on a certain investment and to run the relative risks by 
creating a new organization, through new solutions that transform the cultural 
resource into a complex of complementary systemic relations. This takes place by 
adapting the cultural man-made capital, elaborating a new order, a new organiza-
tion, also through subsequent experimentation and thus “learning” from successes 
and possible failures, in the search for ever more performing solutions, through new 
combinations, involving also nature capital and intangible forms of capital.

Adaptive reuse is called to make choices always under conditions of increasing 
uncertainty, first of all because of the dynamics of demand market. This implies the 
need to make complex forecasts about the evolutionary dynamics of the demand for 
the various needs/goods/services in the territorial context where the cultural asset is 
localized.

On the other hand, the entrepreneur/manager is led to multiply the possible func-
tional combinations in search of new synergies between different functions, activi-
ties and subjects that can mutually reinforce and consolidate over time, increasing 
the attractiveness of the “micro ecosystem” in which he operates. This means a 
continuous search for a new organisational architecture, which transforms the sim-
ple “collection” of component elements into a system of interdependencies through 
adaptive reuse: into a “circular heritage ecosystem” (Harper 1996).

Therefore, in the adaptive reuse, a continuous adaptation/reorganization/remod-
ulation (as in living systems) is needed to transform a simple “aggregate” into a new 
“structure”, with an innovative organization based on reciprocal and dynamic rela-
tions of complementarity, which in turn generate synergies and symbiosis grounded 
on learned lessons through which the reuse design is continuously re-shaped and 
improved through ex-ante, ongoing and ex-post evaluations.
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At the end it is clear that CLIC research recognizes circular adaptive reuse as a 
complex process having to face with the dynamic of change, considering not only 
the above characteristics, but also some other elements: the position in the territorial 
context (in the city centre, with high potential of use value or in marginal poor areas, 
with no potential without connective infrastructures); the state of conservation and 
the intensity of transformation or adapting to new functions (with high structural 
costs versus low adaptive costs); the involved subjects: public, private, social. They 
all contribute to the complexity of effective adaptive reuse, considering multiple, 
multidimensional and in conflict objectives and criteria to be satisfied.

4.6  A Conflict Between Environment/Landscape and Adaptive 
Reuse Solutions

With the implementation of ecological transition strategies towards de- carbonization, 
conflicts may occur between environment/landscape and adaptive reuse: i.e. between 
the general context and the specific cultural assets. The environment provides a 
range of natural ecosystem services (food, water, fiber, biomass, clean air, microcli-
mate, nutrients, etc.) from which it derives its particular “value” (Costanza et al. 
1997). This is increasingly degraded by the various forms of pollution and climate- 
altering impacts that are increasingly incidental and capable of destabilizing the 
ecosystem cycles themselves (water, carbon, etc.).

Landscape is the human being’s perception of the environment: not only of aes-
thetic and symbolic quality but also of meaning. It then becomes a shared vision. All 
the challenges of a certain territory are reflected in the landscape, from social 
inequalities to pollution, etc. In short, the landscape is a synthetic indicator of the 
health of an area, of its sustainability or unsustainability. In it one can read the win-
ning and losing values and interests in their mutual priority.

A quality environment/landscape has a high transformative potential, because it 
determines attractiveness, quality of life, well-being and thus development (Council 
of Europe 2000).

With the implementation of the ecological transition strategy (i.e. new photovol-
taic, wind, hydroelectric etc. installations) negative impacts on the aesthetic/percep-
tual quality of the landscape may occur. To what extent is one community prepared 
to give up this specific aesthetic/landscape quality in order to realize the general 
benefits coming from the de-carbonization processes, that are so necessary today?

Design choices require great attention and equally great creativity in changing 
the sources of energy to be used in the physical assets and production systems: how, 
how much, where, with whom, for whom to produce energy in an unconventional 
way. There is a need for the community, and not just for expert knowledge, to con-
sider the complex and multidimensional impacts. We need real participation in these 
choices, taking a medium and long-term perspective: we need to decide together, 
avoiding easy simplifications. The introduction of innovative energy technologies 
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should not be “juxtaposed” to the cultural asset, but technological innovation must 
become an original contribution capable of connecting old and new elements in new 
solutions/configurations. Integrated participative new evaluation tools are required 
to effectively support creativity.

5  The General Conditions for Success: The Circular Model 
for Adaptive Reuse

5.1  The General Issue

The general issue for the regeneration is about the question: how to transform a 
waste/abandoned/died area into an living and attractive system. The principles for 
an effective adaptive circular reuse can be summarized into: the re-generative 
capacity, the symbiotic capacity, the generative capacity.

Figure 2.9 proposes the three principles of the CLIC circular model, that are 
analysed more in detail in Fig. 2.10.

They are inspired by the nature economy (that is bio-ecology) by its perfect cir-
cular metabolism, by its adaptive capacity, by many symbiotic practices and regen-
erative/auto-poietic processes.

In this way, the circular reuse becomes able to close multidimensional loops 
between the cultural asset and its multidimensional context.

Many good practices can be viewed through these three principles, with different 
combinations between different regenerative, generative and symbiotic functions. 

Fig. 2.9 The three principles of the CLIC circular model
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Fig. 2.10 The CLIC circular model: Tangible and intangible impacts from self-organization 
capacity, and loops

The “ideal” (Zeleny 1992, 1993) adaptive reuse is able to implement as much as 
possible the above three principles.

5.2  The CLIC Circular Model for the Regeneration

The above Fig. 2.10 underlines the organization of the symbiotic/circular ecosys-
tem/clusters, with (many multidimensional) externalities (coming from the reuse 
of the cultural asset) and the relevance of symbiotic processes in the comprehensive 
context. It suggests that for the reuse of the heritage assets the functions should be 
chosen so that some of them can sustain themselves and thus they can also support 
some other activities. For example, in the reuse of a dismissed industrial site, some 
residential and commercial functions are justified for supporting social, cultural, 
educational, research, civic ones (not able to self-sustain themselves) coherent with 
the intrinsic value of the asset.

The figure distinguishes between different multidimensional impacts, character 
ized by feedback loops, reciprocal integrations, systemic interdependences which 
can transform vicious processes into virtuous ones, starting from a specific threshold.

The re-generative capacity is the auto-poietic capacity. It reflects the capacity 
to maintain over time the organizational structure of a living system: its identity and 
profile (characterized by a circular metabolism), with continuous activities for 
adapting through making adjustments because of degradation/decay and remaking 
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processes. This regenerative capacity (grounded on the “intrinsic value”) allows the 
“energy” to sustain also social and cultural functions that are not able to self-sustain. 
The available tangible and intangible energy is a key element and condition for this 
auto-poietic capacity.

The ideal tangible circular energy system is grounded on the use of renewable 
energies because the system could behaviour as a circular one. Other attributes are 
the capacity to re-generate water, other natural resources, to manage waste and the 
capacity to self-sustain in the financial/economic dimension.

The symbiotic capacity expresses the circular interdependence relationships of 
a specific adaptive reuse proposal with all elements of the dynamic external context, 
that require continuous evolutive adaptations. It guarantees integration and thus the 
durability of the re-use in the (long) time. It is linked to the material and immaterial 
relations between the physical asset and the systemic context: it guarantees the 
dynamic flexible contextualization of a site to its surrounding spaces, as in the natu-
ral eco-systems, where relationships are source of life/survival. Thus, the re-use of 
these particular (heritage) assets in-forms, shapes, re-shapes its surrounding envi-
ronment (which is in its turn re-shaped and deformed).

The re-generative and symbiotic capacity also generates the capacity to produce 
multiple tangible and intangible impacts: the generative capacity.

Generative capacity is the multidimensional usefulness which an eco-system 
“offers” to its context (as “instrumental” values), multiplying its relationships. 
Positive tangible externalities are, for example: removal of air pollution, amenity of 
cultural natural landscape, sense of place, inclusion, education services, reduction 
in emission of greenhouse gas, in coherence with the priority of these goals recog-
nized by European Union and by Agenda 2030. Also, the soil consumption is 
avoided, while the production of waste material is reduced. In the same time, new 
economic activities improve the local economy and the employment.

This circular model of reused territorial heritage asset is able to produce external 
effects that partially impact on the context and partially are able, in turn (in a circu-
lar perspective) to “come back” (from the context) to the cultural heritage ecosys-
tem. Some of them are economic impacts on the context that, in turn, become input 
again for cultural circular heritage place or ecosystem. These economic outcomes 
and values, in fact, can be “re-used” to support the activities included in the 
space/place.

The choice of multiple functions in design and management should be able to 
satisfy, as much as possible, the three above principles in the adaptive circular reuse.

The described circular adaptive reuse model of the cultural heritage is interpreted 
and managed in ecological terms, in the perspective of the Green Deal of European 
Union (to face the climate challenge) and of the New European Bauhaus. But also, 
as a way to improve the immaterial social infrastructure of the city, generating 
micro-communities through the management itself of the old heritage as a com-
mon, characterized by a specific value (an “intrinsic value”, that reflects the particu-
lar spirit that has been connoting the site over centuries and millennia).
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5.3  The “Circular Symbiotic Heritage Ecosystem” 
as Self-sustainable Model

What to do with the many signs of memory/history that are devoid of vitality today? 
How to promote a future for so many cultural assets, so many abandoned buildings 
or industrial plants or agricultural farms, or disused churches or abandoned 
landscapes?

The ecological transition suggests that the bio-ecological lens should be adopted 
in the regeneration reuse of cultural heritage. On the other hand, “adaptive” reuse is 
that which mimics the adaptive capacities of living organisms in light of the evolu-
tionary dynamics of the context in which they are embedded (Zeleny 1992).

The adaptive capacity of a living organism, that is, its evolutionary capacity, 
depends on its self-regenerative capacity, the foundation of which is due to a circu-
lar organization of processes (the production phase is followed by the degradation 
phase and then the regeneration phase) (Zeleny 2021).

The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage thus finds its foundation in this circular/
self-regenerative organizational structure.

The production of places as circular symbiotic ecosystems, localized in the heri-
tage assets (in degraded areas) should be the “ideal” (Zeleny 1992) outcome of the 
regeneration/reuse of old un-used or died spaces, such as in abandoned industrial 
buildings. Here the three conditions of §5.1 and 5.2 are implemented. The reuse of 
cultural heritage goes as well beyond traditional tourism functions. For example, in 
old residential, port, industrial dismissed assets, common spaces for sharing experi-
ences, ideas, knowledge should be multiplied, for testing new solutions, integrated 
with productive activities, thus attracting new skills, researchers, entrepreneurs, 
investments thanks to a trust environment.

In particular, the adaptive reuse/regeneration of degraded spaces in the city 
(starting, for example, but not only, from abandoned industrial buildings) should be 
incorporated more and more in the ecological perspective (that characterizes every 
living organism), to reconnect the built assets with the bio-ecological systems, in 
coherence with the evolutionary dynamics of nature. This means to become able to 
continuously re-shape circular city/territorial ecosystem in an integrated perspective 
through nature-led solutions, able to contribute to re-generate ecosystem services.

This ideal symbiotic/circular adaptive ecosystem assumes nature and biodiver-
sity as the main infrastructure for the economic development.

At the same time, the nature-led solutions also contribute to the beauty of the 
built/natural landscape: beauty should be effectively stressed as a relevant contribu-
tion to the human-centred strategy. It affects the well-being perception of people. 
Beauty of the natural landscape is the outcome of the harmony of the ecosystem: of 
their regenerative, generative, symbiotic capacity.

The “circular heritage ecosystem” promotes a “learning community” able to 
continually assess and transfer good and best practices.

The “circular symbiotic heritage ecosystem” should become an example of 
Living Laboratory, as an incubator of circularity, able to implement the circular 
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organization that guarantees a better metabolism, avoiding/reducing waste, negative 
environmental impacts, and greenhouse gas emissions. New business models are 
experimented, producing in the same time also a new mindset and new values: an 
innovative way of thinking that educate and inspire a new way to create economic 
wealth, closing the loops.

Thus, the circular symbiotic ecosystem becomes grounded also on a culture-led 
strategy for regenerating human relationships and lifestyles., and not only for gen-
erating economic wealth.

The implementation of circular city territorial ecosystems starts from the reuse 
of dismissed heritage assets for their transformation into “productive integrated 
environments”: into creative places as “condensation nuclei of development” 
(Zeleny 1993, 2021), from which continually to learn. It becomes fundamental the 
capacity to continuously self-correct, that derives from the self-regenerative 
capacity. 

The key condition is the capacity to identify some “engine functions” as self- 
sustainable ones, able “to sustain” other not sustainable functions, covering existing 
growing needs. Thus, these cultural ecosystems should try to mimick as far as pos-
sible the organisation of natural systems, transferring this organisation in the social/
productive dimension, based on the circular model. Artificial intelligence helps to 
identify new symbiotic/circular relationships for increasing effectiveness: combin-
ing public, private and civil sectors into self-organizing symbiotic partnerships.

6  Toward Circular Governance, Business 
and Financial Models

All the above represents the conceptual grounds of the CLIC proposals in terms of 
principles of governance, business, and financial models.

The aim of CLIC is to offer some guidelines to actors, cities, public institutions, 
financial institutions, private bodies, social actors and cultural institutions in imple-
menting local development through new models, grounded on the “transformative 
potential” of the heritage circular reuse.

The New Leipzig Charter (Informal Ministerial Meeting on Urban Matters 2020) 
and the New Territorial Agenda 2030 (European Commission 2021a) invite to rec-
ognize the key role of cultural heritage adaptive reuse in the transformative power 
towards the common good of the city (Informal Ministerial Meeting on Urban 
Matters 2020). The complex flow of impacts, coming from the adaptive reuse, is 
greater if compared to investments in other sectors (mobility, etc.) because of mul-
tiple and multidimensional impacts (in particular in the cultural dimension).

The five principles of the New Leipzig Charter (the promotion of common good 
as general objective of all urban policies, systemic approach on knowledge about 
interdependences, participation of all stakeholders, subsidiarity, production of 
places) should be integrated with a last sixth principle: the bio-ecological or nature- 
led principle, as in CLIC proposal.
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CLIC research has assumed the above model in the perspective of circular econ-
omy. It requires the knowledge of all metabolic flows in adaptive reuse.

CLIC research introduces also the attention to all forms of metabolism and not 
only the material metabolism: also to the immaterial “hidden” aspects of the adap-
tive reuse.

This is why CLIC suggestions are linked to an interpretation of the new circular 
governance model, new collaborative business and financial models starting with 
the effort of enlarging the current world-view (that is determining the growing dis- 
connection with natural system of life and among people). Thus, the new circular 
governance, business models and financial tools should reflect and promote also the 
regeneration of inclusion/integration values. They are not done, but they have to be 
regenerated with the same speed of their consumption. The notion of “intrinsic 
value” is useful in this cultural perspective: it assumes the interpretation capacity of 
people/participants to recognize the roots as the essential meanings incorporated 
into the heritage assets: as direction and boundary of the functional change (Fusco 
Girard and Vecco 2021).

6.1  Towards the Circular Human-Centred Governance

Figure 2.11 proposes the image of the “good government” in the city as in well- 
known fresco by Ambrogio Lorenzetti in Siena. It offers the perspective through 
which outcomes of CLIC research have been read in the evolutionary and human- 
centred perspective.5

5 See chaper of Garzillo et al. in this book.

Fig. 2.11 Ambrogio Lorenzetti, allegory of the good government, 13,381,339. Siena, pub-
lic palace
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Today governance is facing with the ecological modernization of society, which is 
the greatest transformation ever imagined in history. But there is a context of growing 
mistrust: for example, between young people and governments (regarding the fight 
against climate change), between citizens and public institutions, among citizens etc. 
Here it is proposed a local experimental governance that takes as its entry point the valo-
risation of public spaces, starting with those with cultural values, to promote collabora-
tive processes between citizens and institutions also based on self-organization.

Public government is usually considered as a tool for promoting reuse/regenera-
tion in traditional governance. The general effect is to promote the perception of the 
common interest/good. Innovative governance model is related to the capacity to 
promote self-organization through incentives, new regulations and specific 
investments. Self-organization produces many values and in particular trust, coop-
eration, synergies and, thus, better functioning of public institutions and of society.

The implementation of the subsidiarity principle is a critical step in governance 
to regenerate values and self-organizating micro-community. Self-organization is 
the pre-condition for adaptive capacity and for dynamic evolution.

The subsidiarity principle (see art. 5 of Consolidated Version of the Treaty on 
European Union and the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union 2012) is 
a key governance principle for transforming cultural, natural historic assets into 
common goods, to be managed through self-organization/self-management 
approach with specific “Pacts of Collaboration”) (Rapporto Labsus 2021 2021).

Thus, cultural values and also public spirit, citizenship, responsibility are regen-
erated moving towards the implementation of the good governance and of the city 
“good life”.

Subsidiarity principle of adaptive reuse stimulates the self-organization/manage-
ment capacity (as many good practices confirm), thus orienting towards the achieve-
ment of the common good, and of an active civic culture. Young people and the 
“third sector” should be strongly engaged because they are very attentive to the ethi-
cal values of sustainability.

The adoption of the circular economy model, especially if supported by the “cul-
ture of evaluation of results”, contributes to re-generate inclusion, cooperation, 
trust. Innovative governance requires innovative city planning and management. 
Innovative urban planning is a “value-based planning”, not only a reflection of the 
economic reductionist approach, linked to the neo-liberalism strategy. Urban plan-
ning and regeneration of old cultural assets should be reconsidered for achieving the 
common good of the city/territory system: to increase as much as possible the well-
being of as much as possible number of inhabitants in the space and in the time.

The Fig.  2.12 shows innovative, regenerative, experimental governance that 
reflects the above characteristics of CLIC approach in the city/territory place- 
making: the ecological paradigm integrated with the human paradigm in a dynamic 
evolutionary context, in which innovative technologies are to be introduced. The 
New Leipzig Charter (Informal Ministerial Meeting on Urban Matters 2020), and 
also the Territorial Agenda 2030 stressed the notion of a governance oriented to 
“ensure the common good”, and the “transformative power of the European cities”, 
starting from the implementation of the urban heritage preservation/development.
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Fig. 2.12 The ground of the circular bio-ecological and human-centred governance

The CLIC research has demonstrated also through the ex-post evaluation of 
many good practices the potential transformative power of reusing the cultural heri-
tage assets because of the main flows of net benefits, in relation to other investments 
(in mobility, waste management, etc.).

The investment in adaptive reuse employs more people with less specialization 
than in other sectors, contributes to the benefits of the tourism economy, promotes a 
“heritage communities” (Faro Convention) (Council of Europe 2005) characterized 
by ties to a cultural asset that can transform themselves into interpersonal relation-
ships of collaboration and self-organization (as occurs in shared management based 
on the principle of subsidiarity).

The key process of the innovative circular governance is linked to the spiral  
co- evaluation process from bottom up towards top down (see §7.3, 7.4 and 8) and 
vice versa.

Figure 2.12 is related to the ground of the new bio-ecological, human-centred 
circular governance. The bio-ecological paradigm suggests first of all to introduce 
not only a new sixth key principle in the list proposed in the New Leipzig Charter, 
that are all referenced to the human-centred paradigm. To face the climate change 
challenge, it is needed also to introduce technical innovations in particular in energy 
sector (reducing impacts ageing both on causes and on the capacity to reduce the 
negative impacts) and in artificial intelligence.

Here we can remember the conclusions of a ETH Zurich research (Bastin, J.F. The 
global tree restoration potential, Science, 2019, 365) about the need to use tree re-
planting as a good effective strategy for CO2 sequestration to reduce the negative 
impacts of global warming (European Commission 2023; Nowak et al. 2021).
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The new governance oriented towards the common good requires strategic 
choices values grounded.

Today, we need to make very complex choices which require to think in a new 
way, considering all values and not only the instrumental ones. We have to 
think through values (in urban planning, in landscape planning, in manage-
ment), overcoming the current economistic approach. New strategic choices should 
be grounded on values, because (Keeney 1996):

• Values are the energy/force able to drive choices and behaviours
• Values are what we want to take care, because we perceive as important
• Values are not objectives, goals, criteria, attribute. Values are their ground
• Values are able to facilitate communication between people, and also to identify 

new alternatives

Values are consumed during time. This is the reason why they should be regener-
ated, as happens in natural ecosystems.

In conclusion, the new circular governance is characterized by a strong attention 
to promote first of all nature-led planning solutions: new urban paths, forests, soil 
de-permeabilization, valorisation of local biodiversity, with strong attention to the 
climate change issues and strong capacity to interpret adaptive reuse as a real oppor-
tunity to face global warming impacts, the capacity to integrate the challenge of 
climate change with challenge oriented to reduce social inequalities and marginali-
ties. The promotion of cooperative/collaborative relationships between all different 
actors of the civil society, of the private subjects, of public bodies for a better man-
agement of multiple and conflictual interests and objectives contributes to promote 
also community and thus the humanistic transition. A key role of evaluation process 
is to be recognized for improving decision-making processes from bottom-up and 
not only from top-down, thus identifying agreed satisfying solutions.

A strong attention to the aesthetic quality of the urban environment in coherence 
with New European Bauhaus is needed for contributing to the ecological and 
humanistic transition. This aesthetic quality is achieved through multiplying sym-
bioses as it happens in nature ecosystems. Symbiotic principle can be transferred 
from nature to reciprocal social relationships, improving complementarities and 
thus cohesion between inhabitants and communities. The beauty should be inter-
preted also as the product of the density of the interpersonal relationships, and not 
only in the aesthetic dimension.

However, the beauty of landscape is the entry point for enlarging the participa-
tion of people because it does not require a specific knowledge.

6.2  Towards Circular Regenerative and Human-Centred 
Business Model

Also current business models should be modified first of all recognizing the per-
spective to be “in transition”: the business plan should be organized in a dynamic 
and evolutive way, to better fit/adapt in the existing changing environment, also for 
improving resilience (Saleh and Ost 2023).
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In the circular model each firm does not act in isolation, but it searches possible 
collaborations with others in a systemic perspective. Digital innovative design can 
stimulate innovative circular business: they require circular knowledge and specific 
information about reuse/renovation/recycling.

In traditional business models, grounded on market prices and market costs, all 
natural resources (as forest, water, flora, etc.) are used. But the cost of this consump-
tion is totally ignored because these resources are unpriced (Saleh and Ost 2023).

New adaptive circular business models, first of all, have to recognize this key 
mistake. Profit achieved damaging the commons (represented by natural ecosystem 
that supports human activities) should not still included (Porter and Kramer 2011).

Emissions into air, water and soil are considered together with waste.
Another attention is to specific evaluation process: for example, to “life cycle 

assessment” and “metabolic flows evaluation”. The image of the spiral evolution 
should also characterize the new business approach with spiral evaluation processes 
with incremental steps.

A key aspect is the specific capacity of the new circular business model to really 
improve the trust of consumers and of stakeholders.

The circular business model introduces innovations on a number of points in 
particular: on how to recover/regenerate the natural resources used (water, materi-
als, energy, etc.); on how to recover and recycle waste or by-products by consider-
ing them as inputs for new production processes; on how to improve the 
quanti-qualitative metabolism between input and output. For example, with decrease 
of the water (coming from the climate change) a key issue is to regenerate (potable) 
water after its use in the consumption and production processes, and how to re- 
introduce it in the city water network.

The circular business model is therefore highly integrated, being aimed at pro-
moting new collaborative partnerships to improve competitiveness of the network in 
the market. One of its characteristics is that of going beyond the specialist as “verti-
cal” approach, adopting an open or “horizontal” approach to the valorisation of 
possible symbiotic relationships of interdependence (in imitation of symbiosis in 
nature). It encourages reasoning from the perspective of building an ecosystem in 
which each subject perceives itself as an effective component. From the ability to 
collaborate/co-operate follows the ability to co-ordinate reciprocal activities as well 
as the promotion a network of micro-communities of enterprises based on reciproc-
ity of behaviour, perception of co-partnership, and a shared condition of trust.

The above means also to make changes in the existing status quo taking care of 
the territory: incorporating the bio-physical space into the economic business mod-
els. Innovative business models have to be implemented not in the a-spatial dimen-
sion, but in a concrete city/territory, taking care, at the same time, also of the social 
environment, that is of the social space (and thus considering possible collabora-
tion). The above elements are linked to the responsibility toward society (as Olivetti 
(Olivetti 1960), Bat’a introduced (Bat’a 2011). The profit is considered also in rela-
tions to the achievement of the general interest, towards the health of the 
whole system.

2 The Circular “Human-Centred” Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage: Theoretical…



50

Fig. 2.13 The ground of the innovative circular business models

The attention moves towards the local/regional scale and territory (which pro-
vides wood, food, fresh air, energy, with many regulating services, habitat services 
and cultural services). Innovations and innovative technologies, such as AI, etc., 
become the possible integration for comprehensive impacts in the environmental, 
social and economic dimension (see Fig.  2.13): for identifying new symbioses 
transforming some competitive relationships into cooperative activities.

Time includes the short, the medium and the long term, during which all the 
potential of new relationships between the single activity and other activities/sub-
jects should be brought into symbiosis, taking into account the three types of profit: 
economic/financial profit, social profit, ecological/environmental profit. Ultimately, 
the above implies a business model based on the interpretation of entrepreneurial 
activity that considers the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage towards a “living asset” 
as a “self-reproductive asset”: which tends to become regenerative, self-organising, 
self-reproductive and thus capable of continuous new synergies, thanks to the adap-
tive capacity to change.

The “return” to nature suggests comparative measures for balancing CO2 pro-
duction (for example in terms of new planting, the restoration of natural ecosystems 
as well as the respect of natural ecosystem services and new symbiosis) (de Groot 
et al. 2010, 2012).
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6.3  Towards Circular Human-Centred Financial Models

The circular economy model requires circular funding solutions for the access to 
implement circular projects. Local financial institutions have a key role to play for 
sustaining the circular model (Borrero Ochoa 2011; Smit et  al. 2014; European 
Investment Bank 2018).

A well-known circular way to fund investments is the land value capture, through 
“recover” land value increases coming from a public investment, thus returning 
values from private to the public body (OECD 2022).

It can be used also in the reuse of cultural assets or in the regeneration of historic 
district (Pickerill 2021 and Chap. 19, in this volume). But the list of existing finan-
cial tools is rich.

To stimulate investments in adaptive reuse, new financial hybrid circular 
instruments have to be proposed combining market driven impacts with crowd-
funding platforms with other specific tools. The Triple Bottom Line well known 
approach (Elkington 1994, 2018) influences new financial tools, stimulating new 
indicators research.

The challenge is to shape a favourable environment to stimulate private for profit 
and also not for profit, circular financial tools able to generate recycled financial 
flows. The green finance should be in particular attentive to include social subject 
that are in general excluded from the current financial system. It should be able to 
better stimulate for example reforestation, biodiversity conservation, wetlands res-
tauration in circular heritage reuse, considering the transformative power of the 
finance dimension.

Some general conditions for financing an adaptive circular reuse project by a 
(local) financial institution can be synthetized here:

 1. the effective integration of the building historic assets into the context and the 
natural environment (symbiotic principle);

 2. the conservation of the permeability of the soil (regenerative principle);
 3. the contribution to the biomass (intense trees planting integrating the reuse of 

cultural man-made assets);
 4. the reuse of rainwater (regenerative principle);
 5. the use of renewable energy (regenerative principle);
 6. the use of natural light (regenerative principle);
 7. the use of local materials (regenerative principle);
 8. the use of recycled materials (regenerative principle);
 9. the choice of functions able to sustain other functions (generative principle);
 10. the number of new employed (generative principle);
 11. the contribution to the production of a young and old persons community (gen-

erative principle)
 12. the co-production of a citizenship culture (generative principle)

For each condition a specific set of specific and effective new indicators is necessary 
to be identified, also for a continuous monitoring.
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Fig. 2.14 Circular human-centred financial models

But these general criteria should also be linked to the introduction of innovative 
technologies for improving the self-sustainability, thus minimizing the external 
financial supports; to the capacity to organize systemic complementarities; to the 
regeneration by the project not only of new employment, but also of social capital 
production (trust) (see Fig. 2.14).

In any case, it is important that a general environment is created to reduce specu-
lative processes, to improve the quality of heritage conservation rules. Forms of 
“revolving funds”, as preferably public “revolving circular funds”, are effective for 
adaptive circular reuse, for financing PPP (or PPPP), for financing debt (see chap-
ters of Pickerill (Chap. 19); Lupu and Allegro (Chap. 20), in this volume).

Many existing and effective case studies produce evident/base proposals for 
identifying new financial specific tools.

The premise is that a current capital market and asset pricing system have to be 
redesigned within a circular perspective. The place-led financial tools can vary from 
“impact investing” to blended finance, to PPP (or PPPP), to urban value capture 
tools to crowdfunding, to grants. Social enterprise should be stimulated to take part 
in this perspective.

The “Circular City Funding Guide”6 provides elements on financing and funding 
circular projects.

6 https://www.circularcityfundingguide.eu/
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7  Some CLIC Governance Proposals Towards 
the “Ecological and Humanistic Transition”

In conclusion, the triple model grounded on “regenerative”, generative and symbi-
otic principles provides the CLIC circular adaptive reuse strategy and thus desirable 
circular governance strategy. It shapes the design and the management of the reuse 
of cultural assets too. It is a guiding model for complex choices in governance, busi-
ness and financial tools considering all tangible and intangible aspects toward the 
integration of reuse into development strategy.

The circular human-centred adaptive reuse of cultural heritage should be shaped 
considering the following aspects and recommendations for passing from the gen-
eral principles to more operational aspects, coherent with the specific and different 
rules/regulations existing in the countries of European Union:

1.  The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage should be framed in the perspective of 
the circular natural ecosystems model. This vitality is grounded on their 
adaptive capacity during the time: that is, on its turns, grounded on their auto-
poietic self-regenerative capacity.

The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage represents an effective entry point for 
the circular city implementation, for contributing to improve the urban compre-
hensive metabolism (as many practices can confirm).

2.  The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage has to be interpreted into the ecological 
transition linked to the European Green Deal. Interpreting the adaptive reuse 
in the perspective of the ecology/biology means to consider the adaptive reuse 
linked to the return of “nature” in the city: nature as the most important  
infrastructure of the city, able to sustain all human activities through ecosystem 
services. This means connecting adaptive reuse to the CO2 capture, water man-
agement and recycling, use of renewable energy, circular management of waste. 
Green spaces, green surfaces and other nature-based solutions are considered 
fundamental in the circular city (European Commission 2023). This source of 
the adaptive reuse means also the ability to promote a regenerative capacity.  
The regenerative capacity regards not only the natural and manmade capital,  
but also the human-social capital. The living assets are critical elements for the 
successful reuse of the cultural capital: for creating a new life, avoiding the 
depreciation and the death.

3.  All impacts of climate change should be assessed at local level for identifying 
their costs. Adaptive reuse reduces these costs. Mitigation plans become the 
general perspective of all adaptive reuse projects.

Adaptive reuse is more effective if it is incorporated in the regeneration of 
urban historic districts and in the local urban planning. The Local Action Plan 
of reuse should move in this direction.

The local regenerative planning should be grounded on the ecological 
dimension (on primary intrinsic ecological values) to improve the city metabo-
lism. Each adaptive reuse should be considered as an action against the climate 
change impacts. Adaptive reuse should thus be coherent as much as possible 
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with mitigation and adaptation plans and with urban regeneration projects. 
Specific incentives should be offered to inhabitants to check bottom up the 
achievement of circular model.

4.  In many local planning rules there are not included focused incentives for the 
reuse of building materials coming from demolition. Specific incentives should 
be offered for sustaining the reuse at micro scale starting from the self-reuse (in 
the same building site) of particular materials as bricks, stones, pavements, roof 
tiles, iron beams, wood beams etc. on the basis of specific performances.7

5.  The circular economy model should be interpreted not only in terms of quanti-
tative reuse, recycle, regeneration of hard components and materials, but also 
considering immaterial soft ones, for really improving choices today. The cir-
cular economy understands specific cooperative/inclusive values that are to be 
regenerated today in coherence with the cultural condition of sustainability. 
Urban metabolism considers water management, waste management, energy 
management, etc., but also it should consider the entry and the production of 
immaterial infrastructure, with cultural, symbolic components and values. And 
first of all with a strong attention to future.

6.  The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage should be integrated in the “human devel-
opment” strategy of the city/territory. It means to frame the adaptive reuse in the 
strategies to reduce poverty in all its different dimensions (employment, new jobs, 
knowledge etc.), for the reduction of social inequalities, for inclusion—also with 
reference to future generations. Community building linked to heritage sites 
should be strongly promoted, thorough specific “collaboration pacts” (Labsus 
2014) according to the subsidiarity principle. The subsidiarity principle of the 
Treaty of European Union8 is the essential starting principle for a governance to 
improve citizenship and for implementing the “common good”, delivering the 
full potential of urban areas (See the Pact of Amsterdam, 2016 and the New 
Leipzig Charter). The “Pacts of Collaboration”9 (based in Italy on the Constitution 
Chart, art. 118) are a good example of the regulatory instrument to generate a 
“management community” of the heritage assets, turning them from a public 
good (or private good) into a “common good”. These “Pacts” are characterized by 
and move towards a culture of trust between the subjects involved (private, public, 
and “people” partnerships – PPPP).

 7. The adaptive reuse interpreted as the fundamental element in the generation of 
“places” suggests the transformation of public spaces into areas characterized 
by a particular attractiveness (visual, economic, social, civil, environmental, 
aesthetic). The generation of “places” should be characterized by a network 
perspective, linking one place to many others also of natural capital (see § 5.2). 

7 In general, the prices of recovered materials are not specified in the price list and in some cases 
the required performances imply costs that overcomes the ones of new materials. In the same time, 
for all reused materials the VAT should be eliminated.
8 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A12012M%2FTXT
9 Labsus Organisation, “Pacts of Collaboration” (in Italian) https://www.labsus.org/
cose-un-patto-di-collaborazione/
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The circular symbiotic cultural ecosystem is the “ideal” project of adaptive 
reuse in the city regeneration (see § 5.3). The symbiosis between public, private 
and civil subjects should be supported through specific incentives oriented to 
close the loops of energy, water, natural materials, waste; and as an example 
from which to learn how (small) businesses, creative entrepreneurs, new start- 
ups, social entrepreneurs, artists can inspire a new way of working. And also, a 
new way of thinking: as an example of continuously evolving Living Laboratory 
towards the implementation of the city circular development.

 8. The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage should guarantee/regenerate not only 
authenticity but first of all the “spirit of the place”. Its “intrinsic value”, 
deduced (at least) from the perception place attachment, pride, co-ownership of 
the place is the reference element for manging the change of uses/functions.

 9. In the relational/reconnecting perspective in which to interpret the adaptive 
reuse, a fundamental importance is the choice of new uses/functions to be 
introduced. From the choice of functions, from their intensity and reciprocal 
combination, depends the new vitality of the heritage site and its capacity to 
generate virtuous circles, thus to transform a site lacking vitality into an 
attractive/centripetal forces field: a site characterized by the capacity to 
become an attractive “pole”. These functions should be chosen on the base of 
the above three general principles (see Fig. 2.9 e 10): symbiotic self- regenerative 
and regenerative capacity. Regenerative principle is the ground of adaptation 
change, releasing the “energy” for sustaining vitality. Symbiotic principle guar-
antees circularity, transforming heterogeneity into systemic unity. Generative 
capacity guarantees the satisfaction of needs.

 10. Technological innovations become of fundamental importance, especially digi-
tal technologies and energy technologies. They should be strongly supported 
by specific public incentives. Public institution should become able to better 
assess the impacts of these technologies on natural and built landscape.

Digital technologies, through sensors, cameras, IoT, automation, AI, etc. 
allow to constantly monitor flows in entrance and exit, and thus the metabolism 
at micro level. They allow to generate data and information on environmental 
conditions, on health, accessibility, etc. so to help all subjects to enhance their 
decisions on mobility, logistics, production of goods and services. They also 
allow to monitor and enhance the capacity to adapt to the context and to learn. 
Furthermore, they allow to localize specific uses/functions in marginal areas 
enabling remote working, reducing in this way the marginality of many remote 
areas. For example, “digital villages” can reduce the depopulation processes 
offering new opportunities to work in little towns. Artificial intelligence can 
contribute (if well-oriented) to the good governance, identifying new produc-
tive/effective solutions in implementing the circular model, in searching new 
hidden/potential symbioses, thus transforming the competitive approach into a 
cooperative one, in the general interest. Digital technologies are also employed 
into energy technologies innovations.
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Energy innovative technologies allow to reduce energy consumption, to use 
renewable sources of energy (also in the perspective of using green hydrogen), 
to filter and depurate in a botanic way polluted air. They should be combined 
with natural ventilation systems. Innovative materials such as photovoltaic 
ceramics tiles, photovoltaic roof tiles should be employed to integrate renew-
able energy in heritage buildings reused. Digital innovations support the recy-
cling/reuse/regenerative economic model.

 11. New governance is shaped by culture. New governance promotes new circular 
relationships between people and the man-made assets using technological 
innovations and should also be oriented to avoid the ambivalent/negative role 
of digital technologies. They can promote socialization, but also de- 
socialization. They reduce often the capacity to distinguish the real information 
from fake news, hindering the exercise to hierarchize and the recovery of mem-
ory. On one side, they allow to build communitarian relationships and to work 
from remote areas remaining connected to knowledge communities, but on the 
other side they can generate isolation and “dehumanization”.

 12. Cultural heritage reuse should be considered as an important booster for the 
creation of “real life” communities, in which the multidimensional nature of 
human relationships can be expressed. The “energy communities” for produc-
ing energy from renewables can be considered as a good starting step to be 
supported towards the connection of local community. Other communities  
can be stimulated through a governance oriented to implement co-planning,  
co- programming, co-design, co-management the heritage assets as common 
goods. This governance, grounded on the subsidiarity principle, stimulates  
self- organization capacity and public community spirit. These communities are 
linked to the specific heritage site, to the spirit of the place, and contribute to 
“human-centred” circular cities.

 13. From the complexity of the adaptive reuse interpreted in the ecological perspec-
tive, it comes the necessity to develop specific regulatory innovations to fos-
ter mutual relationships and community building. Adaptive reuse, urban 
regeneration and citizenship are to be considered as interdependent. Adaptive 
reuse requires real public participation in the choices of new uses and in man-
agement, thus stimulating the birth of new communities.

 14. The circular governance of cultural heritage contributes to co-planning 
and co-design the special transformations, fostering trust, which is based on 
transparency, truth, and thus responsibility. In this sense, the reuse is associated 
to the capacity of critical analysis, public data/discussion and evaluation.  
This represents another element for the humanization of cities, expressing  
the creative capacity of people and communities able to develop dynamic,  
evolutionary co-evaluation, through self-organisation, self-management, 
self-government: thus active citizenship, (together with jobs for young 
people).

 15. Beauty is the general characteristic of the natural urban landscape. The beauty 
contributes to the quality of life. The perception of the aesthetic values does not 
require specific scientific attitude in the sense that all people can take part to 

L. Fusco Girard



57

deliberative processes. All people can “meet” the notion of the general interests, 
participating in public choices. The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage should 
aim to valorize and re-generate the value of “beauty”, also in line with the New 
European Bauhaus approach, as a particular contribution to the humanization of 
cities. Beauty is the outcome of the harmony of circular flow of symbiotic inter-
dependencies, and in its turn is able to generate new virtuous circuits.

Beauty is also the outcome of the harmony in the social dimension: of inclu-
sion, capacity to take care, to cooperate together towards shared objec-
tives/values.

The aesthetic quality of the physical and natural environment fosters a sense 
of interpersonal openness, reducing each person’s potential for conflict with 
others, and thus promoting behaviours of respect, unselfishness.

Beauty is a useful entry point for other dimensions, including the ethical 
dimension and the common good achievement. The beauty of places, of public 
spaces, should become, more in particular, interpreted as the entry point for a 
“civil aesthetics”, for promoting creative syntheses between personal interests 
and general common interests (Arena 2020).

 16. In the dynamic-evolutionary perspective, the circular business model is char-
acterized by its capacity to be in relationship with the territorial context/society. 
It has to improve adaptive capacity to make resilient the economic activity. 
Profit should be reinterpreted as economic profit along with social profit, eco-
logical profit, and also civil profit. The enterprise is in circular relationship 
with the city (as in the experiences of Olivetti in Italy and Bat’a in Czech 
Republic) and shapes (and is shaped by) the environment. These spatial and 
multidimensional impacts should be recognized and assessed in the new busi-
ness model, opening to a multidimensional “profit and loss” balance of the 
economic activity, and opening up a larger perspective of interrelations also 
with the third sector/social enterprise. Interactive/interactive and spiral evolu-
tionary process characterize all the circular new business plans. It becomes a 
statement of the multidimensional values towards the stakeholders and the ter-
ritory citizens and investors. New collaborations and symbioses can be intro-
duced in circular businesses, also thanks to AI. A new governance should take 
specific and effective initiatives for incentivizing circular business.

 17. The circular financial model for cultural heritage adaptive reuse has a signifi-
cant transformation power, as green finance already can confirm (in empower-
ing nature to enhance resilience). It should be (also) grounded on the assessment 
of the impacts generated by the funded/financed project, assuming an experi-
mental and evidence-based approach. Social and impact investors, as well as 
the public sector, already try to identify specific measures to assess the impacts 
of supported projects, “blending” social and financial return on the investment. 
However, in light of the EU Taxonomy10 and sustainable finance initiative at 

10 EU Taxonomy https://finance.ec.europa.eu/sustainable-finance/tools-and-standards/eu-taxonomy- 
sustainable-activities_en
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European level, all businesses and financial initiatives should ensure that social 
goals are reached through finance, and follow the principle of not only doing 
good, but also “do not harm”. Thus, the new governance should focus on this 
perspective, highlighting the necessity of assessing impacts in the ex-ante, 
ongoing and ex-post phase of the investment. Finally, circular financing models 
are aimed to regenerate financial resources in the territory, avoiding places 
“consumption” from a financial point of view—by including diverse local 
stakeholders and co-investors, even enlarged to the entire community through 
hybrid models of community enterprise, community foundations, and commu-
nity finance/crowdfunding.

 18. New governance, business and financial models require in any case innovative 
hybrid (spiral) evaluation tools for their implementation (see §4.3 e 4.4). All 
impacts (on economy, on environment, on landscape, etc.) are to be assessed 
through new effective performance indicators for “demonstrating” the added 
value of cultural heritage reuse in the circular model and its priority in relation 
to other investment sectors (Fusco Girard and Nocca 2019). The perspective of 
humanization suggests to integrate the above indicators with subjective ones, 
for expressing the quality of life perception (see §2), before and after the 
change. It suggests also to improve the engagement of all actors and beneficiary 
people in the choice processes. The balancing of interests and values and priori-
ties should become very clear.

 19. The benefits of the adaptive reuse are economic, financial, environmental, 
social, cultural, aesthetic. They should be systematically recognized and 
assessed including intangible impacts for contributing to the “transformative 
power of the city” (Informal Ministerial Meeting on Urban Matters 2020). The 
real added value of reuse is intangible. For example, it is represented by the 
generation of relational goods, by the capacity to generate a community. It 
is represented by the promotion of a culture of cooperation, collaboration, 
complementarity: of a culture of “us”, and of long-time horizon. In this sense, 
the circular economy model proposed by CLIC is not only based on waste and 
materials management, but it is much larger, including also the immaterial/
cultural dimension. For example, the circular economy model that inspired 
CLIC is related to industrial symbioses, which is based on a complex rela-
tional system, and not only the recycling of materials (which is one important 
but limited technical aspect). Circular economy evokes and underlines the long- 
term perspective and the relational dimension.

 20. The local governance is asked to integrate the adaptive reuse of cultural assets 
into a local “cultural strategy” towards the regeneration of relational val-
ues involving schools and all educational institutions and associations. In other 
terms, circular model allows to link past with present with future time and not 
only elements in the space.

 21. The circular heritage symbiotic ecosystem is the CLIC proposal for regenerat-
ing the life in a dead site. The bio-ecological lens allows to recognize that nature 
is characterized by a plurality of ecosystems in which every living organism 
lives into a community. But nature also shows a holistic behaviour grounded on 
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the circularity of reciprocal interdependences. The circular heritage ecosystem 
is conceived as a “trust ecosystem” able to produce virtuous circular processes 
between utility, beauty and inclusion. It should be planned, designed and man-
aged as a living system integrated in the society and nature, linking human and 
social capital with the territory, imitating the nature symbiotic experiences. Its 
organization, going beyond traditional tourism approaches, regards first of all, 
but not only, the abandoned industrial building areas (see § 5.3).

 22. Religious cultural heritage represents the typology most strongly present in 
UNESCO sites. It represents a sign that strongly characterizes the European 
landscape. With the demographic processes of decreasing and ageing and the 
rarefying of traditional religious practice, new uses must be identified for these 
properties once destined only for worship. These new use values should be 
consistent with the “intrinsic value” of religious heritage (Fusco Girard and 
Vecco 2021). It is necessary to research which new use values are the most 
compatible in a perspective that is as participatory as possible with the local 
community, i.e. with voluntary associations, civil society movements, church 
groups, etc. In the perspective of the circular economy, these new uses should 
allow the cultural heritage to continue to ‘exchange’ cultural, social, symbolic 
values, meanings. With the context in which they are inserted. It should be 
emphasized again that in the circular economy perspective it is not only a mat-
ter of reusing/recycling material resources but also of considering the role of 
intangible resources capable of regenerating links with the territory. It can also 
be noted that the reuse of disused religious heritage, located in inland and gen-
erally in poor areas, can be effectively integrated into a network (for example in 
the valorization of cultural itineraries and cultural routes).

 23. The circular reuse of cultural farm buildings no longer used for agriculture 
regards in general the ones localized in the countryside and in particular in inner 
and marginal areas. The above requires the organization of a specific ecosys-
tem: a self-sustainable system through the organization of systemic comple-
mentarities. This auto-poietic system has the “energy” to sustain also others 
components/subjects/activities through its generative capacity, in a symbiotic 
reciprocal relationship with the context.

The agro-food sector is characterized by high level of water and energy con-
sumption and by production of many waste and climate change gasses (due to 
transports and long chains of production/consumptions). Short loops become 
necessary together with the recovery of meteoric water, the use of renewable 
energies and local materials, recycling all waste from the agricultural produc-
tion. In the agro- ecological symbiosis, in which energy for production and 
transportation is the biogas produced through animals’ manure and field biogas, 
fertilizers are produced through organic matter employed from grain and veg-
etable production. Here the revitalizaion of man-rural areas is achieved through 
a new systemic organization: through reshaping the food production, closing 
the loops, connecting producers and consumers, promoting thus a bottom up 
“food community”, integrating the participation of academic subjects with the 
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citizen knowledge.11,12 The agro-ecological symbiosis of Palopuro in Finland13 
can be considered as a good practice in this direction. Inland areas are charac-
terized by some potential benefits: the beauty of cultural/natural landscape, 
rich biodiversity, pure air and water, low rents/prices, social cooperative envi-
ronment, clean available renewable energies. They offer specific opportunities 
already recognized in the European Commission (2016) and in European 
Commission (2018). These documents suggested specific approaches to rural 
development, for attracting new activities and people, grounded on the reuse of 
local potential resources and on the development of nature-led, community-led 
and eco/spirituality-led approaches (as in the experience of Findhorn ecovillage 
network). However,  it is today necessary to integrate these recommendations 
within the circular model, interpreted in terms of reuse, recycle, regeneration of 
all forms of waste coming from rural agriculture, agrifood production and zoo-
technical production. Rural regeneration strategies suggest to use all wastes for 
producing new forms of resources/jobs: for example, transforming waste from 
agriculture into new biomaterials, and so on.

 24. Depopulation, migration, ageing of people, the de-localization of activities gen-
erates the decay of cultural landscapes. New investments in natural capital, 
manmade, human and social capital generate new virtuous loops between the 
quality of landscape and the local attractiveness. Re-activating in this perspec-
tive internal landscape subject to abandonment, depopulation and underuse 
means in particular to reconnect human beings to nature, and re-building the 
symbiotic relationships among them into a systemic perspective (Fusco Girard 
2021). Nature-led solutions, supporting climate mitigation and enhancing resil-
ience (with specific reforestation, tree planting) become one of the fundamental 
components of the local economy development towards the human-centred 
approach, interpreted here as a return to solidarity with nature. The many sym-
bioses that we can recognize in nature inspire for the organization, planning and 
management of new regeneration/development projects (Fusco Girard 
et al. 2023).

Nature-based solutions conserve and regenerate biodiversity, thus becoming 
one of the fundamental components of the new development strategies, because 
of their multidimensional benefits, including economic ones (Roe et al. 2021).

Cultural Routes are also in this case a particularly interesting strategy for the 
development of inland landscapes based on the promotion of relational values. 

11 Helenius J, Hagolani-Albov S E, Koppelmäki Kari (2020) Co-creating Agroecological Symbioses 
(AES) for Sustainable Food System Networks. Front Sustain Food Syst 4:588715. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fsufs.2020.588715
12 Koppelmäki K, Lamminen M, Helenius J, Schulte R P O (2021) Smart integration of food and 
bioenergy production delivers on multiple ecosystem services. Food and Energy Security 10(2): 
351–367. https://doi.org/10.1002/fes3.279
13 www.palopuronsymbioosi/english/
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Cooperation and collaboration at local level are key values to be stimulated and 
promoted through specific actions.

The success of Cultural Routes is based on landscape valorization. Landscape 
means natural landscape but also man-made landscape, such as towns of art, 
etc. This perspective of “landscape” offers an integrated, systemic/holistic, and 
human- centred approach to promote territorial transformations/development 
(UNESCO 2005, 2016): the landscape as the key complex systemic/territorial/
resource of Cultural Routes. Landscape becomes the fundamental element of 
identity/specificity that can make a place different from other areas, through 
elements of uniqueness, integrity and authenticity. This uniqueness can become 
a catalyst first of all for cultural tourism activities, especially creative/innova-
tive ones.

Cultural Routes are a values repository of great importance today. They con-
sist of a group of small villages, castles, forests, rivers, lakes, settlement frag-
ments located (most often) in “inland areas” and thus originally characterised 
by isolation, abandonment and oblivion.

Putting these heterogeneous resources in mutual synergy through specific 
networks, within the framework of cultural routes characterized by historical, 
artistic and religious values, represent a development proposal that is entirely 
consistent with the current ecological transition strategy, because they do not 
determine climate- polluting impacts.

In order to realise new relational values on which the variety and therefore 
the identity of a cultural route depend, a suitable infrastructure strategy is 
needed. Light or green infrastructures represent the “backbone” structure of 
Cultural Routes. They are tangible and intangible network infrastructures 
through which a unitary strategy is realised, capable of activating new symbio-
sis and thus the breaking of various isolations and fragmentations.

The Cultural Routes should contribute to “making culture”. That is, they 
must contribute to the fruition/enjoyment of culture, communication of culture, 
production of culture. The aesthetic dimension is the entry point for promoting 
culture in its aforementioned three perspectives and for enlarging participative 
experiences.

The specialist contributions in the next chapters make operational the above 
recommendations. They should be integrated and reshaped in each European 
Country to become operational/effective: new CLIC National researches should 
be improved.

8  Discussion

In the general context of CLIC research, the role that the active reuse of cultural 
heritage can play has been highlighted under many perspectives. It is the source of 
a set of benefits that can be enhanced if the adaptive reuse is interpreted on the basis 
of the three general principles already outlined in Sect. 5.

2 The Circular “Human-Centred” Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage: Theoretical…
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In the above perspective, Geddes, Genovesi and Schumpeter have “many mes-
sages” to tell us still today about the Horizon research issues and the required new 
governance models, in our time of climate change.

Schumpeter, promoting of “the need of change”, offers directions still relevant 
today for adaptive reuse being structurally linked with change and the need to intro-
duce innovations. The creativity is a key ingredient for combining ancient and new 
assets, meanings and values and to improve technological infrastructures and also 
the immaterial infrastructures. He also suggests to stress the cultural dimension.

Geddes, recognizing that “plants are the foundation of life on Earth” offers a 
fundamental perspective for the needed ecological transition essential to reconnect 
the city to nature: the health of the ecosystem is the foundation for the health and 
well-being of all human beings (Geddes 1911a).

Genovesi with his emphasis on “relationships” becoming social glue, that is, a 
force for social cohesion and thus an engine for development introduces the “human-
istic transition”.

For both, the well-being and the happiness represent the real goal of economics. 
And for both relationships are critical elements for the (city) good life.

Geddes proposed the “biological view of economics”, recognizing more than a 
century ago that the conservation of nature “is surely the very foundation of any 
utilitarism…” and “….. be a main aim of higher utilitarism (or “true utilitarism”). 
There is no wealth but “life”. “Practical economics finds its supreme end in the 
maintenance and evolution of humanity” while the aims of practical economics are 
in terms of quality of life (Geddes 1934). In many chapters he stressed the relation-
ship between urban regeneration and citizenship through “civic movements” for the 
construction of a vision of future, to be cultivated through civic education (Geddes 
1911a, b).

Genovesi related the economic development and the social welfare by emphasiz-
ing that this depends on the “connection” between the various social partners by 
laying the foundation for human development based on relationships of reciprocity: 
that is on cooperation.

The importance of the educational process (recognized by both Geddes and 
Genovesi) suggested to better underline in CLIC the centrality of the cultural and 
human dimensions.

Finally, today the wellbeing and the happiness represent the real goal of the 
economy (Costanza and Kubiszewski 2023).

The interpretation of the adaptive reuse in the perspective of Agenda 2030 invites 
to consider the “circular” adaptive reuse, being the 12th SDG the “goal of the 
goals” of Agenda 2030 (taken again in the new Urban Agenda). This goal introduces 
a new way to produce and to consume, avoiding any waste.

Dismissed cultural assets are a clear example of waste.
Certainly, the construction sector plays a key role in the operational implementa-

tion of the circular model. It should be supported by specific measures and gover-
nance as above underlined (fiscal and financial incentives, new rules in public 
procurement, new specific analysis about the metabolism etc.).
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Many are the implications for how to evaluate investment in heritage reuse. It 
becomes necessary to move beyond the conventional approaches of neoclassical 
economics.

The circular adaptive reuse suggests specific evaluation processes, grounded on 
the spiral approach and on multicriteria tools, using a complex set of indicators (not 
only related to WTP). In this way can emerge the real comprehensive added value 
of the heritage reuse compared to other investments (in mobility, waste management 
etc.) because of many multidimensional impacts.

Through ex post evaluations and the experiences implemented in some specific 
areas (good practices) the added value of the cultural heritage reuse in the circular 
perspective has been documented.

The participative evaluation process has been considered here as the entry point 
towards a critical knowledge: towards a civic culture, necessary to stimulate an 
active role of citizens for promoting the circular model, involving in particular 
young people, and the third sector.

Therefore, it becomes easier to convince that the reuse of cultural heritage is an 
effective entry point for implementing the circular city.

In addition, through the assessment of all costs and benefits (in tangible and 
intangible terms) in different dimensions it becomes possible to increase the trust 
in  local public institutions putting in relation spent money with outcomes and 
impacts: trust being the condition for sustaining any long-term reuse-transformation 
project by bottom up.

9  Conclusions

Abandoned industrial plants, disused churches, agricultural structures often reduced 
to the state of ruins (due to movements of people and demographic dynamics), land-
scapes in a state of decay are only one aspect of the loss of so many ‘places’, more 
and more ‘out of time’. How many villages are undergoing the same process under 
the impetus of extreme events or simply due to the transfer of population from 
inland (often mountainous) areas to the coast?

The question that arises is: what can be done with so many signs of the past, 
which are now real ‘waste’: the result of a development model based on maximum 
consumption here and now?

The general answer is that it is necessary to regenerate ties, relations, relation-
ships of interdependence, through virtuous circuits/loops.

The circular development model appears in this perspective a necessary choice, 
being it characterized by the reduction of all forms of waste and being grounded on 
virtuous regenerative processes of relationships between human beings and with 
nature; between natural, man-made, human and social capitals.

The circular economy model and reuse of cultural assets are characterized by recip-
rocal interdependence, by their convergence about the long time, about the recover 
capacity of assets, materials, energy etc. for combatting any form of loss/refusal.

2 The Circular “Human-Centred” Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage: Theoretical…
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The CLIC reuse proposal is focused to re-connect our cities, the housing/indus-
trial/commercial systems to the patterns of organic life, thus cultivating a healthy 
environment for the wellbeing of people. This is first of all a cultural challenge, 
considering that the dis-connections are grounded (at the end) on the current vision 
of the world/reality.

The application of this model to the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in ‘mar-
ginal conditions’ offers, under certain conditions, positive answers (being itself 
founded on the elimination of all waste and the regeneration of relationships).

The Circular model (proposed in the SDG of Agenda 2030 number 12) is a key 
condition for implementing sustainability.

But today we have to recognize that the realisation of all the strategic goals of the 
2030 Agenda are becoming increasingly difficult and complex. Social inequalities 
are multiplying and the impacts of climate change appear ever more intense and 
accelerated.

If the adaptive re-use is interpreted on the basis of the circular model aimed at 
realising “circular cultural ecosystems” as Living Labs, multidimensional benefits 
can be significantly produced and enhanced. For instance, an important role of 
adaptive reuse in relation to the fight against climate change is more and more evi-
dent. But also in relation to other aspects: for example, for stimulating processes of 
democratisation in the construction of public decisions, i.e. in choices affecting the 
good of all, the general good.

The importance of these ecological and social aspects in relation to historic/
artistic/cultural impacts and to economic impacts themselves has been growing over 
time. But attention to the ecological condition of the “common house” cannot 
obscure attention to the subjects themselves who live in this “common house”. In 
other words, the ecological paradigm must increasingly intersect and integrate with 
the humanistic paradigm. The human perspective has been a cornerstone of 
European culture and can also be a reference today when we proceed to implement 
active reuse experiences. It not only regenerates attention to the human scale of 
development but also invites one to question the very meaning of the human para-
digm, that is linked to relationships/ties.

Circular model implementation depends on culture and, on its turn, culture/
mindset promotes circularity. The circular model is consistent with the above also 
because it invites a virtuous, i.e. circular, relationship between past and present and 
therefore between present and future. In fact, the entire circular model does not only 
refer to the recycling/reuse/regeneration of materials and used resources but invites 
a general reorganisation of production and settlement processes on the basis of the 
model offered by nature, where all waste is eliminated in a context of metabolism 
that is going to be perfected over time. The adaptive reuse in the human-centred 
approach at micro and macro (urban) scale is essentially a culture-led challenge and 
not only an economic, financial, technological issue. The use of material products 
of culture (monuments, landscape, etc.), its selection, its adaptation is a cultural 
construction.

Adaptive reuse should contribute to conserve the original soul of the city: its 
particular identity, its meanings. Adaptive reuse should stimulate the capacity of the 
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city to self-regenerate in the time and in the space, reacting to specific external 
stimuli.

The circular model interrelates different elements not only in space but also in 
time. The adaptive circular reuse of cultural assets tells us where we come from, who 
we are, and it correlates not only with nature but also with the history: with the 
recognition of our roots, towards the foundation of a new humanism. Memory and 
history become generators of new energy to build a desirable and sustainable and 
human future (Fusco Girard et al. 2023).
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Chapter 3
Intangible Matters: Cultural Heritage 
as a Driver for Circular Economy

Marco Acri, M. Xavier Greffe, and Saša Dobričić

1  Introduction

The following pages stress the importance of looking at cultural heritage, including 
immovable and movable objects, monuments, and landscapes, underscoring the 
inseparability of tangible and intangible and assigning to the letter an essential role 
in all phases of the reuse endeavour. The experiences gained from the CLIC project, 
which merged cultural heritage adaptive reuse and circular economy, underscored 
the importance of historical investigation to understand the relevance of these con-
cepts today. The process of heritage making has been constantly related in the past 
to the production of daily objects, but also works of art and monuments, by means 
of the basic economic—oikos—principles of efficiency and efficacy: this signified 
perfecting the objects for their primary use, as well as optimising the use of avail-
able materials. Considering that industrialisation and globalisation reversed the tra-
ditional productive logic depending on high costs of materials and low costs of 
labour, making materials easily available but flattening specialisations. In this per-
spective, driven by sustainability concerns, we need to re-create an alternative nar-
rative able to reinterpret the logic of traditional local economies. In this framework, 
the focus will be emphasising the contribution of the intangible in the production of 
heritage through knowledge, tacit and explicit, taste and design, performed by the 
craftsmanship model as an intrinsic driver of circular economy. In the following 
pages, taking advantage of the lesson learnt in CLIC, intangible components in heri-
tage are essential in circular models, and vice versa, the intrinsic circularity that 
characterises the cultural heritage “market”. However, some conditions should be 
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set up at different levels of the circular metabolism, especially in the perspective of 
new self-employment and innovative business creation.

This paper is organised into two main sections: the first section is meant to reor-
ganise the conceptual framework about tailor-made from the perspective of circular 
economy. The concepts of information asymmetry, tacit knowledge, experience and 
use, maintenance and repair, taste and vintage, as well as the second life of things, 
are discussed in a logical sequence. The second section is meant to stress the impor-
tance of recovering the traditional cultural heritage production processes based on 
skills and competences, where designers and craftsmen jointly with final users and 
clients do contribute to the creation of heritage in a tailor-made conceptual process. 
Finally, some recommendations are made, mostly pushing for new theoretical and 
political narratives that return to cultural heritage its constituting bone, the intangi-
ble dimension.

2  New Conceptual Framework: Readability of the Intangible

Circularity in production, particularly in the building sector, has existed for ages in 
the practice. Lacking any theoretical background, numerous examples of reuse of 
materials and building typologies, from mediaeval cities to modern age, etc., are 
witnessing how radically different visions of obsolescence have been driving local 
economies and space production (Frey 2016; Liverani 2011; Rea 1999; Ruskin and 
Rosenberg 1987; Settis 1996). According to the western literature, the locution “cir-
cular economy” was first used in the 1980s ‘to describe a closed system of economy- 
environment interactions’ (Murray et al. 2017, p. 372). Today the concept of circular 
economy is getting significant attention in many sectors, with a consequent prolif-
eration of definitions (Temesgen et al. 2021) that mainly depend on the sector and 
profile that investigates or applies such concept (researchers, practitioners, business 
leaders, foundations). Along with a growing attention and confident expectations 
towards a circular economy, a more critical and cautious approach is raising and 
questioning whether we may really expect a change in respect to the economy that 
works with, rather than against, nature, or it is rather a “protective belt” that actually 
does not significantly affect the hard core of the mainstream economy around the 
growth model. In other words, it may be all about business opportunity, a “feel-good 
concept” in compromise with environmental and social challenges that finally 
maintains the imperative of economic growth (Kirchherr et al. 2017; Webster 2017).

Heritage conservation evolution is an interesting example of how a “protective 
belt” approach may evolve from a specialised and circumscribed doctrine, for 
decades quite peripheric for the mainstream modern designers, to a dynamic con-
cept that has systematically affected the very heart of the contemporary design 
grammar. A highly context-value orientated and relational approach that works 
with, not against, cultural, social, or environmental constraints and limits. In other 
words, design in heritage is driven by embedded values brought by a historical 
ensemble of multiple residuals. As a result, operating with less rather than with 
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more (the less is more for the Bauhaus director Mies van der Rohe) is not an ideol-
ogy or a doctrinal matter in conservation design but a sine qua non condition 
depending on the complexity itself (of the multiple residuals). Such a  lifestyle 
approach, when dealing with complexity, matches today with any creative design 
action that aspires to the ‘art of building’ that simultaneously co-produces the ‘art 
of dwelling’ and living. In minor vernacular architecture, as Illich reminds us, 
“…dwellings were never completed before occupancy, in contrast to the contempo-
rary commodity, which decays from the day it is ready to use.” (Illich 1984). 
Through conservation design, an historical patronal palace may be reactivated as a 
library, a school, or a museum, but its possibilities of reuse will not be exhausted in 
it: it remains a palace, a reactivated residual of the past. Good conservation design 
allows a circular reactivation of heritage assets as valuable residuals of the past that 
do not fall into the logic of permanent repurposing, and so producing and wasting.

Design with heritage also assured the maintenance of certain skilfulness typical 
of craftsmanship: the ability to control its own production means, tools, and knowl-
edge combined all together with distinct negligence towards highly ambitious and 
revolutionary results, often and rather compensated with meticulous care of materi-
als or attention to details. This modesty, which lacks any imperative of destruction 
and construction from scratch (Latour 2008), is, on the other hand, highly compen-
sated with the intensity of thought that connotes the complexity of the context- 
related tailor-made approach, which might emerge as the driver of contemporary 
design practice. Hence, the hardware of efficiency that drives re-use and re-cycling 
narratives of circular economy, might gain a powerful and meaningful dimension 
when tailor-made design brings all its knowledge means, whether tacit or explicit, 
to read and interpret what might be the hidden potential (as value embedded resid-
ual) of any residual, even of the weakest one as waste.

Looking at the intangible components of cultural heritage in history and today, 
two important ideas should be considered in order to tackle and accommodate the 
needs of the circular economy from a mutual benefit perspective:

 1. The fact that most of our tangible cultural heritage has been produced in market 
conditions where labour was low-cost while materials and logistics had high 
costs. Many of us still remember grandfathers straightening crooked iron nails to 
be reused as many times as possible. In fact, many re-use and re-cycle logics 
were in life as well as in business, rather a rule than an exception. In this logic, 
after maintenance, repair was the ultimate bulwark before replacement. On the 
opposite, today labour increases in value while materials and logistics are 
increasingly more affordable. Recalling grandfather’s iron nails, today in build-
ing sites fallen ironware is not even recollected. In this contemporary logic, 
replacement comes often before repair, given that maintenance must eventu-
ally be self-performed.

The overall triumph of products over resources made the latter almost valueless 
and overexploited and the former underused and over-obsolete, with extremely 
expensive consequences for both environment and society. This phenomenon is at 
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the base of the concern asking for a new re-design logic of the entire production 
scenario, partly embedded in circular models;

 2. Cultural heritage is an  expression of its context-related character in terms of 
materiality and shape. In the case of vernacular architecture, such a relation is 
evident also in the typology register. Whether major or minor heritage, the pro-
duction scenario was driven by a tailor-made approach, very much depending on 
local constraints in terms of material availability, climate conditions, socio- 
cultural rules, familiar economies, and local knowledge consolidated in tradi-
tions. As an example, most vernacular architectures were produced according 
to  the available size of beams for ceilings and architraves; in Venice, these 
dimensions depended on the maximum dimension of trunks that could be trans-
ported by river rafts from the dolomites, approximately 4.20 meters. Consequently, 
the average dimension of rooms in vernacular architecture is 4 meters, a condi-
tion that consequently affected the development of the morphological aspects of 
the Venetian historic urban landscape (Acri and Bonafede 2000). Similar paral-
lelism can be done for other crafts, usually tailor made and final user specific. 
Remaining in Venice, for example, the gondola is tailored to the gondolier that 
will drive it and, as such, fully designed according to his/her size, height, and 
weight (Penzo 2000).

In fact, it is an achieved understanding that art, crafts, and techniques are forms 
of communicating about human beings and civilisations (Leroi-Gourhan 1943), 
telling much about the evolution of individuals and communities in a specific place. 
Leroi-Gourham as archaeologist, beyond anthropologist and sociologist, considered 
archaeological artefacts as witnesses of humans after their death and disappearance: 
in his perspective, arts and crafts are residuals, what remains, in under a certain 
viewpoint, the waste. Nevertheless, they hold an intangible component that takes 
them out of the usual elimination or recycling process.

Our outlook to achieve the above integration sees the intangible as a key driver 
for the tangible, being both inseparable and impossible to exist individually (Laroche 
et al. 2001). Intangible and tangible mutually feed each other in a virtuous circle 
that is based on a conservation approach that, as a rule, upgrades by re-designing, as 
many traditional practices witness. In this picture, the following pages will investi-
gate new and old grammars of different ways of doing by displaying the interweave 
of knowledge, skills, aptitudes, values, and relations around the new narrative of 
co-designing and co-producing with the residual character of things.

2.1  The Plague of Tailor-Made: Information Asymmetry

The production of most goods since the early history of crafting has been character-
ised by an important factor: the information asymmetry. Information asymmetry is 
recognised in politics (Jackson and Morelli 2011) and economics, which can be 
seen in the market between the final consumer and the producer only visible through 
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the seller (Barkley Rosser Jr 2003; Greffe 2017; Stiglitz 1975), although reputation 
in social media and users feed-back systems have recently scaled back the phenom-
enon (Wolf and Myerscough 2007). Consumers should trust the producer or its 
intermediary role on products in line with their expectations and out of their sphere 
of expertise. In crafting, such asymmetry is mostly evident in the expectation vs. the 
certainty in the final results, which lately may also reveal a price information asym-
metry. The seller of an internationally branded pair of shoes knows more about the 
shoes than the buyer, who can however touch and experience the product before 
purchase, while the shoemaker manifests his knowledge asymmetry in the uncer-
tainty of the final result, which is only an expectation for the client, a trust in the 
capacities, skills, and promises of the shoemaker. Such a divide is even broader in 
the case of design works (Daalhuizen et al. 2009), which may additionally increase 
when dealing with cultural heritage adaptive reuse in all different approaches as 
contemplated by the doctrine (Jokilehto 2018).

Adaptive reuse design requires absolute trust about the skills of the craftsman, 
which may rely either on the latter’s authority or on personal relationships or net-
works, the so-called word of mouth. The expert’s authority is expressed through 
years of work, awards, reputation, and examples that can be displayed through 
images or realised projects and objects. The trust is based on the hope to get expec-
tations fully achieved (Grant and Fox 2007) and on the desire to have something 
different, tailor-made, as close as possible to one’s personality, but the uncertainty 
of the result will remain. However, such uncertainty is mediated by the relationship 
craftsman-client that allows the client’s constant contribution (inspections, negotia-
tions, expectations, etc.). which turns into a co-designing, co-producing experience.

The tailor is asked to make a dress, and the possibilities in the final shape are 
discussed with the client, who has comfortability, aesthetic, durability, and unique-
ness requirements that the craftsman can guarantee. Although the craftsman has a 
good certainty about the final result, uncertainty partly remains. The client has 
expectations that the final result will be exactly as imagined, discussed and paid. 
The process in between is a co-creation in negotiation. An interviewed shoemaker 
in Venice expressed about tailor made shoes the consciousness about their high 
costs, justifying this as a “product for life, that can be continuously repaired, modi-
fied, and adapted in a sort of circular process” (Grlić and Potokar 2014). A similar 
relationship affects heritage conservation design, with an additional player repre-
sented by the heritage asset with its tangible and intangible dimensions that influ-
ence that negotiation. The client expresses wills of many kinds, but it is up to the 
architect-designer to direct a set of craftsmen, experts and engineers, to channel, 
limit and amend the client’s expectations, even by necessary impositions, providing 
through the information the intangible dimension at stake. It is exactly this set of 
multiple voices that further complicated the production scenario.

Worthy to remind that in architecture and architectural restoration, being partly 
allographic (Goodman and Morizot 1998), the final result depends on others’ con-
tributions and skills. This means that the author is obliged to manage his own infor-
mation asymmetry with the other actors involved in the process, including the 
permissions authorities, the building site company, and all the participating 
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craftsmen. Differently from music, which is purely allographic because precise 
indications for executions drive the infinite future interpreters of the composition, in 
building we cannot claim that design fully describes exact indications for execution. 
It is exactly this asymmetry that asks for additional translations of the design project 
(the autographic part) for the executors. The advantage in the past, which was 
almost eliminating such “building asymmetry”, was on the workers and craftsmen’s 
skills (carpenters, blacksmiths, marble cutters, etc.), as well as on the much lesser 
quantity of construction techniques and materials.

Nowadays, with the rise of the architectural profession as an autographic holder 
of design, this asymmetry needs to be reduced. To solve it, both parts, the author and 
the executors, reiterate the interpretation and execution logic, making the design 
project a circular thinking model, continuously (potentially) revised, rediscussed by 
multiple actors. Many may have memory of lapis sketches on walls, including mea-
sures, material indications, etc., made by the architects to drive building site work-
ers in their performance. The work of Carlo Scarpa (Codello et al. 2009; Dal Co and 
Mazzariol 2006), one of the main reference figures in the history of architectural 
adaptive reuse, is witnessed by his drawings from the building sites, meant to 
explain reuse, material, and technical solutions, resulting in continuous co- and re- 
design practice of learning-by-doing. In the case of Historic Urban landscape, ver-
nacular architectures, and monuments, the more we move from conservation to 
adaptive reuse, the higher will be the asymmetry, as well as the possibility not to 
accommodate users’ expectations. Drastic adaptive reuse projects generate more 
asymmetry especially if not performed at best in all details and if not letting room 
for new interpretations and revisions.

By giving as established that the history of our heritage has been based on local 
design upgrading and local crafts continuous perfecting, it may be necessary to 
demonstrate that information asymmetry in cultural heritage has been increasing 
due to the progressing removal of local design and crafts from daily lives. Villages, 
towns, and cities have become less and less centres of production, transforming 
more into centres of consumption and/or accumulation, with a consequent impos-
sibility for urban users to live in proximity to any production. At the latest stages of 
the global market economy, which we presently witness, products fully packed 
abroad never display their hidden secrets of making, their generating skills in time, 
finally extending the users’ unawareness, sometimes ignorance, of their nature to 
the extreme. Such unawareness shows how the asymmetry of information is not 
merely an economic factor but also a social and cultural one because the cultural 
traditional values linked to the expectations (also in terms of timing) and the co- 
design are annihilated.

How does asymmetry reduce? The rule to reduce and eventually eliminate asym-
metry is to make the parts aligned or stay equally distant from the centre, the truth, 
which in our debate is represented by cultural heritage. If the adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage should pay attention to the combination of tangible and intangible 
that have an additional historic dimension in the genius loci (Norberg-Schulz 1979) 
and sociological dimension in the sense of place (Tuan 2011), the enhancement of 
knowledge of both designers and users is required. There is a recognition that 
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knowledge is mainly individual; thus, the creation act depends on an individual set 
of variables, that range from passion, experience, context, ambition, and possibly 
the oikos (Klamer 2017). A specific role is played by tacit knowledge, defined as the 
set of information in personal knowledge that are difficult to extract from the minds 
of individuals and to transfer to others (Doing 2011; Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995; 
Polanyi 1966). A set of “innate” capabilities that are nourished through experience 
and/or by standing next to masters.

Why call this tacit, and how does it affect heritage and further on the circular 
economy? The reference to tacit knowledge as opposed to explicit knowledge has 
been seldom explicated through the concepts of knowing-how and knowing-that 
(Ryle 1945, 1949), and found end meaning in terms of a corresponding distinction 
between embodied knowledge and theoretical knowledge, assuming that doing 
things is never itself an exercise of intelligence.

Knowing-that involves consciously accessible knowledge that can be articulated 
and is characteristic of a person learning a skill through explicit instruction, recita-
tion of rules, and attention to his or her movements. Someone who just graduated in 
architecture “knows that”.

Knowing-how can be defined as the characteristic of the one who acts and makes 
judgements without explicitly reflecting or purely relying on the principles or rules 
involved. It is often associated with embodied knowledge as the type of knowledge 
where the body knows how to act (Tanaka 2011). Knowing-how involves more than 
a physical know-how; it involves knowing how to obtain desired end states, know-
ing what to do in order to obtain them, and knowing when to do it. Then knowing- 
how seems to be bound up with some variety of knowing-that (Kakiuchi and Greffe 
2015). The knowing how put in parallel to the embodied knowledge is a step towards 
the Merleau-Ponty intuition on the “Je peux et je pense” (I can and I think) (Merleau- 
Ponty 1945) versus the Cartesian concept of “I think – Cogito Ergo Sum”, recognis-
ing an additional quality in the making. An architect with building site experiences 
probably “knows-how”.

As we have seen the tacit knowledge can be clearly seen as related to the perfor-
mance of “making”, but can easily be understood also in the performance of using, 
and this is maybe its very application.

2.2  The Circular Experience Models: The Complex Context 
of Knowing How

The tacit knowledge is embedded in the human mind through experience and jobs, 
which we would rather define use because it may stay in the producer and user. In 
arts and crafts, as much as for architecture, use and experience are essential to grasp 
utility, efficacy, and beauty. It is through the experience and the use that an asset 
gains perfection. Architecture and urban space help in  locating the experience. 
Considered an advanced form of art for its fourth dimension—time—architecture 
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evokes experience and memories (Zevi 1948) and thus empowers the attention of 
the users. We all live in architecture. We know, in a tacit form, what makes us com-
fortable, safe and satisfied and we know how to use it. The more a building is “usual” 
in terms of architectural elements, syntax, and morphology, the more it reassures 
users (Bond 2017; Hannah 1969; Saqer Mustafa Sqour 2018). Per extension, the 
more an architecture is used, the more it is understood and consolidated in the user’s 
memories, potentially turning into knowledge. Such a use though, is not enough to 
achieve the tacit knowledge that enables users to capture the intangible component 
and the sense of place of cultural heritage. Tacit is not fully achieved since physical 
tangibility does not per se guarantee that the user possesses its recognisable repre-
sentation, because of their lack of experience with it (Laroche et al. 2001). The full 
tacit component of heritage can be achieved through the experience the users will 
reach by getting to the sense of appreciation of the intangible dimension.

A very well-designed conservation project may empower the attention of the 
users and solicit their understanding of cultural heritage. The conservation project 
may though be carried out through different approaches, such as pure conservation, 
critical restoration, reconstruction and adaptive reuse (see Acri, Dobricic, Jokilehto, 
Chap. 4) and by adopting different techniques and materials. Any solution may raise 
final users’ attention. However, one approach can be keener than another to express 
the specific qualities of that heritage, displaying better its intrinsic dimension 
through details, respect of materials, and redesign acts able to bring users nearer. 
The experience will be achieved through the users awareness, being conscious of 
the motivations behind redesign solutions, establishing a dialogue with that heritage 
and the redesign intention, and being willing to “export” the experience in other 
contexts, thus closing the circular intellectual process.

An important contribution to “experience making” comes from the pilot initia-
tives made in Rijeka within the CLIC project and named “urban seeding”. This 
initiative, meant to provide exemplary tools and pilot actions for the establishment 
of a reproducible set of activities to merge built environment adaptive reuse with the 
principles of the circular economy, focused in the core area of the city, along its 
historic river, including some dismissed plots of land as well as some industrial 
buildings. Organised through workshop sessions involving students at their later 
stages of research and young professionals in different multidisciplinary teams, the 
urban seeding was asking for ideas for circular business and action proposals in the 
area, characterised by ad hoc applicability but also potential replicability and respect 
of the cultural heritage of the city. Participants, with a good knowing that coming 
from their brief fresh career, had to experience the site and others competences and 
project proposals for their possible future, culture oriented, circular city. The results 
highlighted critical assessments of the state of the art of Rijeka as a sustainable city 
and a true capability to highlight the intrinsic values of the historic urban landscape 
of the city, completely different from the ones of other reference case studies, 
such as Nantes or Ljubljana. Although little knowledge about the inputs from the 
local stakeholders was provided to participants, the requirement to experience the 
city areas through a  specific lens made traditions and local genius loci emerge 
strongly, without any banal tourism ambition or perspective.
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Maintenance and repair offer a concrete, applied step forward because they con-
stitute a practical contribution to the experiential moment of the tacit knowledge. 
Maintaining and repairing objects, when possible, obliges users to take the position 
of the craftsman, of the architect, of the designer, employing their own hands in a 
practical work that intimately obliges a relationship with materials, techniques, 
tools, time, etc. The effort to deal with maintenance and reuse reconnects the users 
to the designer and to the craftsman, reconfiguring the creative mutual exchange in 
the circular redesign. When repairing a door in a traditional home, one must pay 
attention to details that are often overlooked, ask questions and seek answers, and 
use tools and materials to explore necessary options and potential improvements. 
Such action of repairing, maintaining, and restoring additionally develops a critical 
aptitude towards the strengths and weaknesses of a product and its repairability in 
the perspective of a sustainable personal economy. Experiences in this sense have 
been implemented largely in the UK by means of repair manuals (Pickles 2016; 
Pickles et al. 2014) in the logic of the learning by doing.

In Rijeka, the urban seeding initiative proposed the organisation of ateliers that 
could permit normal citizens to carry out routine house finishing maintenance work. 
This could have been done in the newly established public space for personal main-
tenance activities called REPERAI.  The example taken from the discussion has 
been the maintenance of the traditional wooden shutters and windows, often 
replaced with new PCV ones. Participants’ and organisers’ feedbacks showed that 
this was a relatively simple task that didn’t require any specialised knowledge or 
equipment and, for the most part, allowed for a thorough understanding of the 
objects, their creative secrets, and concepts, including maintenance and repair. This 
example also enabled listeners and testers to eventually even reduce the asymmetry 
of information on this specific maintenance action, empowering them in case of 
dialogue with local carpenters.

A good example of experiencing by repair and maintenance is the terrazzo floor 
in Venice, which was introduced as a response to the logistical constraints of the 
Venetian building site and the consequent need to optimise the use of resources, 
including the residual materials. It became very soon an exceptional solution to the 
constant vibrations of traditional and monumental buildings, with infinite aesthetic 
and practical combinations (Lazzarini 2008). The immediate understanding of end 
users about such flexibility and ease of application of the solution accelerated its 
perfecting in different spatial and socio-economic contexts. In the last decades, the 
lack of understanding of its intrinsic qualities, despite an affordable market cost for 
its maintenance, determined a fast substitution with a consequent heavy loss for the 
city’s cultural and historic capital. In reality, the terrazzo floor can be partly main-
tained through normal housekeeping activities by simple oiling and wax applying 
and through simple repair actions, such as mortar crack filling. In the case of heavier 
maintenance actions, the costs are lower than substitution (average 30 eur/sqm), a 
factor that has not been fully understood by the newest generations.

Inspired by a successful story in CLIC, as architects, we have tried to apply some 
circular economy in conservation as a practice of learning by doing. The successful 
story is from ROTOR DC (ROTOR 2021), a cooperative that organises the reuse of 

3 Intangible Matters: Cultural Heritage as a Driver for Circular Economy



80

construction materials based on Brussels and operated by dismantling and recover-
ing construction materials and finishing to be resold and, more interestingly, to be 
re-designed for reuse. The exercise consisted in dismantling some materials in an 
historic Austro-Hungarian building, mainly ceramic tiles and parquet. Although the 
imaginary and the doctrine, the knowing-that, described this as a simple practice, in 
reality it involved particular care and organisation, such as understanding the poten-
tial quality and value in the market, carefully detaching elements, checking their 
status, cleaning the fully, disposing, and…storing them onsite or for transport. From 
knowing-that to knowing-how there is indeed experience, especially considering 
the range of possible items that potentially appear in the activity. As an important 
stress to be mentioned here and developed further in the following section, the expe-
rience component highlighted the need for re-design of the items, their hypothetical 
future reuse, an aspect that is fundamental for the business viability and the poetry 
of repurposing.

A little section should also be given to taste. In the tradition, the making of heri-
tage was largely dependent on daily practices, on daily needs, on survival issues, 
and on the relationship with the surrounding territory. The set of tools—outils—
available did not depend on beauty factors but heavily on the so-called utility. 
Aesthetics was a dimension confined to higher societal classes, where the wonders 
about shape and taste could derive also from a higher artistic familiarity.

Wooden tables, shoes, lamps, windows and doors, tiles, dresses, and the overall 
set of daily, today cultural, objects had to respond mostly to utility and durability, 
and for such perfected through the already mentioned production-consumption 
mutual relationship. The advent of industrialisation and of a globalised economy 
offered a much higher set of commodities, much different and at lesser costs, sud-
denly possible for most: aesthetics, thus beauty and taste, spread as a global driver, 
with roots in local specificities: “to describe what you mean by a cultured taste, you 
have to describe a culture” (Wittgenstein 1966), that was opening considerations on 
the local inherited and present influence in choice making, the space in between 
knowing and pleasure (Kant 1993) and the ascertained association of taste to knowl-
edge in history to the extent of being characteristic of the sapient (Agamben 2015, 
p. 10). The phenomenon of taste is far from being finally assessed, but it seems one 
of the determining factors to feed the needs of the circular economy and reassuring 
inputs from the so-called “vintage” trend.

Vintage is a popularised version of the antique store, given its different, but still 
determinant, selecting factor. If in the antique store quality and rarity are essential 
selecting criteria, jointly with integrity and authenticity (Jokilehto 2019; Stovel 
2007), in vintage they are taken over by quality and significance in addition to the 
“second hand” principle. In vintage, the aesthetic dimension, in particular shape, is 
essential and refers purely to individual values, with an increasing attention to qual-
ity as a nostalgic (often just) belief. The selection of vintage objects is driven by 
materials’ quality and crafting, while the typology is suggested by external factors, 
such as fashion and design trends. More and more the vintage market has been fed 
by ad-hoc design marketing in more or less specialised magazines, TV series, 
and architectural digests with one-to-one effects for the circular economy: on one 
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side, in fact, it promoted the reuse, on the other hand, it nourished cheap reproduc-
tions meant to provide supply to the scarcity for lower costs, feeding the neoclassi-
cal linear economy. What started decades ago in the weekly flea markets for true 
need and/or collecting hobbies, became larger and larger, developing parallel mar-
kets based on reproduction.

Also reproduction is through a known concept: Benjamin and Adorno’s works 
underlined the authenticity, the aesthetic autonomy, through the concept of aura 
(Benjamin 1991; Adorno 2009), considered at risk for the reproducibility of the 
works of art, as well as for the loss of those ideas of creativity, genius, and eternity 
that characterised properly “auratic” art (Brandi 2000; Di Giacomo 2013). 
Re-production and “bad taste” were soon labelled as “in-style” phenomena, very 
common in furniture, namely reproducing through modern techniques iconic craft 
languages of the past: this was done often without falsification purposes, but simply 
to respond to the scarcity in the market and provide options mostly for the new 
bourgeoisie, alias middle class (De Fusco and Fiorino 2004; Pratt 1981). A further 
dimension of reproduction would have been represented by kitsch, defined as a true 
consequence of industrialisation, displacing handicrafts, and mass phenomena that 
could be contrasted—as a model of the culture of consumerism—through modern-
ism and the  avant-garde (Greenberg 1939), but often associated with bad taste 
(Dorfles 1972) as a vehicle of misleading message from a missing creative action.

The capability to grasp the aesthetics of cultural heritage is at the forefront of its 
preservation. As we have seen, taste is a knowledge that we do not possess, it is a 
residual of the experiences and acts as a transformative factor that gives new sense 
(semantic) to the established accumulation of experiences, and it does not establish 
a new order but acts on the contingency of things. As such, taste in reuse is often 
driven by the approach “the less is the best”, as the most honest critical act to pre-
serve the perceived authenticity. The same approach is sedimented in the conserva-
tion doctrine, namely promoting the actions that give back performance by critically 
and minimally eliminating the “superfluous” historic additions, as in the most opti-
mistic circular perspective.

2.3  The Second Life of Things: Re-use and Re-design

If we consider that objects have a life cycle—or even more subsequent life cycles—
we are led to consider not only their creation but also their alleged end and the 
problems that go with it. This consideration is not new, and the history that led from 
the “Chambers of Wonders” to museums is witness to it. The definition of Alain 
Schnapper already underlined an interest considering the case of the chambers of 
wonders (Schnapper 1988): “The chamber of wonders is… a microcosm … mean-
ing a summary of the world, where objects of the earth, sea and air find place, or 
where objects of the three kingdoms – mineral, vegetal and animal – are displayed 
alongside the artefacts of man”, a “collection of the whole of nature”. Such cham-
bers developed during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries by the initiative of 
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naturalists. Similar happened in Italy, adding a dimension of hobby, leisure, and 
even prestige for the sole sake of knowledge (Rivallain 2001). Elias Ashmole 
brought together in his chamber of curiosities in England ancient coins, books, 
engravings, geological and zoological specimens, including the stuffed body of the 
last dodo that Europe had known. During the eighteenth century, the Encyclopedia 
found in these cabinets perfect places of knowledge and reflection (Cornette 1989). 
The contemporary era has underlined how much “works of art function when, by 
stimulating a penetrating vision, a sharp perception, an alert visual intelligence, and 
broadened perspectives, … they participate in the organisation and reorganisation of 
the experience, and therefore to the shaping and re-shaping of our worlds” (Goodman 
and Morizot 1998, p. 105). With no doubt this statement is addressed more to works 
of art than to common objects, but anthropologists would go further by suggesting 
that objects have a life of their own, that they can “function” or experience different 
value regimes, and that they can thus pass from the stage of everyday life object to 
that of heritage object or even vice versa.

In this debate, Appadurai—who has reflected on the capitalist world as well as 
on pre-capitalist societies—started from the analysis of Simmel, who had under-
lined the limited nature of the economic approaches to the value of objects 
(Appadurai 1986). For Simmel, the economic value of objects does not reflect their 
intrinsic value but rather the opinions of market economy players: customers and 
suppliers (Simmel 1900). Each of these groups estimates this value according to 
what the object represents to them, based on different contexts. The result is a shift-
ing average value at a given point in time, which is based on subjective and objec-
tive elements, the first playing a role on the demand side and the second more on the 
supply side. Thus, objects can quickly change their value regime without changing 
their form drastically, a fact that broadens the way in which their life cycle is con-
sidered. For Appadurai, objects circulate under these alternative regimes of value, 
such as in a system of “gift against gift”, opposed to the competitive market system, 
where the “subject” must follow social constraints; hence the famous quote by 
Appadurai: “If from a theoretical point of view human actors give a value to 
objects… from a methodological point of view, objects give meaning to the sub-
jects.” (Appadurai 1986, p. 5). A theory that has been partly reconsidered by Coccia 
in narrating the role of objects in the city, as a  moral of contemporary cities 
(Coccia 2014).

The result is an agency of things that Bruno Latour highlighted by using human- 
non- human terminology rather than object-person terminology (Latour 1991). By 
incorporating imperatives of a technical nature, the non-human is then an agent that 
leads the person to react in a given way and to build social behaviours, for example 
when a lock is forcing people to close the door when leaving home or when a speed 
bump forces them to slow down their cars in front of a school (Latour 2007, 
pp. 33–46). Behind an object lays down a social program that makes the object itself 
a social actor. As Andreas Reckwitz wrote, “the main issue then is that certain things 
or artefacts provide more than mere objects of knowledge and become necessary 
and irreplaceable components of certain social practices” (Reckwitz 2002, p. 210).
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We can thus speak of a cultural biography of objects or even of a social history 
of objects, by broadening the vision to include several of them. Through their differ-
ent possible value regimes, objects open an opportunity to change the society where 
we live, and accordingly Hennion and Latour wrote: “Objects do something, and 
first of all they do us” (Hennion and Latour 1993).

This approach to the life cycle of objects and to the succession of their possible 
value regimes explains the need to make objects dialogue with their contexts and to 
change their forms if necessary. For example, demolished, an unperforming win-
dow, is actually a “matter out of place” (Douglas 2005). As Douglas argues, it mat-
ters ‘Where objects are’ and not ‘What they are’; in other words, its status depends 
on our capacity to re-arrange and re-contextualise. In the absence of such a contex-
tualisation, the value of an object would be reduced to a value of age or nostalgia, 
making it fragile and exposing it to a risk of losing attention and therefore of rejec-
tion, in many cases—where not having a recognised heritage value—having a value 
of waste or even representing a cost to be removed as quickly as possible … what-
ever the social cost is.

Recalling the example of ROTOR and our attempt at material repurposing, the 
additional creative act after dismantling is redesigning. Architectural elements are, 
probably more than movable objects, needing new design given that once removed 
they are decontextualised, loosing intrinsic specificities. This must be said for ele-
ments that have a full function, as beams and windows and doors, but also for those 
elements that may have a function in relation to others, as stones or bricks. Their 
redesign builds their second life, which can be richer and enhanced in dignity. 
Nevertheless, redesigning is an intense cultural performance; thus, mistakes and 
misunderstandings can be easily framed in the bad taste or kitsch, as the practice 
often shows. “Museification” of usable items is, for example, a developing ambigu-
ous routine.

3  Implementation: Tailor Made Redesign as Cornerstone 
of Adaptive Reuse

3.1  Tailor-Made as a Grammar of Redesign

Looking today at circular economy from the perspective of cultural heritage adap-
tive reuse, namely “intervening on and adapting”, we should integrate some funda-
mental lessons from the past: what is the new statute of the product if it embeds its 
own re-designed expression as resource? If all things should be prone to re-use, then 
everything should be redesigned (including nature) (Latour 2008) and the world is 
not as produced as it is re-designed, fact that empowers the same notion of design, 
thus becoming the most vital part of the entire productive scenario. Moreover, if the 
history or life (cycle) of things matters more than their statute of products (final 
results), then the multiple co-existing forces of outdated and new that are embedded 

3 Intangible Matters: Cultural Heritage as a Driver for Circular Economy



84

and in friction in heritage and its preservation practice might offer a diverse design 
path, a tailor-made productive scenario. In such scenario the  consumer/producer 
exchange relationship does not necessarily maintain products and waste only as 
valuable (even if circular) commodities, which would risk to only “negatively 
affirm” instead of critically engaging with current (linear) production practice. 
European cities are an example of continuous redesign. Historic buildings have a 
history of continuous redesign. Anything has the potential to be redesigned.

If things are not produced but are rather designed, redesigned, and perpetually 
contextualised, then the whole process is imbued with uncertainty. The entire pro-
cess, even if circular, has a completely different grammar far from being flawlessly 
smooth, it is impregnated with negotiation, conflict, and uncertainty. After all, co- 
designing with, rather than against nature, cannot be an expression of the traditional 
linear production rationale that self-referentially optimises itself by rationalising 
both the residuals (recycling) as well as the mistakes-deviations of the process (the 
new circular logics). In this sense, the lesson from heritage is profoundly cultural 
rather than natural, coming from its impossibility to be endlessly trapped in harmo-
nious recycling loops of its contradictions. Heritage accepts its residuals as they are: 
there is a certain standstill that blocks the testing logic of repeatedly producing and 
wasting. Heritage as category recognises the residual either as irreplaceable if tan-
gible or cyclically reproducible as embedded in tradition if intangible; both are 
excluded from the dictate of obsolescence. This is why design with heritage lacks 
grandeur of gestures, proceeds with modesty and prudence, thus avoiding both the 
overexploitation of the given and the embedded obsolescence of the new, typical of 
modern commodities (take, make, waste). Designing with heritage and its engineer-
ing of perfection is not running through the mimicking of nature’s wasteless cycles 
but rather through a profoundly cultural approach of care, attachment, precaution, 
and interdependence to the residual nature of things. It is a rather unpretentious 
intervention, accomplished through the careful re-crafting of rough materiality and 
spirituality of things, where objective material constraints matter as much as subjec-
tive human ones.

As a concept, design implies a humility that seems absent from the word construction or 
building. Because of its historical roots as a mere addition to the “real” practicality, study 
materiality and functions of daily objects, there is always some modesty in claiming to 
design something anew. In design there is nothing foundational. It seems to me that to say 
you plan to design something, does not carry the same risk of hubris as saying one is going 
to build something. Introducing Prometheus to some other hero of the past as a designer 
would doubtlessly have angered him. Thus, the expansion of the word design is an indica-
tion (a weak one to be sure) of what could be called a post Promethean theory of action. 
(Latour 2008, p. 3)

As a rule, the preservation practice imposes that any intervention establishes a solid 
relationship with the existing context. As much as tinny might be the interference of 
the new into the existing formal or material order, this will also go much further 
than refunctioning or adding something only in terms of function, efficiency, adap-
tation, or even taste and trend. Any design action within the realms of preservation 
will in its essence intertwine new relationships with the residuals of the past, 
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passing through the intrinsic formal, material, and aesthetic assets of the given con-
text. Any such design proceeds within the highly uncertain realm of new and exist-
ing, that reactivate the multiple co-existing forces of integrity and authenticity (Acri 
et al. 2019).

If we imagine at the very heart of making the integration of the existing within 
the extensions of new, then design and re-design matter more than the production 
process: its tailor-made approach comprehends multiple sets of knowledge and tacit 
skills, not distinguishing what is planned, calculated, defined, experienced, or imag-
ined (Latour 2008, p. 2). Ambiguity is generally the main driver in this context: we 
consider the rise of ambiguity when we have multiple different representations of 
the same thing. If “landscape (and HUL) is as perceived by people” then we have 
multiple interpretations and not opinions of the same thing (CoE 2000; Kovacic 
et al. 2019; Kovacic and Di Felice 2019).

Exactly as circular economy is not simply economy that is circular, literally, 
from the perspective of complexity of skills involved in design, adaptive reuse, is 
not just use that is adapted, but a set of “imaginary of circularity” a social artefact 
that relates to broader cultural values that all together shape our vision of project 
and future (Kovacic et al. 2019, p. 77). It is clear that if this collective imagination 
of futures relies on technological innovation, economic competition, and resource 
security narratives, the circular imaginary might be even counterproductive, namely 
unable to imagine a circular society that goes beyond the circular economy.

Hence, in addition to humility and doubtfulness mentioned in the initial chapter, 
that characterise the action of the craftsman and challenge the contemporary 
designer, we have here emphasised the importance of certain embedded skilfulness. 
“Skill” is attached to art and craft as much as it is to design. Actually, to make a 
good “disegno” – drawing, to make things different, although nothing will radically 
change, one has to be a skilled  designer. From this perspective, from objects to 
buildings and cities to nature itself—everything needs to be redesigned, more than 
produced.

If it is true that the present historical situation is defined by a complete disconnect between 
two great alternative narratives – one of emancipation, detachment, modernization, prog-
ress and mastery, and the other, completely different, of attachment, precaution, entangle-
ment, dependence and care – then the little word “design” could offer a very important 
touch stone for detecting where we are heading and how well modernism (and also post-
modernism) has been faring…. In other words, the more we think of ourselves as designers, 
the less we think of ourselves as modernizers. (Latour 2008)

3.2  The Craftmanship as Enabler of Circular Economy 
in Cultural Heritage

Knowledge, aesthetics, and design are fundamental factors intangible to favour cir-
cularity, but who gives shape to them? Considering the spreading specialisation of 
designers in conservation and reuse, the focus should be given on crafts. For 
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centuries, the construction of traditional buildings and monuments depended on 
consolidated and innovative building and crafting languages dependent on a limited 
set of materials and techniques, which were extremely well practiced and managed 
by building site masters and craftsmen. The last century’s acceleration of artificial 
intelligence and global industrial products reduced the need for traditional skilled 
workers. Nevertheless, cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects are still needing 
specialised works, able to either initiate or complete the re-design process.

In his work on crafts, Sennet, commenting on the intellectual work of her master 
Hanna Arendt (Arendt 1989), introduces the figure of the craftsman from the dis-
tinction in the pre-industrial society of animal laborans and homo faber: the former 
referring to a human being working as a pack animal, wondering “how”, the latter 
as a human being building a common life, wondering “why” (Sennett 2013, p. 16). 
Homo faber, the craftsman, is who invests in the pleasure of making, as a construc-
tion of the future, who learns how to make good for self-pleasure and satisfaction, 
as a life rule that permits the achievement of very refined techniques guided by a 
perfect synchrony of mind and hand (Clark and Chalmers 1998; Menary 2010). In 
addition, Sennet argues that a man who knows how to govern himself, balancing 
autonomy and rules respect, is also a righteous man. Traditional craftsmen are those 
that, perfectly comfortable with traditional techniques and tools, look at the rede-
sign work as a circular practice, thus placing before repair to replacement, the mate-
rial consistency of heritage.

Repair is embedded in the concept of cultivation as further antidote to obsoles-
cence. For example, as per craftsman repair, the gardener’s cultivation deals with 
the domestication of life, which is done with care and attention to details by pro-
ceeding with humility and preparedness for the unpredictable events. As a matter of 
fact, a gardener knows very well that any tiny, even invisible being can make his 
opus collapse. In other words, the  gardener is aware that collaborative designs 
include also undesirable collaborators, as well as the craftsman acknowledges the 
negotiation and co-production with unwanted clients. Gardener’s knowledge main-
tains continuous relation with different cultures that are meant to grow in a common 
plot of land, in the same way that craftsman has to embrace the unpredicted prob-
lems that arise and do not match the models or means at disposal.

In our attempts to complete a circular practice in an historic building, we could 
feel the excitement of the challenge to recover items by repairing and redesigning 
their position in space by use of traditional practices (clearly by contemporary tools 
and finishes). In this building site there was an interesting moment in the process: 
there was an old crooked Austro-Hungarian window sash that did not close properly 
and became dangerous. Two local firms replied that it had to be thrown away and 
replaced, but first it had to be taken as a copy for reproduction (needing approxi-
mately 3 working days), asking for a compensation of 800–1000 euros. By chance 
we turned to a hobbyist craftsman, who said he wanted to try to straighten it, which 
happened after a working morning, for a cost, glass replaced, of 40  euros. This 
example is not meant to open nostalgic connections but to show how the present 
linear market and the present crafting competences too often look at the problems 
through the lens of linear economy, putting forward replacement to repair, with 
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obvious consequences of impoverishment of the available skills and lack of trust by 
the final consumer, beyond the loss of qualities and values of cultural heritage. It 
was merely our re-design skills to impose additional investigation, which would 
never happen in the  case of normal citizens, especially from the newest 
generations.

Traditional and artistic workmanship struggle in the contemporary market, with 
no exception for the cultural heritage reuse sector. The skills are more and more left 
on the enthusiasts and hobbyists, who perform proper re-design and repair works, 
led by the self-pleasure and satisfaction mentioned by Sennet, as well as the excite-
ment of the challenge, of the problem, that stands outside the market routine.

Traditional and artistic workmanship does not get the deserved recognition, both 
because it is seen as a nostalgic practice and for its presumed inability to be aligned 
with progress and, as such, as marginal and likeable. Marginal because it is by 
nature not likely to create the exports and job flows needed for sustainable develop-
ment; likeable in that its small scale conjures up images of generally harmonious 
work relations; and because its resources often come from the local environment, 
which they consequently contribute to sustaining. It is likely, too, that they are rec-
ognised as being low-energy consumers while injecting creativity into their environ-
ment and keeping local activity alive. The very concept of “small-scale mass 
production” speaks volumes as to the little credibility of this sector: its creativity 
does not seem as much of a solution! However, the crafts sector today remains what 
it has always been: a place for observing and sizing up the changing needs of the 
surrounding world and the answers that can be given to them in the everyday. It 
remains, in this sense, as much the vehicle for as the memory of material culture, 
namely the intangible valuing ladder of the traditional “residuals”. The quest for 
quality, which combines the “creative hand” with more innovative equipment, 
remains the characteristic of an economy that sees competition as necessarily based 
on both quality and cost, thus giving an outstanding role to human resources, as 
underlined by Sennet.

Lastly, far from relegating the crafts sector to merely a supporting role, globalisa-
tion also offers new prospects for development, which, though challenging, are real 
and could find in the circular economy a sudden ally. In fact, the two core character-
istics of today’s economy—being knowledge-based and globalised—make the 
importance of the immaterial heritage passed on and promoted by the crafts sector. 
As a source of continually replenished heritage, the crafts sector irrigates creativity. 
As a source of diversity, cultural heritage casts light on niches that, when added 
together, become a market of global scale. All the crafts sectors, are flexible enough 
to produce both significant varieties and significant sizes due to their potential for 
redesign.

Five main difficulties, also perceived in the CLIC project in mapping and net-
working actors in the cultural heritage, are recurrent in the craft sector, even if mea-
sures are set in place as technical arrangements, training, funding, legal status, etc. 
(Greffe 2014):
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• A first difficulty is inherent in craft activity, in an economy where large distances 
between producers and users of goods or even services are more and more fre-
quently the rule rather than the exception. As a result, the risks incurred by a 
craftsperson offering a new product are substantial, far more so than in the sys-
tems of yesteryear, when craftspeople were often in direct contact with their 
customers. As long as that contact was very close, they were able to address the 
need before their eyes, and the risk was minimal. Today, the crafts sector is creat-
ing new needs in a context that is less precise, in which it is forced to interpret, 
thus leaving room for uncertainty or even error. The risk is thus significant. The 
question of proximity of crafts as well as contextualisation, has been at the core 
of CLIC activities, so much to be modelled in the cultural corridor idea in Rijeka, 
meant to accommodate in a precisely bounded area the core, circular businesses 
in the craft and heritage sector (ref. Acri, Dobricic, Debevec, Sustainability, 
2021). The reference to cultural district cannot be missed in this respect.

• A second difficulty arises from the fact that crafts sector enterprises have 
always  been small, often individual. As a result, most of the cost ends up in 
the expense of marketing, research, funding, or even costs. Although, in general, 
the technical side, the knowing how, is fairly achieved, the commercial and 
financial aspects are far less satisfactory. This problem has been noticed heavily 
in the CLIC project. Most of the companies and crafts interviewed in the project 
have highlighted difficulties in the starting phase, often underscoring the need 
for public assistance for the start. Looking at the craft market today, especially 
through the old generation of craftsmen, they locate in the black market or act as 
hobbyists for their impossibility to align with the contemporary financial and 
organisational requirements. One of the common solutions in the CLIC project 
has seen incubators as a solution, although the involvement and commitment of 
past generations of craftsmen has been often forgotten, although in itself would 
constitute an exceptional circular practice.

• A third difficulty derives from the present forms of training. Regardless of coun-
try and based on a number of noteworthy examples, young people today are 
enjoying longer educations, a trend that shifts preference to general curricula, at 
the expense of applied skills. Moreover, such long curricula are characterised by 
a lack of experiential moments, where the knowing that can transform into the 
knowing how. If traditional crafts are a potential response to a lack of specialisa-
tion, education must reform soon to grasp the opportunity of competence trans-
mission from former generations of craftsmen. In a recent set of interviews, 
famous fashion designers lamented the absolute lack of traditional skills, those 
holding tacit knowledge and taste, being obliged to rely on the few tailors 
remained in the market, often very old (Ferrero 2014).

• A fourth difficulty must be identified in the present growing competition between 
craftsmen and artists, who are today distinguished for concepts of intellectual 
property that benefit the latters and not the formers (given that artists produce 
unique concepts, while artisans and craftsmen reproduce through perfecting 
crafts). As a result, their only protection is that granted to the processes they use, 
in the form of patents. However, it can be said that craftspeople are, by tradition, 
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not always ready to take on this problem, which was not as prominent to them up 
to this point being the businesses radically different. Worthy to notice though that 
too often skilled crafts tend to define themselves as arts, generating new forms of 
information asymmetry for the users, with clear unbalances in the market. The 
Murano Glass production is an example of such frictions.

Framing correctly crafts and arts would highly benefit establishing the proper sup-
porting measures.

• The fifth difficulty lies in the intwining between tradition and innovation, espe-
cially in addressing the dichotomy of craft-design. As we observed in this paper, 
the term ‘design’ is fully connected to the idea of repair and repurpose in cultural 
heritage, because it requires a cultural act of displacement, decontextualisation, 
but is also an intrinsic constituent of traditional skilled crafting. Underlying this 
semantic pairing is a full-fledged redeployment of crafts sector activity.

3.3  Clustering: The Governance of Proximity

The CLIC project, though, highlighted that scales for the application of circular 
economy are essential, with necessary tailoring in the case of cultural heritage adap-
tive reuse. Single initiatives are not sufficient to create a real loop of circularity. 
Given that the intangible is the engine of cultural production and preservation, the 
very meaning of tangible heritage, integrated governance is indispensable. To 
achieve good urban circularity, there must be many forms and layers of intervention, 
from design thinking, to financial tools, to a governance system allowing initiatives 
to be integrated fully. As we have seen, the circular process in cultural heritage reuse 
does not merely depend on the actors of reuse, but on a combined and coordinated 
mechanism with a common goal. As per our assumption, the present connection 
between cultural heritage and circular economy is an artificial construction that is 
meant to preserve cultural values and the environment, and as artificial, it needs 
proper mechanisms. Dealing with cultural heritage, especially looking at it from the 
intangible perspective, is not only between preservation and protection, but corner-
ing to the need of associating different local resources that have been disconnected 
and belong to various sectors; then the circularity implies a theory of re- coordination 
that cannot be only going back to something already existent. According to some 
observers, in addition to encouraging eco-design, there would be a need to include 
the reciprocal behaviour of producers in an industrial and territorial ecology (ITE). 
By this definition, it is meant to promote the exchange of flows (materials and 
energy) and the pooling of needs among actors in a logic of proximity. To this we 
can link the debate on industrial clusters and districts, with a certain caution: one 
thing is the effectiveness of these forms of organisation among enterprises once they 
are created; another thing is to bound them to constraints of different economic 
dynamics and those of administrative dynamics. On the other hand, public support 
for companies creating networks can only go in the desired direction. Districts 
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should be defined as a set of various activities and not as a set of one unique type of 
activity (Santagata 2002, 2007). It means that a district relies on the idea that this 
diversity is nurturing the sustainability of the district, even if some of these activities 
may be partly complementary and/or partly competitive. To make this fully effec-
tive and loop orientated, the circular economy process should inspire the manage-
ment of cultural districts as an objective and a value that can be achieved by 
introducing specific, detailed, and well-designed forms of public tenders for public 
financial support that perfectly channel contestants according to precise rules of 
sustainability.

4  Discussions and Recommendations

The CLIC project highlighted once more the essential role of the intangible to gen-
erate the values of the tangible. There is no tangible without the intangible and vice 
versa. What transforms residuals from the past into heritage is their intangible com-
ponent, their set of intangible qualities that per definition cannot be touched, modi-
fied, extracted, or  alienable. Such dimensions of heritage found expressions in 
knowledge, taste, and consequently in their projecting phases done by design and 
crafting, with infinite opportunities for and from the circular economy. The experi-
ences had led to the following pro-grammatic conclusions, which open 
recommendations.

Considering waste as  an uncertain spatial and temporal category. As we have 
mentioned, cultural heritage represents an interesting example that demonstrates 
how waste is mostly a spatial and not temporal category, even though it is matter of 
time. In simple words, from the point of view of alternative narratives of waste, heri-
tage might be seen as a fragmentary territory of residuals with strong symbolic 
assets, that embed obsolescence as a value and not as a lack. To become waste, as 
an obsolete thing, it has to be out of place, somehow de-contextualised. Hence, the 
status of waste depends on how we order, classify, categorise, and relate to our liv-
ing context. As Douglas argues, it matters ‘Where objects are’ and not ‘What they 
are’, in other words, its status depends on our capacity to re-arrange and re- 
contextualise. In this sense, waste reveals our capacity for inhabiting. But, as heri-
tage testifies, time matters: when we bring time into analysis, relieving the history, 
the lifecycle that obsolete or non performing embodies, we actually make a first step 
towards its recovery. By making use of time that is entrapped within, we actually 
relieve the space of its replacement.

Intangible as a driver. We assume that tangible is something physical having a 
concrete materiality, perceivable by senses, that does not need a mental construction 
to be known and recognisable; on the contrary, intangible as something that is rec-
ognisable by the individuals or community, because of the intellectual, spiritual, i.e. 
social constructions they have in mind, such as knowledge, practices, expres-
sion, and skills (UNESCO guidelines on ICH). However, if we consider tangible 
and intangible as inseparable, then we may acknowledge the rise of information 
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asymmetry since physical tangibility does not per se guarantee that the user pos-
sesses its recognisable representation, because of the lack of experience with it 
(Laroche et  al. 2001). In this circular loop, it is impossible to consider tangible 
cultural heritage as such without guaranteeing accessibility to its embedded intan-
gible information, and vice versa, the performative aspect of intangible as tangible 
communicative competence (Bauman 1975). It is interesting to note that the Latin 
word intactilis as intangible meant “that remain intact, inviolable, sacred”, which 
cannot be changed and remains constant. In this respect, considerations about reuse 
driven merely by development run often the risk to lose the intangible component of 
heritage, its capacity to move the knowing how, thus what makes of it unique.

“Proximity” as a model for reactivation of circular logic in urban landscape. If 
we consider that in landscape any outside, if “as perceived” (CoE 2000), or as expe-
rienced by people, is just another additional Inside, then there is no External as 
opposite of Inner. Actually, in Landscape there is no public space, which is not and 
has not, at the same time profoundly private dimension. The experiential dimension 
that (historic urban) Landscape imposes folds our inner private dimension from one 
context to another, in a way that we are obliged to perpetually re-design it; it is the 
contour, the context, that reactivates a new engineering of Inner and gives meaning 
to the co-existence of both. Then, the success of this coexistence depends on how 
fine their “proximity” is designed. We can even extend this contiguity of inner and 
external imaginary to the “proximity” design of new in or next to old, of innovation 
in tradition, leisure, and production, as the alchemical glue that sticks together all 
components of Landscape in a single story. As a matter of fact, Historic Urban 
Landscape can also be seen as a step towards the dramatic recognition that there is 
no outside (natural or cultural), no detachment between inner and outer urban con-
glomerates, there is no external, peripherical, and new whose purpose is to nourish 
an inner, central, and historical, and vice versa. In other words, we should give 
important emphasis to proximity, to what is perceived as in between, as a glue that 
sticks things together all components in a coherent ensemble; this exactly was the 
effort of co-designing a cultural corridor in Rijeka.

An alternative idea of action. As introduced in the chapters investigating craft-
manship and design attitude, the idea of care, repair, and maintenance is standing 
right on the opposite of the building, constructing, demolishing, and innovating at 
any cost. Something much closer to the realms of cultivation and its capacity to 
contrast obsolescence. As per craftsman repair, gardener cultivation represents a 
model of a different culture of doing and producing where learning is not separated 
from doing and disturbance is a constitutional part of innovation forces. The idea of 
“innovation in cultivation” demands for dynamic experiential knowledge that does 
not stop where implementation problems begin and is inseparable from as well as 
driven by the action.

A new production grammar should be inspired by co-design with cultural heri-
tage and nature might be introduced, beyond the mainstream learning from natural 
cyclical metabolism. In introductory chapters, we have investigated how the com-
plexity of designing with residuals and the  cyclical notion of time that tradition 
imposes might represent an occasion for an alternative circular design path. This 
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unprecedent pattern of re-designing with residuals that affects circular economy 
relies at the same time on conservation (designing with heritage and its time dimen-
sion) and innovation (designing with nature and its metabolism), merging both 
under the same important “normative” question. The circular economy design 
imaginary embraces the complexity in a way that it cannot be exhausted exclusively 
in an empirical, quantitative, or doctrinal way. As a matter of fact, the estimations as 
true, false, correct,  or wrong, result irrelevant within this design realm, because 
there are only things that are well or badly designed. This is exactly the normative 
ambiguity that affects decision makers, although it might represent its main driver: 
we consider the rise of ambiguity when we cannot embrace the complexity of mul-
tiple and different representations of the same thing under the single evaluation 
umbrella (Kovacic and Di Felice 2019).

Open character of circular economy design pattern. The CE approach should 
always leave some space to the unpredictable, an opening for a new interpretation, 
an additional re-design action by users, as buildings become dwellings only when 
they are inhabited and books are completed only when read, when the user’s imagi-
nary enters in between the written lines. The circular economy project should not be 
(and things, because behind every single object there is a project) intended as given 
once for all, but as a reactivator of interrelation and experience with the user, as an 
opening where change and vitalism drive continuous slippage towards successive 
adaptations. Only through this opening of the post-co-design through use does that 
ante-co-design participatory act as empowering practice.
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Chapter 4
The Intimate Circular Dimension 
of Heritage Conservation and Historic 
Urban Landscape

Saša Dobričić, Marco Acri, and Jukka Jokilehto

1  Introduction

Humanists, philosophers, archaeologists, planners, architects, anthropologists, soci-
ologists, applied scientists, and experts from a variety of backgrounds have contrib-
uted to and debated the doctrine of conservation over the course of centuries. Their 
ideas have always been cautious, object- and context-related, and continuously 
updated on the accomplishments of the past. It has also been viewed from various 
angles by critics, who see it as either a modern movement that poses as anti-modern 
or as an anti-modern movement itself (Glendinning 2003). Experts are aware of the 
complexity of the conservation doctrine. Nevertheless, even when working with 
traditional and vernacular architectures, there are certain benchmarks that cannot be 
overlooked, misapplied, or avoided. This is especially true when it comes to the 
concept’s financial sustainability. Using the lens of authenticity and integrity, the 
heritage preservation movement has always placed a strong emphasis on the various 
aspects of culture, such as cultural tangible and intangible heritage, and conserva-
tion, such as restoration, preservation, protection, maintenance, preventive mainte-
nance, etc., (Cristinelli and Trabucco 2017; Jokilehto 2017; Tyler et  al. 
2018), stressing the significance of cultural heritage for the advancement of society 
towards more sustainable habitats. The movement has made numerous contribu-
tions that are rich in meanings and approaches. Because heritage is a byproduct of 
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society, it’s a special kind of tangible witness of historic presence that disappeared 
(Leroi-Gourhan 1943). It is an inestimable capital. The preservation movement has 
been insisting on this for decades in contrast with development pressures that led to 
extensive losses of cultural and natural heritage worldwide. Such losses are not only 
enormous in terms of quantity, but mostly in terms of uniqueness and diversity, as 
many international documents report  (Gracia Aldaz et  al. 2016, among others). 
Heritage, cultural and natural, is diversity, and the global linear economy we have 
been supporting for decades is per definition an antagonist of diversity, because it 
proliferates thanks to the standardisation of production and the fast global dissemi-
nation within the use and replace logic. Diversity should be seen at different scales, 
as if we were looking at an ecosystem: macro, the forest—the city; meso, the tree—
the building; micro, the insects—the techniques. We could even add a smaller scale, 
the material, and its composition. All these scales have the same equal importance 
in the authenticity and integrity of a heritage asset; thus, all perspectives should be 
enabled and respected.  If “landscape is as perceived by people” (CoE 2000) all 
cultural layers contribute to the richness of heritage, living to the expert the humble 
role to highlight, whenever needed—namely through conservation or adaptive 
reuse—what ultimately needs to be given up in order to prolong the cultural heri-
tage asset’s life.

Said that, the concept of adaptive reuse was used by CLIC with a serious com-
mitment: showing how is has been turned into the mere idea of “culture has to 
adapt”, while the doctrine and the expert view is keen in conceiving adaptation as 
a one-to-one status, namely cultural assets vs humans and humans vs cul-
tural asset.

Circular economy in this respect is a true ally for conservationists and human-
ists, due to its intrinsic mission to preserve the embodied energy, to reduce waste 
of resources and to get sustainable satisfaction from existing assets. The 7 Cs of 
circular economy, namely Recycling, Repurpose or upscaling, Remake or re- 
manufacture, Refurbish and repair, Reuse, Reduce, Rethink and refuse (Girard and 
Gravagnuolo 2017; Potting et  al. 2017) have been for centuries daily criteria of 
production, thus intrinsically part of the process of heritage making. The different 
that we face today in respect to the past, especially from the turning point in history 
of industrialization and the diffusion of a globalised economy, is given by the risk 
to erase heritage qualities through small, imperceptible changes, that in the long 
run may reach an irreversible status. If a parallel can be made, the climate change 
provoked by human activities, has already cancelled centuries, millennia of natural 
unique creations that will never return, not even with the most ambitious and virtu-
ous project of humanity.
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2  Conceptual Framework

2.1  What Is Heritage and Why It Is Important

But what are we trying to preserve and why this has relations with our economy? To 
understand the roots of the conservation theory and consequently why it has an 
intimate connection with our present definition of circularity, it is necessary to pick 
just few historic elaborations of the concepts of heritage and culture, to show how 
much the international concern on it has produced the achievements of today 
(Musgrave 1959).

Cultural heritage is defined by UNESCO as “the legacy of physical artefacts and 
intangible attributes of a group or society that are inherited from past generations, 
maintained in the present, and bestowed to future generations”, although in practice 
it is a much more complex issue. Indeed, heritage is a fundamental aspect of human-
ity and of its development from generation to generation, an essential part of the 
learning processes of human beings within the different cultural and environmental 
contexts, and it is also the way to maintain a memory of past achievements. Today, 
a part of the heritage may be legally protected, while in other cases its conservation 
is left to the individuals or institutions to take care of. In a community, learning was 
partly based on verbal transmission of, and partly through participation in customs 
and rituals. In a family, the property was normally inherited by the children. In 
Latin, this was called patrimonium (‘pater’ father), a paternal estate, inheritance 
from a father or ancestors: this root is fully adopted in Italy today as patrimonio. 
The Hebrew Torah (the Old Testament of the Bible) accounts for several different 
forms of inheritance, such as giving a significant name to an individual or to a place, 
preserving an object as a testimony, or setting up a monument or temple 
(Jokilehto 2017).

Another form of inheritance is writing about past events. Writing history can 
actually be understood as a form of recognising something as heritage. The Bible 
itself is a collection of such books and memories, indeed, it is one of the earliest 
written histories in the world. Basically, history means inquiry or study of the past 
or knowledge acquired by investigation, as already indicated centuries ago by Ibn 
Khaldun (Khaldun 1978, p. 5):

History is one of the most widespread disciplines between nations (umam) and races 
(ajyal). The vulgar would like to know it. Kings and rulers seek it over and over again. 
Ignorant people can understand it as well as educated people. Indeed, history is, in appear-
ance, only the account of political events, dynasties (duwal) and circumstances of the dis-
tant past, presented with elegance and raised by quotes. It distracts large audiences and 
gives us an idea of human affairs. It shows the effects of disturbances, it shows how such 
and such a dynasty came to conquer such a vast piece of land, until the day when the Call 
sounded, when its time was over.

Vico criticised the expansion and development of modern rationalism and focused 
on the fundamentals of social science and of semiotics. Through Verum esse ipsum 
factum (“What is true is what is made”) Vico legitimised the truthfulness of what 
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still exist. The Neapolitan historian and jurist wrote that as God has created the 
world, only God can understand its intrinsic and extrinsic aspects (Vico and 
Cristofolini 2016; Vico and Lomonaco 2014), and only God can know it as a fac-
tum. Human beings can only learn about nature externally by observation. 
Considering that humanity has created cultural heritage, humans have the possibil-
ity to know its true character. Cultural heritage, however, is characterised by its 
diversification not only from region to region but also over time in the same region, 
by overlapping of apparently different cultures and civilisations (Lowenthal 2013).

Modern definitions of heritage have tended to focus separately on the different 
aspects of cultural heritage, such as movable and immovable heritage, material or 
tangible and intangible. Probably the most updated definition of cultural heritage 
comes from the so called Faro Convention (CoE 2005) stating that ‘Cultural heri-
tage is a group of resources inherited from the past that people identify, indepen-
dently of ownership, as a reflection and expression of their constantly evolving 
values, beliefs, knowledge, and traditions. It includes all aspects of the environment 
resulting from the interaction between people and places through time.’ A definition 
that well refers to the contemporaneous UN document on Cultural Expressions 
(UNESCO 2005), notes that culture takes diverse forms across time and space and 
that human culture is characterised by its diversity. In Article 4, the Convention 
states that ‘“Cultural diversity” refers to the manifold ways in which the cultures of 
groups and societies find expression. These expressions are passed on within and 
among groups and societies. Cultural diversity is made manifest not only through 
the varied ways in which the cultural heritage of humanity is expressed, augmented 
and transmitted through the variety of cultural expressions, but also through diverse 
modes of artistic creation, production, dissemination, distribution and enjoyment, 
whatever the means and technologies used.’

2.2  Human Creativity, Genius Loci, Traditions, Sense of Place

We can see that there are fundamentally two aspects that are necessarily present in 
all products of humanity and thus in cultural heritage. One of these is the cultural 
concept or idea that represents the origin of a work. The other aspect is the material 
presence of the work that represents a record of its past, i.e., its history. The contri-
bution of humanity has evolved gradually based on, human creative capacity and as 
a response to territorial constraints and emerging requirements of groups of people 
and communities. The whole world is generated by a life force (élan vital) and the 
results of past creativity then endure in matter, becoming a record of the history of 
human cultural achievements (Bergson 1998, p. 15). As a result of human creativity 
and duration over time, there are traditions, consisting of beliefs and customs passed 
down from generation to generation within a group or society, maintaining the sym-
bolic meaning or special significance with the origins in the past (Geertz 1993, 
pp. 50–51). Creativity has been debated intensively worldwide, seen as the engine 
for humanity in problem solving, transforming obstacles and difficulties into 
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solutions and opportunities. As such, creativity has been for long promoted as the 
leading sector for a new cultural preservation and progress movement (Santagata 
2007). The creative aptitude has permitted the development of solutions to adapt to 
climate conditions, geographic constraints, abundant or scares availability of mate-
rials, isolation, multiculturalism, and many more site-specific conditions. It is 
mostly thanks to the creative human behaviour that every single spot in human his-
tory became unique, for the capability to generate ad-hoc, site related skills and 
forms of language. We refer to this with the locution geius loci (Markeviciene 2008; 
Norberg-Schulz 1979; Vecco 2020). The genius loci became so intense in terms of 
specialisation that in some areas they generated outstanding products that involved 
entire communities, for such being intrinsically permeating the living space. 
Economists called these phenomena cultural districts (Hinna 2015; Sacco et  al. 
2015; Santagata 2002; Valentino 2003) and there are plenty of examples like 
Caltagirone, Murano, Gragnano, Sevres, Nabeul, Piran are only a few in the long 
list. The Genius Loci is reflected in infinite manifestations. See Venice, how many 
inventions, specific to the site, could be introduced as tangible and intangible forms. 
Such a set of specificities, which is heritage by definition, is also contributing to the 
tradition, which is by many considered the engine of identity (Honko 1995; Jones 
2000), although the link between conservation and identity (Piaget 1976) highlights 
both a convergence and a divergence, in the light of the diversity in time and space 
we have already mentioned. The etymology of ‘tradition’ refers to the Latin concept 
of ‘tradere’, meaning: to hand over, give up, surrender. Indeed, traditions were nor-
mally confined to specific communities, where they were handed down from gen-
eration to generation. When continuing the tradition as a learning process, the 
customs and beliefs needed to be appropriated by  the receiver, actuating the rhi-
zomes (Deleuze et al. 2011) that are nourished by socio-cultural interactions. At the 
same time, the implementation of the past lessons would also imply creative action 
(but also empty the creative action) reflecting the changing needs and requirements. 
In fact, as already seen in the meaning of the word traditio, change is possible. 
Some (Hobsbawm and Ranger 2010, p. 4) argue that traditions differ from customs 
and the former may be invented by formalisation and ritualization, which has clear 
effects on the “identitarian” dimension we have taken some distance from. Change 
is possible, but in line with the intrinsic meaning of tradition that is related to the 
knowledge and savoir faire. This change is relevant, for example, in the work of an 
artisan, who maintains the tradition while being involved in the creation of new 
artefacts as part of an existing settlement or rebuilding decayed or damaged struc-
tures. Taking into account the infinite components that make a site unique, namely 
history and historical layers, cultural diversity in time and space, genius loci, tradi-
tions, and all the tangible manifestations at all scales of all this, which are the waste, 
the residual that is talking about the site, is what Leroi-Gourhan referred to from an 
archaeological and anthropological perspective (Leroi-Gourhan 1943). From the 
perspective of tradition, the focus on cultural heritage is mostly on daily-use objects 
and vernacular architecture or built environment. Such relationships were already 
recognised by the international community of experts in the following definition.
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Vernacular building is the traditional and natural way by which communities house them-
selves. It is a continuing process including necessary changes and continuous adaptation 
as a response to social and environmental constraints. (ICOMOS 1999).

2.3  Integrity, Authenticity and the Intrinsic Qualities 
of Heritage

The recognition of heritage previously defined posed questions about if and how it 
must be preserved. This is an individual question that each of us faces in life, when, 
for example, a relative dies, leaving his heritage, patrimoine, patrimonium. Some 
criteria affect individual decision making, while in the case of the public domain, 
common criteria are necessary, which move from objective and subjective assess-
ment according to the perspective. Among them we should like to stress the con-
cepts of integrity, authenticity, and significance that are consolidated in the 
international debate (UNESCO World Heritage 2019) and, as such, adopted by most 
countries.

Integrity is defined as ‘a measure of the wholeness and intactness of the natural 
and/or cultural heritage and its attributes.” The essence of integrity is that it 
includes all elements necessary to express the specificity of the asset, and it should 
not suffer from adverse effects of development and/or neglect. This can be applied 
to assets of different scales, not only architectures. The Galeb ship in the port of 
Rijeka, a national monument for its history as a strategic movable location for dip-
lomatic events during the Tito presidency of former Yugoslavia, is presenting issues 
of integrity for the consistent loss of the original furniture and finishing, which actu-
ally make of it an outstanding asset. Integrity also affects the furniture and design 
market, including historic vehicles: if an historic car is missing parts or components, 
even though others are replaced by new, but original ones, its price decreases, some-
times even consistently. Integrity, though, should be seen also in traditional, ver-
nacular architectures at different scales, including construcion details, such as tiles, 
windows, doors, handles. Replacements tout-court with subsequent changes in the 
wholeness of traditional structures and finishing, especially carried out in system-
atic ways in historic areas, determine a loss of integrity, consequently a loss of 
memory and uniqueness.

We refer to authenticity when it comes to “our ability to understand … heritage, 
in part, on the degree to which information sources about … may be understood as 
credible or truthful.” (ICOMOS 1994), and it strongly affects decisions in the adap-
tive reuse of cultural heritage. The struggle on authenticity is in the daily life of 
preservationists, as architects, artisans, and antique dealers, with relevant impact on 
the truthfulness of the assets at stake. The actions of adaptive reuse may intake 
replacements with inappropriate materials, sometimes even reconstructions, offer-
ing an “almost like” situation. Such, almost like, multiplied by hundreds (and in the 
building sector, hundreds is a very easy number to achieve), determines fakes. If we 
refer to the previous definition of culture and heritage as based on the remains, the 
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residuals of past creativity and genius loci, obtaining a fake through adaptive reuse 
is clearly a societal and economic failure.

Authenticity and integrity necessarily affect any conservation approach, placing 
at the core the interests and priorities of interpretation, whether of monumental, 
average, tangible, or immaterial nature. This critical dialogue with the artefact’s past 
in the process of its recognition (of physical, aesthetic, and historic consistency) 
involves and affects all aspects of design practice and becomes its constitutive and 
methodological moment. The intervention, acting in its polarities of the freedom of 
creativity, evolves into a complex set of operations finalised at the preservation of an 
artefact’s material integrity, at the preservation of the signs of time, and the trans-
mission of such significance to the future. It is in this interpretative regime, where 
scrutiny, humbleness, and respect tend to prevail over inventiveness, that recogni-
tion and preservation of integrity and authenticity evolve and take form. However, it 
must be underlined here that creativity and inventiveness are not against conserva-
tion, but the opposite: there is much need for creativity in front of conservation 
constraints, and such creativity and inventiveness look really like the ones that has 
generated heritage for centuries. As an example, the building of Pakhaus de Zwijger 
in Amsterdam, hosting a CLIC partner, was creatively converted into a new space, 
paying attention to its authenticity and integrity through a creative effort to design a 
project enabling conservation and adaptation to new standards.

Applied firstly to World Heritage sites, the concept of Significance seems appro-
priate to be used when approaching members of a society that look at their environ-
ment. The significance of a resource recognised as heritage is defined in reference 
to material or immaterial sources, such as form and design, materials and substance, 
use and function, traditions, techniques, and management systems, location and set-
ting, language, as well as spirit and feeling, and personal attachments or beliefs. 
Much of it contribute authenticity and integrity. Such a concept affects heavily the 
process of adaptive reuse because it may guide the decision-making process about 
what should be done with the most complete knowledge possible about the charac-
teristic of an asset. As we have seen, the higher the number of sources in the signifi-
cance, the smaller will be the freedom to change the asset, moving the adaptation 
from the asset side to the user side.

Looking at significance, authenticity, and integrity, the position of preservation-
ists has always been orientated to the emphasis of the intrinsic qualities of an asset, 
independently from the external factors that judge its potential adaptation. Although 
culture economics positively entered the debate providing arguments to justify pres-
ervation actions, such contributions started from the value-based approach (Forsyth 
2013). The value of something can be considered the quality that makes it useful or 
desirable in reference to other properties that have similar characteristics. An his-
toric building or object gives us a sense of wonder and makes us ask more about the 
people and culture that produced it. It can be associated with different values, rang-
ing from aesthetic to economic and even political (Feilden 1982). The preservation-
ists have though always preferred to look at cultural heritage for their intrinsic 
qualities, that are totally independent from comparison with similar assets, giving 
so a different perspective, the one of cultural heritage and not the one of the 
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developers. As an example, a traditional house in a historic centre is “valuable” 
because it may display original masonry, with typical plastering, with handmade 
window frames and shutters, or with vernacular roof structures made by locals in 
community based works. As such, it deserves conservation approaches that merge 
preservation through innovation, maybe also viceversa: any change determines a 
loss of qualities and, consequently, of economic value. This perspective, in itself, is 
fully aligned with the circular economy.

2.4  Restoration…and Adaptive Reuse …and the Urban Scale

The flash concepts that we have been proposing so far are simply a condensation of 
the reasons behind the conservation theory. Although maintenance (as a practice of 
care, of extension of the life of an object, as we constantly do with our cars and our 
leather shoes) required daily practices in heritage making, they became topics with 
the invention of history and the development of industrialisation that rapidly annihi-
lated practices, skills and knowledge that had been perfecting for centuries. 
Destructions deriving from fast urbanism and wars sped the common realization 
about the cultural and social losses and preservation replaced maintenance in the 
daily imaginery.  The word “preservation” is though addressing the large set of 
actions to safeguard cultural and natural heritage, including the preventive, legal 
and administrative structures. Restoration, as part of preservation (or conservation) 
addresses the design and implementaition of the physical intervention.

Restoration consists of the methodological moment in which the work of art is recognized 
in its physical being and in its dual aesthetic and historical nature, in view of its transmis-
sion to the future (Brandi 2000).

Referring to the words of Brandi, though we are here speaking of a special type of 
heritage, i.e., the work of art, this definition can also be taken as a reference to better 
understand the significance of cultural expression by humanity, whether dealing 
with individual objects or larger territories that have resulted from the design or 
planning by human beings. The fundamental issue here is to distinguish between the 
artist’s idea or architect’s concept, on the one hand, and the material execution or 
construction, on the other. The artistic idea or concept represents the intangible 
aspect of the cultural expression, which does not age over time. The material (mat-
ter) of the work represents the tangible aspect that also carries its history.

As we have seen above, the terminologies concerning the recognition and con-
servation of the cultural heritage find different expressions in various languages. 
For example, while the word conservation is normally used in English texts by 
UNESCO as a general concept related to heritage, in the USA, preference is given 
to historic preservation, in Latin countries to restoration, and in Eastern Europe to 
reconstruction. There are other more specific terms that also need to be properly 
understood, such as: monument, historic monument, property, buffer zone, setting, 
environment, cultural landscape, historic urban landscape. In the relevant 
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international conventions, recommendations, and charters, the ‘international 
English’ uses these various terms with specific meanings. So, while respecting the 
local traditions, it is also necessary that the translation or explanations are clear in 
order to avoid any misunderstandings.

Adaptive reuse can be defined as partly in opposition with the conservation the-
ory, more a fascinating architectural project (Plevoets and Cleempoel 2012, 2013) 
that could react to the growing tendency of demolishing old buildings in favour of 
new architectures that had less and less to dialogue with the remaining historic fab-
rics and with the historic tissue. Interesting contributions have been made in this 
approach, including sorts of “manus” for the adaptation of specific buildings accord-
ing to their typology or structures (Cantacuzino 1975). What differentiates the adap-
tive reuse from the traditional conservation approaches, namely reconstruction, 
critical restoration, and pure conservation, is the start: looking at the object, usually 
a building, as a box to be used for new, potentially of any kind, uses, while the tra-
ditional approaches were asset oriented, namely worthy to be preserved per se, for 
their intrinsic qualities, with possible new uses if compatible with such qualities. In 
this light, adaptive reuse has not been considered yet a fundamental reference the-
ory, but a sort of drift of the architectural design applied to cultural heritage. 
Nevertheless, outstanding examples in this field can be listed, such as the works of 
Carlo Scarpa in Venice (Codello et al. 2009; Dal Co and Mazzariol 2006), Massimo 
Carmassi in Italy (Ingersoll and Ciampi 2002; Matteoni et al. 1992) and Andrea 
Bruno in Paris and Turin, if we refer to contexts with an “orthodox” conservation 
tradition, there are many more growing examples worldwide (Bullen and Love 
2011a, b).

The ICOMOS 1993 Training Guidelines (ICOMOS 1993) recognise that conser-
vation of the cultural heritage now rests within the general field of environmental 
and cultural development. It is a cross-disciplinary activity based on sustainable 
management strategies while guaranteeing continuity without the loss of authentic-
ity and meaning and respecting the cultural context. Conservation can also refer to 
the treatment of specific elements of a property. In Latin countries, there is a ten-
dency to use ‘restauro’ or ‘restauration’ as a general concept (Urbani and Zanardi 
2000) corresponding to the English use of conservation. The Venice Charter refers 
to ‘the process of restoration’ as a highly specialised operation, aiming to preserve 
and reveal the aesthetic and historic value of the monument while respecting the 
original material and documented evidence. As an extreme approach, even though 
to our perspective probably the closest to the perspective of the circular economy, 
the restoration of pure conservation pursues the rigorous conservation of the artefact 
in the completeness of its stratifications and the conservation of the patina, as a sign 
of the transformation of the material over time (Casiello De Martino 1996; Dezzi 
Bardeschi and Locatelli 1991).

The question of reconstruction or rebuilding in heritage areas continues to be 
subject to diverse interpretations. The Venice Charter notes in Article 15, while to 
referring to ruins, that ‘all reconstruction work should however be ruled out a pri-
ori’. The Charter only accepts anastylosis, i.e., the re-assembling of existing but 
dismembered parts. In Italy, the reconstruction of historic buildings can be called 
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‘ripristino’, which means rebuilding lost elements and removing parts not consid-
ered consistent with the original form (Marconi 1988, 1993, 1999). Any reconstruc-
tion should be legible and reversible. It can also be noted that there is a tendency to 
distinguish between the reconstruction of historically documented elements or fea-
tures, on the one hand, and the modern rebuilding of a lost area, on the other. This 
distinction, however, is not always clear. While a reconstruction is expected to be 
based on fully documented evidence, the interpretation of such evidence is not 
always successful in practice.

The international debate does not explicitly favour one approach over another 
but requires that the qualities and specificities of cultural heritage are guaranteed as 
much as possible. As transversal, leading concepts in the practice of conservation 
and restoration, the patina, the layer of history on cultural heritage, and the revers-
ibility, namely the characteristic of implementing solutions that could be easily 
removed or dissembled to return to the original state of the cultural asset, are often 
mentioned.

The issue of historic areas developed almost in parallel with the restoration/con-
servation theory. The first Italian modern master plan for an historic town was pre-
pared in the 1950s. This plan not only recognised the historic city as urban heritage, 
but it also extended the recognition to the entire municipal area, including the natu-
ral areas and related religious sites, in light of the importance of understanding the 
physical, social, and economic context in order to be able to determine required 
action (Astengo 1958). The planner was involved in the organisation of the confer-
ence of Gubbio, which laid down the principles of urban conservation in ‘La Carta 
di Gubbio’, still considered a reference document for the preservation of historic 
cities. This charter rejected all reconstruction and stylistic additions, demolition of 
even modest buildings with environmental character, any “thinning” and “isolation” 
of monumental buildings obtained by demolitions, or new additions in ancient fabric.

The questions of urban morphology and traditional typology were further stud-
ied by Muratori and Caniggia. The former recognised that building typology was 
intimately associated with the characteristics of buildings in each period, evidenc-
ing a genuine process of organic growth, a creative response to the needs of society. 
While being an integral part of the urban fabric, it also allowed for individual solu-
tions, obtaining its specificity and identity as a unit in the continuous building pro-
cess (Cristinelli 2013; Jokilehto 2017, pp.  195–198; Muratori 1967). The latter 
recognised that a community that resides in a particular location, conditions the 
related structures with specific individual and codified characteristics (Caniggia 
1976). Within this context, typology is a system on the basis of which existing 
objects are matched in temporal-spatial succession. Such processes were strictly 
associated with the planning and design of historic urban areas. These included the 
experiences of Bologna and Ferrara, where instruments were developed for the 
analysis of the historic urban fabric. This included the identification of the historical 
periods that were expressed in (1) the evolution of the urban morphology, (2) the 
analysis of the typologies of buildings and spaces resulting from the private and 
public functions, (3) verification of the present condition of typological characteris-
tics and function of the built fabric, and (4) the proposed treatment in respect of the 
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traditional urban fabric. The scope was not only the preservation of the historic 
areas, but also their rehabilitation by bringing people back to such areas. This also 
required introducing appropriate services and infrastructures to were tailored in the 
spirit of the traditional context. The results of these analyses were formulated in 
planning norms specified for the requirements of the historic town within its con-
text. The re-integration of urban lacunae was tested in case studies using an archi-
tectural language sympathetic to traditional fabric (Cervellati 1977).

These initiatives were taken over in parallel to other countries, especially the UK, 
even though the practice did not spread as much as in Italy. In particular, the contribu-
tion of Conzen, evidenced the evolution of the urban tissue considering three system-
atic aspects expressed by distinct form categories of town plan, building fabric, and 
land utilisation. A special room was given to the role of the community in historically 
shaping the urban morphology (Conzen and Whitehand 1981), stressing the impor-
tance of morphology and typology as witnesses of community behaviour in space.

Such movement found a significant scientific adhesion by the international com-
munity, confirmed by the issuance and ratification of planning documents (ICOMOS 
1975; UNESCO 1976), recognising the need to preserve the historic tissue as 
a homogeneous entity, thus worthy to be preserved through an integral approach. 
Such movement ended recently with the Historic Urban Landscape approach 
(UNESCO 2011), at the basis of the CLIC project in the urban scale application of 
circular economy.

The planning for integrated urban conservation differs from normal urban design 
because the focus is to maintain and rehabilitate existing historic urban areas. While 
modern planning aims to respond to development with new design, integrated urban 
conservation works with the existing reality. The question is therefore to survey, 
research, and document the existing situation, understand the evolution of the urban 
morphology, and its component elements, the typologies of buildings and spaces, and 
their relationship with the social-cultural condition. The Integrated Urban Conservation 
Plan results from the critical assessment based on detailed surveys and analyses, and 
the establishment of a strategy for the improvement and rehabilitation. The aim is to 
bring back the lost population, and to provide the inhabitants with appropriate quality 
of living with appropriate required services and infrastructures, without compromis-
ing the historical character and qualities of the traditional neighbourhood.

3  The Circular Economy and the Conservation Approach

3.1  The Heritage Making and Maintenance as the Optimal 
Circular Practice

The apparently long, even though extremely shortened theoretical background of 
this paper on the concepts of heritage and conservation has the fundamental focus 
to re-establish the fundamentals of restoration and conservation approaches beyond 
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the purely arbitrary practice of adaptive reuse, re-framing the conditions for the 
application of the principles of circular economy. In particular:

• showing that cultural heritage is the result of continuous interactions between 
humans and their environment (Dobričić and Acri 2018), made of constant daily 
creative efforts of adaptation and perfecting living techniques. As such, heritage, 
with an important emphasis on traditional built environment and assets, is per 
definition circular for it mostly humble generation;

• showing that the international debate on conservation of heritage has committed 
and engaged thousands of experts from different disciplines, backgrounds, tradi-
tions, and beliefs, taking to some achieved and shared conclusions;

• the conclusions being that heritage has intrinsic qualities, in some contexts 
defined as values, that need to be considered as a priority in any restoration proj-
ect and that the project itself should be designed to their respect. The interna-
tional movement on conservation has not been moved by the intention of 
stabilising the status quo, as too often stated, but to allow a proper management 
of the change, capable of grasping the creative acts of transitions in dialogue 
with the past;

• that the reference to cultural heritage adaptive reuse is not purely orientated to 
the built environment, thus buildings, monuments, and engineering construction 
of the past, but should be seen at other scales, as the object and the urban scale. 
In this perspective, there is not a heritage dimension that allows designers and 
developers to exclude details because they are fully contributing to the whole-
ness of heritage. As an example, the hand-made iron nail is a detail of the country 
chest, the chest is a detail of the traditional farmer house, and  the traditional 
farmer house is a detail of the cultural productive landscape.

If we consider the urban and rural living environment through the lens of the circu-
lar economy, thus reconsidering the already mentioned rhizomes (Deleuze et  al. 
2011), the principles of destructive economy (Schumpeter and Forte 2001) and de- 
growth (Latouche 2012), beyond the 7Cs steps, it is impossible not to put in evi-
dence how the present practices are no longer sustainable and that the traditional 
ones instead were. Maintenance is one of them.

The making of heritage in the past was dependent on low costs of labour work 
and high costs of materials. Before the industrial revolution, namely when the glo-
balised economy started, material extraction, elaboration, and transport were 
extremely difficult, thus costly, with a consequent obligation to work on and with 
the local materials. Today, on the opposite, the cost of materials has become 
extremely affordable thanks to the infinite innovation in industry and chemistry that 
facilitate extraction and transport, as well as the application on site, while the labour 
cost, the manpower, increased enormously thanks to the improvement in the protec-
tion of human rights.

This means that, if circular economy was once the only option, today we need a 
new narrative for its application. We could say, at the extreme, the circular economy 
is a business model in itself for the fact that it represents the mission of a productive 
process. If we need a new narrative, we need to use the consolidated knowledge on 
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cultural heritage conservation to our advantage, recognising the fundamental cre-
ative bond between heritage and sustainability.

In this respect, we must open a window inside the conservation doctrine and look 
if the past could suggest solutions. As we have seen, conservation and restoration 
had become necessary as theoretical approaches when the concept of history and 
identity became crucial. Until then, towns and rural settlements had developed 
according to the principles of reuse and maintenance. We all know that some of the 
most important cities in the world grew by reusing and reconstructing existing 
materials. Venice, for example, is a well-known example of genius loci for its capac-
ity to transform, by cleverly managing climate and logistic constraints, marshlands 
into a prolific and wealthy civilization. The history of Venice talks about continuous 
reuse of the bricks of the Roman city of Altino first and of the settlement of 
Torcellum/Torceo after. This practice of reuse continued all along its history, includ-
ing discarded wood from the Arsenal, remaining pieces of stones from former build-
ings, and infrastructural works, up to any form of debris to invent the terrazzo floor. 
A practice romantically represented by Ruskin in his books (Ruskin and Rosenberg 
1987). A Venetian history of reuse and recycling that can be visible in many other 
forms of heritage, as well as in the socio-economic structure of the city. The genius 
loci in traditional architecture must be seen also for what concerns the comfort of 
the living and of the urban space. This is told by the architectural and urban solu-
tions, such as the building mass to hold energy (fresh in summer and cold in winter), 
the plastering to prevent humidity and overheating, the water collection systems not 
to waste rainwater (Gianighian et al. 2010; Laureano 2001), etc.

As a consequence, traditional settlements have guaranteed their architectural 
preservation through the practices of maintenance, relying on both the capability of 
city users, including citizens, to act through basic maintenance works, and on the 
relatively limited number of solutions and materials for the maintenance works, but 
mostly on the reproducibility, replicability, and substitutability of parts.

Almost all the conservation documents mentioned in this paper, from the Athens 
Chart and the Venice Chart to the Amsterdam Chart and the UN Conventions and 
recommendations, as well as the different conservation approaches that have been 
briefly introduced, endorse maintenance as the preliminary, essential practice to 
avoid conservation. In fact, as we have seen, conservation is a traumatic moment for 
a cultural asset, because it comes in an emergency and with the need for selective 
decisions. The experiences in the CLIC project often refer to maintenance.

The CLIC database on best practices and adaptive reuse circular models, as well 
as numerous proposals in the case studies of the partnerships, namely Salerno, 
Rijeka, and Amsterdam, consider maintenance a node of circular economy. In 
Rijeka, for example, during the CLIC project, the municipality opened the REPERAI 
centre, a renovated space in the inner city meant to provide space for citizens to 
practice or learn maintenance of their daily use devices, such as bikes, furniture 
items, electronics, etc. The maintenance is here guaranteed by the availability of 
sufficient room and facilities, like tools, as well as by the presence of “experts” that 
may guide users of the space to operate through awareness and safety. This model 
is becoming common in Europe and represents one of the successful stories in terms 
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of business creation within the circular economy. What is missing in the story, often 
highlighted by CLIC, is the maintenance of the built environment carried out at the 
same level, namely through the cooperation with citizens.

Maintenance in itself has a different geographical “distribution” in Europe. It is 
very well rooted in some Nordic European countries, such as the UK, Netherlands, 
Norway, and Finland, while it had difficulties spreading in the southern countries 
and the Balkans. There is no evidence about the reasons for this, considering that 
maintenance is a constantly word in citizens’ daily life (from the car engines regular 
checks, to the heating pumps annual performance verifications, etc). However, the 
tradition in the UK is probably related to the learning by doing approach that has 
also been founding the conservation position of the different, numerous, preserva-
tion bodies of the country. If we move from institutional English Heritage and 
Historic England, towards independently organised organisations like SPAB and 
National Trust, including its distinct office in Scotland, relevant attention is dedi-
cated to maintenance and capability building, recalling the famous quote by Morris 
“to stave off decay by daily care” (Morris and Webb 1877). Historic England and 
English Heritage devoted important amounts of funding in issuing strategic guide-
lines for the historic environment preservation and maintenance (Historic England 
2017; Impey 2015; Lane and Menuge 2006; Pickles 2016; Pickles et al. 2014). The 
SPAB and the National Trust, are trying to accompany building and cultural asset 
users along in the awareness and maintenance process. SPAB has a special session 
devoted to maintenance, named “Maintenance Advice”, where users may find inter-
esting, easily comprehensible suggestions on daily maintenance of rainwater fit-
tings, mortars, lime and cement renders, old brick walls, doors, metal frames, etc. 
Such English practice is favoured by a societal aptitude to voluntarism in commons 
care (Nijhuis 2011).

Attempts in guiding users and experts in the maintenance processes, to avoid 
expensive and unsustainable restoration works have been done elsewhere, with dif-
ferent results. In Spain, for example, a successful story has been recorded in 
Ademuz, where local citizens and building site workers have been supported by an 
easy-to-use guidebook issued by the Polytechnic University of Valencia (Vegas 
López-Manzanares and Mileto 2008, 2014).  A similar initiative was taken in 
Gorizia, where outstanding traditional architectures from the Austro-Hungarian 
period, rich in solutions, details, and materials, are rapidly disappearing in their 
intrinsic qualities due to an adverse economic contingency in the city and a related 
lowering of the building and conservation skills (Acri and Biasi 2019). Such an idea 
of producing manuals for the daily care of cultural heritage assets is propitiously 
supported by the general public and the social media, which are constantly upgrad-
ing through tutorials the available knowledge on maintenance practice. This share 
of information in the Creative Commons sphere helps the circular economy in cul-
tural heritage preservation, although the information offered is not always aligned 
with the doctrine and the highest standards in conservation.

S. Dobričić et al.



111

Maintenance has been recently upgraded with the concept of preventive mainte-
nance, introduced in the Netherlands, Belgium, and UK already in the 1980s, but 
spreading as a good practice for traditional and monumental heritage. The 
Monumentenwacht, Monumentwatch, is organised as an assisting program for cul-
tural heritage owners that permit preventive actions to decay: the process, in gen-
eral  financially managed through an annual member fee, guarantees regular 
inspections to advise owners about urgent preventive actions; owners themselves 
are considered as stewards of their property, thus asked to monitor regularly on the 
most vulnerable parts of the heritage asset. Duplications of the initiative have been 
tested recently in other European contexts thanks to research and academic coop-
eration, involving Flanders, Netherlands, Spain, Italy, and Germany, but the idea 
seems far from developing on a large scale. One of the possible answers to this dif-
ficult question is rooted in the traditional scepticism on maintenance: whether for 
cars and small devices the costs for regular checks are affordable, the costs for 
buildings are higher and thus worthy to be postponed. Another reason may be posi-
tioned in the “ignorance” by the general public about housekeeping and monitoring, 
which was a common fundamental in the past, today removed for the increasing 
specialisation of knowledge and asymmetry of information (Barkley Rosser Jr 
2003) generated by the globalised economy.

Maintenance permits a continuation of the use of cultural heritage, regardless of 
the activity to be accommodated in it. It preserves the intrinsic qualities of heritage 
as poses an additional question when planning potential adaptive reuse ideas. Per se, 
maintenance and preventive maintenance are the quintessence of circularity and 
conservation, by reproducing de facto a practice performed for centuries.

In this respect, few words could be spent to mention the practice of minimal 
intervention. This practice consists in intervening on decaying cultural heritage by 
performing the minimal intervention possible to set up basic use conditions, includ-
ing safety, comfort, and health solutions. This practice often considers cultural heri-
tage as a liveable “ruin” by adopting the pure conservation approach plus minimal 
installation provisions. The effect is guaranteeing a non-critical preservation of the 
intrinsic qualities, even the non-necessary or irrelevant ones, and opening longer 
room for appropriate design and destination options. The practice of minimal inter-
vention is also characterised by a genuine reversibility of interventions, allowing the 
cultural object to return fully to its status if needed. Very good examples in Europe 
are the World Heritage Site of Suomenlinna, Finland, where the interiors of the 
fortification were made available to the large public also for big events hosting, 
making clear that the temporary adaptation had to be one-to-one, user-building 
(Lind 2014). Also, the CLIC project witnessed this approach in Rijeka in the case of 
the museum of contemporary art located in the Bencic complex, to permit better 
assessment of the most suitable conservation project to be implemented in a sec-
ond phase.
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3.2  The Matter of Norms and Regulation

Heritage conservation practice is often bogging down when dealing with norms and 
regulations, and, as practitioners beyond academics, we must admit this is due to 
several drawbacks that range from knowledge and education at all planning and 
management levels to the inconsistency of norms, the pressures of the globalised 
market, and the flattening of competences and skills. This paragraph will insist on 
the former, given that a specific chapter in this book is dedicated to the knowledge 
and the market (Acri, Dobricic, Greffe).

The legislation at EU level is still pretty incongruous, despite the ratification and 
adhesion by most countries to the international charters, conventions, and recom-
mendations on cultural heritage preservation, previously described. If on one side 
there is enough knowledge, as well as plenty of successful stories on cultural heri-
tage conservation and reuse, countries are struggling to be aligned, in terms of leg-
islation and competences, at the highest standards. This is also why we are still 
debating about the positive or negative connotation of the term “adaptive reuse.” As 
we have seen, the conservation theory has very stable principles, that put the intrin-
sic qualities of cultural heritage in the front, even dealing with traditional and ver-
nacular architecture, and ensembles, postponing the users need by assigning to the 
creative act the role of dealing with preservation bonds. The international commu-
nity of preservation, though, was not efficient enough in transmitting the positive 
relationship between the  respect  of the conservation bond and creative projects, 
which is to say, preservation and adaptation of intrinsic qualities of the heritage 
asset. This asymmetry and misalignment still admit different levels of monitoring of 
such intrinsic cultural qualities in the EU countries. If legislation is not positive and 
user-friendly, evident gaps in the application will occur; in addition, if the legisla-
tion is not clear and capillary, providing all possible solutions and advantages to the 
conservation approach, shortcuts will always be possible. Examples may be 
provided.

The Green Deal has opened numerous possibilities in terms of retrofitting and 
financing for the upgrading of the European built environment (Rodrigues and 
Freire 2017). All possible innovative solutions on the market are becoming afford-
able thanks to the investments in the fight against climate change provided by EU 
and European countries, even though with different intensity. Nevertheless, the 
effects of these opportunities were not properly evaluated with respect to the pres-
ervation principles. If European quality principles (ICOMOS 2020) were recently 
issued, with undoubted advantage in the field, they still lack in addressing the tradi-
tional architectures, those that determine the quality of the historic urban landscape. 
The green deal promoting tools, with the focus on buildings retrofitting, openly 
allow the application of any solution that permits better performances, releasing 
additional responsibilities to the cultural heritage monitoring public and private 
organisations, as well as on the professionals involved. If, for example, the replace-
ment of traditional windows can be done, with similar performances by means of 
PVC or wood frames, heritage owners may opt most of the time for the cheapest 
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solutions, namely PVC. Same applies to external wall insulation: if the upgrading 
requires, upon financing, an insulation, operators and heritage owners that do not 
have specific knowledge or enthusism about heritage would opt for its application, 
even if in opposition with the conservation principles. As professionals, we were 
asked to design in Gorizia  the coating for historic buildings replicating the old 
Austro-Hungarian stone mouldings by applying lightened concrete ones, de facto 
achieving a fake façade. Similar examples could be made for new installations, 
which are often relatively improving the comfort condition of housing but imply 
very heavy substitutions, demolitions, and consequent inappropriate finishing. Floor 
heating is an example of this trend, inviting heritage owners to find almost impos-
sible solutions to the detriment of historic techniques, such as the terrazzo floor. The 
terrazzo floor is a specificity of many architectures, from Venice to the entire eastern 
Europe. Its replacement determines a loss, especially if done with other finishing 
such as ceramic or stoneware tiles, parquet, or, even worse, laminate plancks. As a 
matter of curiosity, the cost of a terrazzo floor ranges today between 200 and 400 
euros per square meter, while the ceramic or stoneware tiles range between 30 and 
150 and laminate between 20 and 60, a comparison that explicates clearly even the 
monetary loss.

 1. The urban conservation approach is fundamental for the appropriate manage-
ment and governance of the change because it is based on a deep understanding 
of the morphological and typological developments of the urban areas, including 
traditional materials and techniques adopted in history. Too often we assist in EU 
to a facadism approach that associate the value of the urban landscape merely to 
the façade, to what specialists would call instead urban panorama. The typologi-
cal approach, on the other hand, favours the highest levels of preservation with 
obvious advantages for the circular economy. Moreover, the typological conser-
vation holds the advantage to generate an administrative process that is releasing 
conservation architects and civil servants from liability on wrong decisions, 
imposing preservation rules, with connected application cards as recipes, with 
clear distinctions about the restrictions and the opening. This may seem too 
strict, but in reality, it has evident advantages for the local sustainable economy 
because it pushes for creative action to accommodate new compatible designs in 
historic structures as well as support local businesses that get accustomed to the 
specificities of the traditional fabrics. Venice has adopted the same typological 
approach as Bologna and Ferrara and other EU cities. At present, Venice can 
count on an almost detailed specification of possible actions for each building 
typology, closing since the very beginning possible bizarre requests by the 
 investors. At the same time, building sector operators in Venice are aware of the 
specific rules and have specialised on specific maintenance and recurrent inter-
ventions that are aligned with the basic conservation principles, with enormous 
advantages in terms of waste generation.

The already mentioned EU-ICOMOS Quality Principles address the topic of 
public tenders, which is another important potential enemy to quality and circular-
ity. The principle of low price has opened the market to an infinite set of 
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interferences that have reduced the qualities in heritage conservation. This is true 
because there are not appropriate quality certification tools and there is no guarantee 
about the specific skills required in the specific context (the genius loci). Rijeka, 
tendering for the Rihub and the Bencic, highlighted the fact that the imposition of 
local materials and local skills was impossible due to the tendering principles of 
best offer. In this respect, a possible solution, beyond the revision of the tendering 
rules not only for public and monumental buildings, but for all heritage assets in 
heritage areas, would be to act as the Soprintendenza in Venice on the occasion of 
the restoration of the Accademia Galleries (Codello 2014). In that case, the tender 
for the best offer was bound to the respect of intervention specifications to be priced 
per unit: this meant for the Soprintendenza to draw up an exhaustive list of possible 
quality interventions for each potential conservation problem, imposing the partici-
pants to implicitly declare their responsibility and competence for the actions taken. 
The effort made by the Soprintendenza in reality demonstrated to be extremely 
efficient for the restoration of the Accademia Galleries, but also offered a new tool 
for future tenders on monumental building conservation.

3.3  The Conservation Building Site Process in the CE Loop

The intensive work of CLIC highlighted the need to work on different planning 
levels (Foster 2019, 2020) with respect to numerous circular criteria when dealing 
with the building sector and projects of adaptive reuse in urban contexts (Gravagnuolo 
et al. 2019). The steps identified by the research are the design phase, the building 
materials sourcing, the building site, the operation and use of the newly renovated 
asset, and eventually the repurpose and demolition. How does conservation deal 
with these phases, and how is this impacting the enhanement of the circular 
economy?

The Design Phase The Designer, namely architects, conservation architects, engi-
neers and designers, has an essential responsibility in the overall impact of the pro-
cess: on one side the responsibility is about the quality of conservation, the respect 
of the intrinsic qualities of the heritage asset, on the other side the responsibility is 
on the decision taken in terms of materials, structures, services, and energy con-
sumption. The perfect design would be able to find the right compromise to preserve 
the cultural qualities, define a tailor-made set of solutions for the asset to improve 
existing or host new destinations, self-impose the concept of reversibility of 
 intervention, and commit to address local crafts, skills, competences, and materials. 
But there are other persons responsible in this phase, namely the client, who is sup-
posed to be aware of the intrinsic qualities of the asset, thus both accepting the 
design constraints of the designers and imposing quality design, but at the same 
time being conscious of the compromise to be made to guarantee authenticity and 
integrity. The third actor responsible of the design phase is the civil servant that, 
representing the authorities, gives the building permit; he/she is entitled to guide 
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both the designer and the client towards the most correct solutions for the adaptive 
reuse of a common. In the list, another actor is responsible for the success of the 
process, namely the contractor, who is performing the conservation works; he/she is 
usually informed about the process in advance and thus has to provide evidence 
about the competence in dealing with adaptive reuse of cultural heritage appropri-
ately. An important stress must be made about the use destination: the more a desti-
nation is multifunctional and operating, the more it is circular.

The Building Material Sourcing As stated in the previous paragraph, the designer 
should have the proper skills to indicate respectful materials for the implementation 
of an appropriate adaptive reuse intervention. Given that cultural heritage is mostly 
made of local materials, the decision should not be difficult. The bigger question is 
raised in front of installations and modern finishing. In this case, the decision to be 
taken in line with CE should select producers and providers as close as possible to 
the building site to limit the logistics and the footprint. This was a general rule also 
in the past. Another story is the governance of these logistics and how they are sup-
ported by the system. Providing skills and materials from the area is also under the 
responsibility of local authorities that need to promote specialisation, employment 
opportunities in the crafting sector, and education, especially referred to  as the 
genius loci.

The Building Site The history of cultural heritage is played in the building site, 
and here there must be a lot to gain in the future. Applying the principles of circular 
economy in the building sites means organisation in the demolition works, namely 
by dismantling with care and savoir faire and storing in a safe and logical way. In 
CLIC, the experiences of the Belgian company ROTOR have demonstrated that this 
can be an excellent business opportunity involving specialisation in repurposing, 
including the selling of dismantled materials. A similar example comes from the 
Bank of Materials in Porto, where different local decorative elements, such as the 
ceramic tiles—the so-called azulejos—are stored by the municipality and sold for 
free to citizens in need during restoration works. Beyond careful demolition, the 
building site needs the skills to perform conservation properly, and this may include 
a set of “old style” craftsmen, such as carpenters for windows, roofs, doors, ceiling 
maintenance and restoration, stone workers for walls and plastering renovation, as 
well as plumbers and electricians capable of dealing with historic fabric, thus avoid-
ing useless breaks in the structure. A good team composition is characteristic of 
local companies that are used to deal with the local genius loci and its requirements, 
optimising the use of resources and the reuse of the building site “waste”.

The Cultural Heritage Asset Operation Once renovated, cultural heritage may be 
used in circular ways, applying the principles of circular economy for innovative 
sustainable business model. This may include a numerous set of options. From the 
conservation perspective, the use has to be aligned with the capacities of cultural 
heritage and with respect to its intrinsic qualities, authenticity and integrity. In 
Rijeka, for example, the renovation of Rihub served to create a multifunctional 
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space acting as an incubator for new companies, but also as a social space in the 
evenings and nights; a bigger dimension has taken the Pakhuj de Zwijger in 
Amsterdam, which after a renovation through careful retrofitting has become a mul-
tifunctional space hosting community meetings and social events, thus maximising 
the embodied energy of the fabric. A similar final use was decided in Salerno with 
the Monumental complex of S. Sofia, that was converted into the so-called Palazzo 
Innovazione, where many of the principles of the circular economy have been 
implemented to host new start-ups.

The Urban Scale An additional dimension that came out in CLIC from the debates 
on Historic Urban landscape must be added for the urban governance of conserva-
tion. The link between circular economy and adaptive reuse at the urban scale rely 
on the capacity to put in place solutions that regenerate the urban space as place. An 
attempt was made in Rijeka through the model of the cultural corridor, inspired by 
the Ostrom theory of governing the commons (Ostrom 1990). The cultural corridor 
is an urban space where the praxises of conservation are experienced jointly with 
the principles of circular economy, considering users as members of an aesthetic 
heritage community (CoE 2005; Greffe 2010). The HUL approach in circular econ-
omy perspective must be based on the capitalisation of the human and social capital 
by offering exemplary spaces of creation and fruition of cultural heritage and circu-
lar economy in all its dynamic exchanges: somehow it is like recreating the human- 
centred city based on human natural speed, somehow seen as the passages (Benjamin 
et al. 2000), where a shortcut becomes a full place of self-cultural enhancement.

From a different perspective, the concepts of conservation, more than adaptive 
reuse, can also be crossed with the 7R of circular economy, revised by Green Peace 
into 9R.

Recovering or Downscaling The materials from the building site are partly con-
sidered waste. This is the present practice. Wood, iron, copper, brass, bricks, tiles, 
ceramics, plastics, etc., are accumulated without preliminary separations and sent to 
a local disposal centre, where they are eventually separated. This step was common 
also in the past, but the amounts of waste were radically different in composition 
and low in quantity. This may have occurred more in the case of patronal or monu-
mental constructions, less in traditional buildings.

Recycling The materials from objects and architectural functional elements are 
selected and collected separately (onsite or out of the site). The most commons are 
beams, bricks, tiles, windows and door frames, glasses. The term better refers to the 
treatment of some materials that could have been reused in the building site in other 
functional elements, as wooden elements for interior walls, bricks debris for ter-
razzo floors or plasters and mortars, stones for walls filling or corner joints.

Repurposing or Upscaling Materials, mostly objects and architectural elements, 
are taken from the building site to be used or applied in other contexts (as an old 
window used in a pub to display liqueurs). Also, this may occur with elements that 
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assume a different role in the building, as parts of previous beams becoming archi-
traves, stairs structural elements, floor wooden boards, and even parts of the furni-
ture if tailor-made, like benches, tables, shutters, etc. Historic architecture has 
plenty of such examples.

Remaking or Re-manufacturing Materials and objects or architectural elements 
are removed to be substituted with others or to be adapted/consolidated. The tradi-
tional building site was often avoiding full replacements, preferring adaptations and 
partial reconstruction, as in the case of wooden beam heads, wall openings, window 
and door frames, floors. This is still possible in most cases and suggested by 
manuals.

Refurbishing and Repairing Directly related to maintenance, this is when objects 
and architectural elements are preserved due to their present good state of conserva-
tion as well as their structural consistency (i.e., a terrazzo floor consolidation or 
reintegration, wooden beams cleaned and impregnated, etc.).

Reusing Materials, objects, and architectural elements that are removed from the 
site are reused somewhere else with the same function.

Reducing This is part of the design process, namely tailor-made solutions to 
reduce waste of materials and space. In particular, as done, for example, by Carlo 
Scarpa, the design of interior solutions was happening on site according to the exist-
ing recovered materials. As said, the adoption of the minimal intervention can 
favour the reduction of materials and the reduction of future efforts of repurposing.

Rethinking and refusing This is the essence of conservation in its pure concep-
tion. Materials, objects, and architectural elements and details are kept, favouring 
the “individual adaptation” instead of the “building adaptation.” It may also include 
giving the building a role in the urban dynamics.

Remembering Green Peace refers to this as a consequence of refusing and adopt-
ing alternative solutions (do not accept plastic bags, thus remember to take yours 
from home), which has an important parallel also in the conservation project. In 
particular we refer to the design process, where new ideas in adaptation must be 
predictive of future modifications, thus considering reversibility as well as recy-
clability. Not to exclude in this step the tailor-made design, which gives value to the 
space and potentially prevents future demolitions.

Respecting This step is extremely valuable for the conservation approach because 
it, although to a lower scale in respect to the problems of climate change, asks for 
respect of cultural richness and diversity, thus for a consequent aptitude to the less, 
which can be translated into “do I really need such a drastic renovation?”
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4  Recommendations/Discussions

The experience of CLIC is fundamental to adding another step forward in the con-
servation theory, considering new economic models that could enhance awareness 
of the embodied intrinsic qualities of the built environment. At the same time, the 
conservation movement and an increasing attention towards the cultural capital as 
contributing to the social well-being offer positive supporting hooking. Nevertheless, 
the combination of the topics in a successful governance framework needs to be 
further investigated and framed, with extensive dissemination and education actions 
at different scales. Such needs are confirmed by the experiences carried out through 
extensive academic research, as well as through the collaborative activities per-
formed with the CLIC case studies, namely the cities of Salerno, Rijeka, the Pakhuijs 
de Zwieger organisation and the Vastra Gotaland Region. Four case studies coming 
from countries with different traditions on heritage preservation and on socio- 
economic orders, but all displaying enormous cultural and social capital willing to 
enter as soon as possible into a sustainable change. Considering all these compo-
nents, the following brief recommendation could be made with a focus on cultural 
heritage preservation:

• There is still a need to insist on the achievements of the conservation doctrine. 
Cultural heritage preservation is a starting point of development movements 
because it represents the true uniqueness of Europe as a whole as well as of each 
local reality in Europe. The higher the number of cultural expressions we pre-
serve, the more these can be turned into resources at the right moment. In this 
perspective, the locution “adaptive reuse”, although with very clear meaning for 
the experts in the field, may be perceived as freedom of transformation, of 
change, somehow denying the main principles of circular economy, which 
is reducing. We see too often that with the flag of adaptive reuse, cultural heritage 
is losing its most important role: telling the story. Sociologists, anthropologists, 
and archaeologists realised already that heritage is telling us what past genera-
tions cannot anymore: is what remains from the past, in a sense, the waste of the 
past that we can upscale.

• Preservation constraints must be seen as positive challenges by the planners and 
designers. Inside the design of conservation there is an infinite space for imagi-
nation, creativity, and consequently job opportunities. Heritage must be taken as 
a capital that needs to be preserved at best to become resource and the cultural 
tourism theories have been telling this loud since the 80’s.

• To approach cultural heritage correctly, we need a new use theory. The powerful 
vision of the circular economy wave seems intrinsically dependent on the local 
awareness of heritage significance. Cultural heritage preservation refers to local 
resilience in protecting and using. As we have seen though, circularity means 
also creating social benefit, generating circular flows beyond traditional owner-
ship models. To be fully implemented, the circular economy must re-embracing 
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local synergies and mutual dependence agreements; namely, the object should be 
related to the context and the relationship micro, meso and macroscale always 
respected through a transitive relationship.

• Awareness raising and education are essential. The practice as professionals in 
cultural heritage conservation (Acri-Dobricic) shows that there is a decreasing 
competence at all levels in the building sites, which makes the overall conserva-
tion process increasingly difficult. Building companies are less and less special-
ised and mostly workers are less and less experienced in traditional techniques, 
reducing enormously the trust in the building site about the quality of interven-
tions. In parallel, the general public is getting more and more distant from the 
inputs of the past due to normal generational changes that cannot guarantee the 
experiential dimension.

• The experiential dimension in heritage is fundamental. To perform appropriate 
maintenance works, users, cultural heritage owners, must get familiar with tradi-
tional materials and techniques and consequently with the practices that pro-
duced and maintained them. As a suggestion, manuals and tutorials could be 
promoted for each specific location with unique heritage assets. Moreover, new 
educational offers must be compulsory all over Europe to move new generations 
closer to their living environment, both natural and cultural, performing new 
forms of experience aimed at learning by doing. This lesson was also learnt by 
the conservation doctrine, which has suffered from the fact of being considered 
too academic and abstract. Conservation and maintenance are not abstract and 
not purely intellectual, but are in reality forms of life, as the heritage making has 
been for centuries.

• Actions should also be taken from the legislative perspective. The recent green 
deal applications at the national level have annihilated the conservation practice, 
opening huge financial benefits to barren conservation works purely orientated to 
energy efficiency. In this respect, such measures should be better tailored to cul-
tural heritage adaptation, by imagining ad-hoc solutions less invasive and 
destructive than the ones proposed by the market. Moreover, such measures 
should be better distributed, including research in the field, for example, promot-
ing start-up initiatives for the invention of sustainable, cultural heritage solutions 
for retrofitting.

• In terms of legislation, the EU should promote typological conservation as a gen-
eral rule. Typological conservation holds numerous advantages in managing cul-
tural heritage sites, by reducing designers and officers’ responsibilities in case of 
cultural heritage losses; consequently reducing such losses. Typological conser-
vation also promotes local crafts and skills upgrades, as well as the creative 
design for conservation. As a result, it maintains the intrinsic qualities of sites, 
 guaranteeing the cultural diversities that have characterised the European terri-
tory for centuries.
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5  Conclusions

As is evident, the circular economy was initially motivated by environmental con-
cerns and has sought to safeguard ecosystems and natural resources, prioritising 
primary resources. As we have seen, a cultural resource (built environment, heri-
tage, traditional buildings, etc.) involves a set of inherent qualities that form its 
significance and are inextricably linked to the complexity of the whole. As an illus-
tration of the circular process, if we think of beams as just ordinary pieces of wood, 
we lose their connection to the layer to which they belong, we ignore the historical 
experience they represent, and we cancel the circular process that allowed them to 
be a part of the ceiling and building. This does not mean that replacement is not 
possible, but means that it cannot be done tout-court, as even single architectural 
elements are what remains of a knowledge, the residual that talks of a moment in 
time and, by extent, are contributing to the cultural landscape and/or the historic 
urban landscape in the relationship between typology and morphology, between 
private and common goods. Cultural heritage and the preservation theory may rep-
resent the (positive) bond of the Circular Economy model, as they do not allow its 
perverse drift in the productive chain based on the logic of substitution.

Although the research on this relationship between the circular economy and 
adaptive reuse of cultural assets is still in its early stages, it is essential to provide 
the conservation theory with a further dimension for accreditation. Though the prin-
ciples of the circular economy reformulate the dynamics of traditional building sites 
from a modern perspective, they provide a framework for appropriate interventions 
on heritage, even if there is potential concern about the truly innovative nature of the 
adaptive reuse wave in Europe due to its potential to flatten the conservation theory. 
Nonetheless, there exist hazards associated with the possible misuse of the circular-
ity concept for the benefit of a traditional economic linear process that involves 
waste and demolition or straightforward substitution. Such risk is related both to the 
potential creation of a parallel profitable market of reused objects, pushing the 
replacements, and to the misunderstanding of the importance of the part of a whole 
(the elements) and their constituting materials (the potential waste).
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Introduction

The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage represents a vital intersection between pres-
ervation and innovation, offering opportunities to breathe new life into historic 
buildings and sites while contributing to sustainable development. This section 
explores a range of practices, experimentations, and tools specifically designed to 
evaluate adaptive reuse projects. By integrating circular economy principles, these 
tools enable stakeholders to assess not only the economic and environmental 
impacts but also the social and cultural value of repurposed heritage assets.

Part II
Practices, Experimentations and Tools for 

the Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage in 
the Perspective of the Circular Economy 

Model: Evaluation Tools
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Chapter 5
In Search of a Circular Model for Cultural 
Heritage Adaptive Reuse: Building 
Evidence-Base

Antonia Gravagnuolo, Gabriella Monteleone, and Luigi Fusco Girard

1  Introduction

The CLIC framework for circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage (Fusco Girard 
this volume, Chap. 2) was tested through the assessment of European adaptive reuse 
cases, to identify the elements of success in diverse contexts according to specific 
and multidimensional circularity criteria. One of the objectives of the CLIC project 
was to strengthen efforts to harness data for heritage management in EU regions, 
developing participatory mapping, unified access to heritage-related databases, data 
visualization, citizen-generated data.

A data revolution is taking place in our world (UN-Habitat 2016a, b, 2017). 
More data are produced today than ever before, from a multitude of sources. Geo- 
spatial monitoring, citizen-generated and crowd-sourced data, and big data, are 
increasingly available in real time and complement official statistics. The data is no 
longer structured and in relational formats, but unstructured and heterogeneous and 
the nature of these heterogeneous data has no limits. Access to relevant data has 
become a non-trivial task for the user. The private sector, academia, and civil society 
are using this growing variety of data to make profits, inform adaptive reuse of cul-
tural heritage, drive innovation, and support advocacy. In this scenario, an effective 
and precise search solution is required that ensures knowledge of what information 
is available, and provides a quick retrieval of that information. The solution should 
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provide a quality user experience that is naturally intuitive and the entire process 
effortless.

Enhancing accessibility and capacity to use data for decision-making is strongly 
advocated in the New Urban Agenda for sustainable urban/territorial development 
(see Habitat III events on Data Revolution). Integrated and coordinated data gener-
ated through collaborative, participatory processes are essential to planning and 
monitoring cities in the twenty-first Century, and empowering citizens. Partnering 
across sectors to harness the explosion of available data, technologies, skills, and 
opportunities to connect multiple data sources is essential to unlocking data for 
evidence-based decision making (U.S. Department of State 2016).

However, data on cultural heritage in European countries are not easily available. 
Sectorial databases directly and indirectly related to cultural heritage resources have 
been developed by different bodies: EU Institutes for Statistics (e.g. Eurobarometer 
for extensive surveys), Central governments, National Institutes for Statistics, 
Religious bodies (e.g. the Catholic Church), Municipal institutions; Foundations, 
Universities and Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage centres, local Professionals 
associations and Civil Society Organizations (CSOs). Additional databases are pro-
vided by past and ongoing EU funded projects. Data gathering, access and use/
management pose many difficulties to potential end-users/producers of data.

New technology for information management can empower local governments 
and citizens, enabling cooperation processes based on trust, transparency and 
engagement in decision-making. Citizens become “prosumers”: heritage prosum-
ers, data prosumers, decision prosumers (Ritzer and Jurgenson 2010). Technology 
can boost local heritage-led economies reducing costs of adaptive re-use processes 
and creating new markets for useful services that enhance the quality of life.

To collect, analyse and make available a large and dynamic set of heritage data 
for different users, a database of 126 cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices was 
built. The CLIC Survey on the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage was launched in 
2018 engaging heritage adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, managers and authori-
ties to collect relevant data useful for the assessment of performances in the per-
spective of the circular model. The selection of adaptive reuse practices was 
conducted according to basic criteria: projects already concluded or in the final 
phase of their implementation, for which information on their performances, results 
and impacts was available and reliable; located in European countries, covering 
almost all regions; clearly, projects that focused on heritage recovery and reuse, 
covering all typologies of heritage assets (religious, civic, military, residential, rural, 
commercial, etc.). The data collected for each adaptive reuse practice focused on 
environmental sustainability, social impact, economic and financial performances, 
cultural values protection and regeneration. Pictures and detailed descriptions of the 
heritage asset, its reuse process and the new current uses were sought, to generate a 
usable and useful tool for heritage professionals, adaptive reuse of cultural heritage 
and communities.

The CLIC Survey database was developed into the IT platform named “CLIC 
Knowledge and Information Hub” (KIH) using the FacilityLive © innovative tech-
nology for data organization, search and management.

A. Gravagnuolo et al.
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This contribution aims to present the methodology and tools used in the CLIC 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage to collect, organise, analyse and interpret relevant 
data on European cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices, to identify good prac-
tices, success factors and barriers towards the implementation of the circular model 
for heritage reuse and regeneration. The CLIC Survey rationale and structure is 
described, followed by the KIH platform features, data analysis and assessment. A 
number of case studies is provided as an overview of the relevant information col-
lected and how it was used to advance knowledge on successful adaptive reuse cases.

2  Methodology: The CLIC Survey on the Adaptive Reuse 
of Cultural Heritage

The CLIC methodological approach was based on the analysis of empirical evi-
dence to explore whether and how the experiences of cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse have been able to turn abandoned heritage/landscape assets into a resource for 
new jobs, wellbeing, health, social cohesion, regional competitiveness and environ-
mental regeneration—as advocated by all international policy documents and scien-
tific literature.1 The theoretical debate and scientific literature on the adaptive reuse 
of cultural heritage highlighted specific knowledge gaps which needed to be inves-
tigated in order to identify viable and potentially transferable models and solutions 
to turn the underused and abandoned cultural heritage from a “cost” to an “invest-
ment” for society (Gravagnuolo et al. 2021; CHCfE 2015): effective ownership and 
management models; compatibility of new uses with heritage values; self- 
sustainability in terms of financial resources needed for its functioning and mainte-
nance, as well as energy and natural resources self-sufficiency; capacity to activate 
local cultural, entrepreneurial and innovation ecosystems; capacity to generate net 
positive economic, environmental, social and cultural impacts in the territory.

The CLIC Survey on the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage was designed, devel-
oped, tested and implemented to collect useful information on the characteristics 
and impacts of adaptive reuse practices. The specific aim of the CLIC Survey was 
to collect a large and detailed set of information on cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
practices, identifying specific “typologies” of adaptive reuse interventions based on 
heritage main characteristics (e.g. use/function, localization, level of protection), as 
well as to explore the eventual relationships between the “performances” in terms 

1 Among the many reference documents, it is worth to recall here: Council of Europe 2000; FARO 
Convention, Council of Europe 2005; UNESCO Recommendation on the Historic Urban 
Landscape 2011; ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013; European Commission, Towards an integrated 
approach to cultural heritage for Europe 2014; European Commission, Getting cultural heritage to 
work for Europe 2015; Cultural Heritage Counts for Europe 2015; UN Agenda 2030 for Sustainable 
Development and Sustainable Development Goals 2015; UN New Urban Agenda 2016; European 
Parliament, Decision on a European Year of Cultural Heritage 2017; European Framework for 
Action for Cultural Heritage 2018.
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of circularity and the specific management models, considering the overall costs/
investments of the interventions and the cultural, economic, social and environmen-
tal impacts generated.

Thus, the CLIC Survey was designed to test through empirical evidence the 
actual implementation of the theoretical model of circular adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage, re-interpreting the success (or unsuccess) of adaptive reuse practices under 
the point of view of their “autopoietic capacity”, “generative capacity” and “symbi-
otic capacity” (See Chap. 2 of this volume).

Scholars in the heritage sector highlight that cultural heritage conservation/valo-
risation can enhance social cohesion, employment, quality of landscape, etc. 
However, empirical evidence is lacking. The CLIC survey aimed to map/assess 
innovative and successful business, financing and governance models. In particular, 
the survey contributed to explore in which cases the adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage:

 – enhanced social cohesion and heritage communities;
 – generated economic wealth through adequate revenues/cash flows vs. investment 

and operating costs (economic/financial self-sustainability);
 – enhanced the attractiveness of the area for new investments, in particular attract-

ing cultural and creative industries, and enhancing the perceived visual quality of 
the landscape;

 – was implemented through a specific role of the third sector (which is more and 
more considered as a key actor between public and private);

 – demonstrated win-win-win solutions combining private short term interests with 
public longer term objectives;

 – employed circular models through closed micro-metabolisms in water, energy 
and materials use.

The survey questions proposed had the objective to answer and articulate these key 
questions.

2.1  Survey Structure

According to the knowledge gaps identified, the CLIC Survey was structured into 
four main parts:

 1. Introduction: aims and objectives of the survey;
 2. Characteristics of the cultural heritage building/site/landscape and its ownership 

and management model;
 3. New uses/functions activated through the adaptive reuse;
 4. Assessment on Circularity—based on 31 questions to heritage managers to 

assess the impacts generated in a circular perspective through qualitative data; 
Quantitative data (optional) on heritage reuse impacts;

A. Gravagnuolo et al.
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The specific sections of the CLIC Survey were designed to first introduce the 
respondent to the concept of circular economy in cultural heritage adaptive reuse, 
and guide him to correctly fill-in the information. “Closed” answers options were 
provided as far as possible in order to clearly categorize the answers in the analysis 
phase and build a usable database. The sampling and data collection campaign was 
developed to ensure homogeneous quote sampling with respect to heritage typolo-
gies and localisation in European regions.

 1. The Survey introduction provided the explanation of aims and objectives of the 
survey, introducing the definition of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and cir-
cular economy.

 2. The section on the characteristics of the adaptive reuse practice included manda-
tory information such as the Project Name, brief description, city, country, local-
ization, city size, and an open question on the motivation for including it into the 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage database. A specific section on construction 
information included construction period, state of conservation, reuse period, 
cultural significance, typology or original function(s), square meters of adaptive 
reuse intervention. Further detailed information were sought about the gover-
nance and financing model of the adaptive reuse practice. This section referred 
specifically to the ownership of the location before and after the adaptive reuse 
intervention, vacancy before and after the intervention, managing body, funding 
sources, involvement of local community in decision making, barriers and bot-
tlenecks, total investment for adaptive reuse.

 3. The CLIC survey focused also on the uses/functions of the building or site after 
the intervention. The suggested list of uses was deduced from a frequency analy-
sis of KEA Report of 71 case studies of cultural heritage regeneration (KEA 
2017), and integrated with specific uses related to circular economy functions 
(e.g. repair café, materials bank, sharing economy functions). The new uses/
functions were grouped into categories as follows. Moreover, it was requested to 
identify the uses/functions associated to revenue streams, in order to collect 
information on which functions are likely to contribute more to the economic- 
financial self-sustainability of the cultural heritage adaptive reuse practice 
(Table 5.1).

 4. The last section was dedicated to the Assessment on Circularity. This part aimed 
to identify the most interesting practices of cultural heritage adaptive reuse in the 
perspective of circular economy, considered not only as a model for “wastes” 
reduction, reuse and recycling, but also introducing a larger perspective in line 
with the CLIC circular approach, based on the assessment of the self- regeneration 
capacity, the generation of impacts and the connection with the local community 
and entrepreneurial/innovation ecosystem..

A number of 31 questions were articulated according to the scientific article of 
Gravagnuolo et al. (2017). A short paragraph with definitions and explanations was 
provided for each group of answers to support the process of data collection using 
the online survey tool. In order to make the survey accessible to a wide and 
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Table 5.1 Suggested new uses/functions of the adaptive reuse practices

Category Specific uses/functions

Residential Residential units
Co-housing units

Tourism accommodation Hotel accommodation
Non-hotel accommodation (e.g. B&b, hostel, house rental)

Commercial Commercial units
Health and/or wellness centre
Restaurant
Café

Public spaces and cultural 
functions

Public library
Open air recreational spaces (e.g. garden, park)
Education and aesthetic appreciation (e.g. touristic visits, 
educational visits with schools)
Museum and exhibition centre
Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and education hub
Cultural events, festivals and concert spaces
Theatre and performing arts
Conferences and fairs
Sport facilities

Social services Social services
Community Centre/Hub
Living Lab
Fab Lab
Creative Centres/Hub
Artists’ residencies

Entrepreneurial services Enterprise and startup incubator/Hub
Hub of cultural and creative enterprises
Innovative startups and companies (e.g. digital, artificial 
intelligence, industry 4.0, internet of things, robotics, 
pharmaceutical adaptive reuse of cultural heritage)
Circular economy enterprises
Co-working and workspaces
Workshop spaces

Circular economy specific 
activities

Bank of materials
Repair café
Bike-sharing places

non- expert public, qualitative answer options were chosen using a 5-values Likert 
scale (I don’t know, No, Yes scarcely, Yes moderately, Yes highly).

Below the questions proposed to heritage managers to assess the level of circu-
larity of the adaptive reuse practices (Table 5.2).

Moreover, quantitative data showing key impacts of the adaptive reuse practice 
were sought (optional):

• N. of enterprises/startups localised in the heritage building/site
• N. of permanent jobs created
• N. of volunteers
• N. of visitors/year
• Annual revenues from the new uses/functions
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Table 5.2 Assessment on Circularity of cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices

Dimension Questions (1–5 Likert scale values)

1) CULTURAL VALUES CONSERVATION / 
ENHANCEMENT
It refers to the “enlargement of the lifetime 
of goods, assigning them new functions in a 
long time perspective”, that is one of the 
objectives of the circular economy as well as 
the objective of the adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage. How the reuse contributed to 
preserve, maintain and enhance the place 
identity and tangible and intangible values 
(heritage historic, architectural and artistic 
values; local skills, techniques and 
knowledge)? Good practice of cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse in terms of 
circularity should enhance the cultural 
values enabling their conservation in the 
long term.

In this section, it is assessed whether the reuse 
process has contributed to:
   Conservation/enhancement of tangible and 

intangible heritage values (historic, 
architectural and artistic values; local skills, 
techniques and knowledge)—Avoiding loss of 
authenticity and integrity;

   Awareness raise for cultural heritage;
   Awareness raise for circular economy;

2) CIRCULARITY OF CONSERVATION 
INTERVENTIONS (in terms of circular 
metabolism at the micro scale)
This section highlights the most “visible” 
aspect of circularity, that is the conservation 
of natural resources and the avoidance of new 
resources extraction. It includes energy, 
waste, raw and processed materials as 
important resources in to be reused, recycled, 
re-generated a circular economy model. The 
technical choices of adaptive reuse are able to 
reduce resource consumption and negative 
environmental impacts.

Specify whether and how the reuse process 
contributed to implement circular metabolisms:
   Realization of low energy consumption systems;
   Implementation of renewable energy sources;
   Implementation of water storage and reuse 

systems;
   Use of local traditional materials, bio-

materials, and/or reuse materials;
   Reduction of construction waste to landfill;
   Recovery/increase of green spaces and/or 

nature based solutions (avoiding loss of 
biodiversity).

3) CIRCULARITY OF OUTCOMES 
COMING FROM REUSE INITIATIVES
This category introduces another level of 
circularity between the cultural heritage and 
its broader context. How the adaptive reuse 
project contributed to enhance the 
attractiveness of the surrounding area/
neighbourhood/city/region, and through 
which criteria this change in place 
attractiveness can be expressed? It is linked 
to the relevant impacts that can be observed, 
directly and indirectly related to the adaptive 
reuse project (as a consequence of the 
reuse).

In order to assess this second level of circularity, 
it was asked whether the reuse process 
contributed to economic spillover effects and 
impacts in the quality of public spaces:
   Enhance jobs creation (avoiding loss of local 

jobs);
   Attract innovative start-ups and companies 

(e.g. digital, artificial intelligence, industry 4.0, 
internet of things, robotics, pharmaceutical 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, innovative 
technologies, science and art adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage);

   Attract cultural and creative industries (craft, 
design, architecture, film, music, fashion);

   Attract new commercial activities 
(accommodation facilities, bars and 
restaurants, shops, services);

   Attract cultural visitors (avoiding mass 
tourism, “AirB&b effect”: Displacement of the 
residents in favour of short-term tourists);

   Attract new residents in the area;

(continued)
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Dimension Questions (1–5 Likert scale values)

   Enhancement of quality of public spaces;
   Increase real estate values in the area (avoiding 

gentrification in the area).
Other important impacts linked to this level of 
circularity are those on social inclusion, 
wellbeing and health. For this purpose, 
participants are asked to specify whether the 
reuse process has contributed to:
   Enhance safety in the area;
   Enhance place attachment and local identity;
   Enhance social cohesion (social cohesion is 

defined as the willingness of members of a 
society to cooperate with each other in order to 
survive and prosper);

   Enhance the landscape visual quality of the 
area;

   Create/enhance a heritage community (that 
according to the FARO convention consists of 
people who value specific aspects of cultural 
heritage which they wish, within the 
framework of public action, to sustain and 
transmit to future generations);

   Increase/enhance cultural activities and events, 
increasing also citizens’ participation;

   Enhance people’s wellbeing;
   Enhance people’s health (psychological and/or 

physical).
Finally, a last category of questions explores the 
circularity of the business, financing and governance 
model applied. This circularity is linked to the 
economic-financial self-sustainability: Is the project 
able to generate the needed resources to be 
successful in the long term? We explored here how 
third sector actors are involved, as mission-driven 
actors able to create value in multiple dimensions 
(not only economic, but also social, environmental 
and cultural dimension), assessing whether the 
reuse management model has the following 
characteristics:
   It is financially self-sustainable;
   It generates diverse revenue flows;
   The third sector (e.g. NGOs, foundations, 

ethical banks, social enterprises, associations, 
civil society organizations) has been involved 
in partnerships/cooperation, stimulating new 
local investments;

   Different stakeholders have been involved in 
decision making processes (avoiding social 
conflict);

   Profits—if any—are reinvested to fund more 
local oriented initiatives and/or other heritage 
initiatives

Table 5.2 (continued)
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The following section presents the results of the data collection and the innovative 
data management platform developed through the use of Facility Live Human- 
centric Technology to enable cooperation between data providers and data users, 
allowing data co-production, innovation and cross-disciplinary adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage and communication.

3  CLIC Survey Results and Data Analysis

The CLIC Survey included 126 cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices from 
European countries. The analysis performed aimed to investigate the characteristics 
of cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices and their ‘performance’ in terms of 
circular economy, as well as the relationships between different typological, gover-
nance and management characteristics and the level of achievement of circular 
economy goals.

3.1  Geographical Distribution and Heritage Typologies

Regarding the geographical distribution of the projects, a coverage of more than 
80% of EU Countries was reached. The distribution of projects between the geo-
graphical areas (Central-Northern Europe, Eastern Europe and Southern Europe) 
results sufficiently homogeneous. A sufficient number of items (projects) for each 
geographical area was ensured in the selection of cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
practices in the database, allowing to perform reliable statistical analyses (Fig. 5.1)

Regarding the typology of the building/site or landscape area, a homogenous 
distribution was also ensured. Data were recoded for more synthetic and robust 
analysis. The recoding generated seven categories: Religious, Civil/Residential, 
Military, Productive/Industrial/Commercial, Leisure, Mixed, Other—with a slight 
prevalence of productive typology (e.g. food production), industrial heritage and 
commercial typologies, and ‘mixed’ typologies which include larger complexes 
with a mix of buildings typologies (Fig. 5.2).

Central-
Northern 

Europe; 45;
36%

Eastern 
Europe; 28; 

22%

Southern 
Europe; 53; 

42%

Fig. 5.1 Distribution of 
projects in the sample for 
EU geographical areas
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Civil/Residential; 13%

Leisure; 6%

Military; 9%

Mixed 
typologies; 23%Other; 9%

Productive/
Industrial/
Commercial; 26%

Religious; 14%Fig. 5.2 Distribution of 
projects in the sample for 
typologies

Adaptive reuse practices in the three categories counted 28  units in Eastern 
Europe (22,22%), 45 units in Central-Northern Europe (35,71%) and 53 units in 
Southern Europe (42,06%).

3.2  Assessment on Circularity

Based on the 31 questions on circularity proposed in the survey questionnaire, the 
capacity of the adaptive reuse project to generate positive economic, social, envi-
ronmental and cultural impacts was explored, as well as their capacity for generat-
ing economic-financial and environmental self-sustainability. It was possible to 
make some first considerations based on the distribution of answers provided by 
survey respondents.

Figure 5.3 provides the aggregated results according to this first level of circular-
ity, which is related to a specific interpretation of cultural heritage values conserva-
tion and enhancement as a way for circular economy implementation. Cultural 
heritage has economic use values and independent-of-use values. This section of the 
circularity assessment is related to the “intrinsic circularity” generated by the con-
servation and enhancement of independent-of-use values, that generate in turn new 
use values, conserving and improving historical, aesthetic, symbolic values (as well 
as economic, social and environmental impacts in the context—generative capacity).

None of the respondents answered “I don’t know” on the question on cultural 
heritage values conservation, demonstrating a very good knowledge and under-
standing of this aspect between respondents.

Figure 5.4 provides the aggregated results according to the second level of circu-
larity, related to environmental externalities and closed metabolisms realization.

In this group, the average of “I don’t know” answers is 34%, showing that there 
is generally a lower knowledge and scarcer awareness of the environmental aspects 
linked to closed metabolisms realization in the heritage conservation sector.

Figure 5.5 provides the aggregated results according to the third level of circular-
ity on the impacts generated in the local area. For the statements related to the 
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Fig. 5.3 Aggregated results for the first circularity level on conservation/enhancement of cul-
tural values
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Fig. 5.4 Aggregated results for the second circularity level on closed metabolisms realization
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Fig. 5.5 Aggregated results for the third circularity level on generation of positive impacts in the 
local area

circularity of outcomes of conservation interventions, on the one hand it is possible 
to observe that the analysed case studies that show a high level of achievement of 
this kind of circularity are included between 24,6% (as far as the increase in real 
estate values is concerned) and approx. 61% (with reference to quality of public 
spaces and enhancement of landscape visual quality). On the other hand, the anal-
ysed case studies that do not show any level of this kind of circularity show very low 
percentages, near to zero (as far as the place attachment and enhancement of peo-
ple’s wellbeing is concerned) and 53,3% (with reference to the attraction of innova-
tive start-ups).

This group of questions shows a generally higher number of positive answers 
and a lower number of “I don’t know” answers (approx. 25%), demonstrating a 
generally acceptable level of knowledge and awareness about different impacts of 
cultural heritage adaptive reuse. As stated, the projects analysed have a quite long 
track-record of operation, since the majority of them was realized before 2015. 
Thus, the impacts reported can be considered a reliable information that represents 
the starting point for in-depth analysis of the impacts generated by cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse practices, through ex-post evaluation.

This section of the circularity assessment provides interesting information on the 
relationship between cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects and their context. 
Specific impacts of cultural heritage adaptive reuse on social cohesion and inclusion 
of marginalized groups were not always reported. These two questions showed a 
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percentage of unavailable information between 33% (for social cohesion) and 46% 
(for inclusion). The available answers were generally positive, despite 23,5% of 
projects reporting no impact on the inclusion of marginalized groups.

The group of questions related to business, financing and governance models 
highlighted the internal structure of management, exploring the economic-financial 
self-sustainability of the adaptive reuse model, as well as the eventual involvement 
of different stakeholders. Also, there were explored the “aims” of the businesses and 
management models adopted through two indirect questions, exploring the involve-
ment of third sector actors and the eventual reinvestment of the profits generated for 
new social activities, and thus focusing on the potential involvement of “social” 
businesses.

Figure 5.6 below shows the results of this group of questions. The average per-
centage of “I don’t know” answers was 28% for this group, which was considered 
acceptable for the analysis of data. It also shows a quite good level of knowledge on 
the management model of the practices, which could be associated to the choice of 
target respondents, mostly adaptive reuse of cultural heritage with good knowledge 
of the reported cases, as well as directors or presidents of the managing organiza-
tions, CEOs, staff members and other active roles in the respective managing 
organizations.

The overall most positive result was given to the question related to the genera-
tion of diverse revenue flows, with a low rate of negative answers (9,4%) and low 
rate of unavailable information (around 15%), which shows that the large majority 
of the cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices collected are able to generate reve-
nues through the uses/functions activated. However, observing the rates of answers 
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Fig. 5.6 Aggregated results for questions related to management characteristics and 
self-sustainability
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for the financial self-sustainability, it can be noted that not in all cases the revenues 
generated are able to cover the operating and financial costs, since for this question 
the negative answers increase to 36,8% (at equal rates of unavailable information).

3.3  The CLIC Knowledge and Information Hub Platform

The CLIC Knowledge and Information Hub (KIH) was developed as a innovative 
prototype for the use of heritage adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in the CLIC 
project, however it was built in view of the extended use to heritage managers, pro-
fessionals, owners and authorities. The platform was designed in an innovative way, 
testing and exploiting the FacilityLive semantic-based web technology, as work tool 
for adaptive reuse of cultural heritage to engage and cooperate with local stakehold-
ers for co-producing information and knowledge on cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
practices. The use of the innovative FacilityLive data and information management 
technology had the aim to empower adaptive reuse of cultural heritage providing an 
open platform for cataloguing, presenting and sharing their adaptive reuse of cul-
tural heritage findings, from best practice analysis to indicators to financing, busi-
ness and governance models, literature and regulations enabling a rich and effective 
knowledge sharing/transfer and empowering the transdisciplinary adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage process (Monteleone et al. 2019, 2021).

In the implementation of the Knowledge Information Hub, FacilityLive used a 
methodology based on co-creation, an approach that focuses on making stakehold-
ers and users constructive and active participants in the definition and construction 
of the platform. The methodology developed and implemented by the FacilityLive 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage team is based on the widely recognized innova-
tion cycle process. The latter articulates itself around four concurrent phases: co- 
creation, exploration, experimentation, and evaluation. The fundamental concept at 
the base of the work is to gain direct and unfiltered access to end users’ ideas, expe-
riences, and knowledge, based on their daily needs and desire of feeling supported 
by a Knowledge Information Hub. Users are directly involved in co-creating, 
exploring, experimenting and evaluating new ideas, concepts and technological arti-
facts. The users are all involved from the early stage of the development process and 
throughout its duration. Insights are gathered directly from the users in order to 
define and implement realistic, useful, desirable and effective artifacts by using a 
number of tools and techniques (focus groups, interviews, brainstorming sessions 
and questionnaires).

The platform provides an overview of the reuse project (Fig. 5.7).
Here the user can find project details (project name, city and country in which the 

project is located, specific localization of the project, size of the city in which the 
project is located, approximate amount of the investment realized, year of realiza-
tion of the adaptive reuse intervention, sq. meters of Reuse Intervention:, how the 
building/site/landscape is managed, type of managing body, how the adaptive reuse 
has been funded, barriers and constraints experienced in the realization of the 
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Fig. 5.7 Adaptive reuse practice overview

adaptive reuse intervention, a brief description of the economic, social and environ-
mental impacts of the project, the final uses in the adaptive reuse intervention).

The platform provides also the characteristics of the involved cultural heritage 
building/site/landscapes (typology of the original building / site / landscape, level of 
protection of cultural heritage or recognition of its value by the local community, 
period of construction of the oldest part of the building / site / landscape elements, 
historic Period, state of conservation of the heritage building/site/landscape before 
the adaptive reuse intervention and a brief description of the heritage) (Fig. 5.8).

The specific localization of the project on Google Map is also provided.
The user can find information about the Impacts in the area due to increased 

attractiveness or impacts on social inclusion, wellbeing and health to which the 
reuse process has contributed and the type of owner and the state of use of the cul-
tural heritage building/site/landscapes before and after the adaptive reuse interven-
tion (Fig. 5.9).

Images of the cultural heritage building/site/landscapes and links to additional 
sources for more information are also provided.
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Fig. 5.8 Cultural heritage details

Fig. 5.9 Impact and ownership data

The Platform contains also specific data on different aspects of circularity in 
the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. They include, for example, information on 
energy efficiency, water recovery and materials reuse, information on the conserva-
tion of the cultural value of the building/site/landscape through the adaptive reuse 
intervention, as well as information on the economic, social, cultural, and environ-
mental impacts generated by the adaptive reuse project in the local context. Annex 
1 provides more information on the features and functions of the KIH platform.
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Box 5.1 Technological Innovation (Gabriella Monteleone)
The platform was based upon the proprietary technology of FacilityLive, a 
search driven next generation software platform for the organization and man-
agement of information, with patents granted in 46 countries worldwide. 
FacilityLive’s disruptive technology finds exactly what you are looking for, 
thinking and treating information in the same way humans do. This allows 
people and organisations to have a compelling user experience in informa-
tion search.

FacilityLive is an innovative software platform using a patented revolu-
tionary semantic search engine. Abandoning the full text retrieval approach, 
including statistics and analytic algorithms, of the traditional search engines 
has allowed FacilityLive to have a higher level of precision compared to other 
existing search engines.

The platform is designed and built using a “human centric” approach to the 
management of information. The semantic search engine is extremely effec-
tive in linking information from disparate sources stored either in a structured 
or unstructured way. It is able to collect results and order them precisely in a 
contextualized and personalised way.

FacilityLive technology has the following advantages:

 1. Organisation of the information—The platform organises digital 
unstructured and heterogeneous content (even of poor quality) through:

• An accurate catalogue of all the information stored in any available 
information sources.

• Recognition of different kinds of data and information, regardless of its 
origin, size, its format, and physical location.

• The organisation of data and information from all sources based on the 
principle of its relevance with an indexing that is precise using a 
semantic approach which is typical to the human approach to organis-
ing information.

 2. Search—The platform assists the user in an intuitive way when searching 
for information through the semantic interpretation based on the search 
text and returns the results with a high level of relevancy, identifying the 
most significant and precious information.

 3. Result presentation—The platform returns the available information to 
the users in a simple and effective way that is highly intuitive, achieving 
maximum user experience. The information is aggregated, correlated and 
presented to the user in a workspace that represents a cogitative approach 
to information and its use.

When users access the platform on the web or on the mobile and begin to 
enter their search text in the search box, immediately they are presented with 
several suggestions for composing the rest of the search text. The search 

(continued)
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engine intelligently interprets what the user is writing and then guides the user 
further, showing the reasonable search paths for their needs based on the 
existing information sources it already knows about. The user at this point 
interacts with the search box to perfect and complete the search text.

Once the search text is composed and executed, the search engine is able 
to detect and associate the semantic content to different concepts. It can 
resolve complex search texts as it understands and associates the meaning of 
what the user is looking for even if it is written with different terms or lan-
guages. Therefore, the search text provided by the user should not be a list of 
words but a complete sentence from which then the search engine is able to 
extract the most relevant concepts, disambiguate them if necessary and return 
the most appropriate and accurate results quickly.

The FacilityLive technology uses a search model unlike the other search 
engines and similar to human methods. It is based upon concepts. The human 
mind is directed when searching information using a “knowledge domain”. 
This is the set of all the terms that the cerebral system connects to the desired 
information. The memorised terms are elaborated in the mind by cogitative 
processes that create the ties between them. “Linguistic capability” is the 
instrument that allows these cerebral connections to be made.

The FacilityLive search engine simulates the capacity of the human brain 
to organise the connections between the terms being searched and other terms 
that a person creates. These connections are related using the concept of 
semantic similarity in the search engine by which sets of words are similar in 
meaning or content. The engine creates an ontological model that allows it to 
simulate the linguistic abilities of humans, thereby able to search for all docu-
ments present within an information repository by identifying analogies with 
the real meaning of the searched terms.

Once the user completes the input of the search text and submits it, based 
on the information sources available, the semantic engine searches for results 
simultaneously from all the different information sources available and 
returns only the most significant ones, correlating and integrating them in a 
logical manner.

The results are organised and presented to the user in an intuitive and per-
sonal workspace that facilitates human interaction. This innovative workspace 
provides the user with conceptual and visual tools that provide easy naviga-
tion through the results returned by the search engine and creates a mental 
model on which the user can work to perform further duties.

The search engine creates the user’s workspace dynamically based upon 
the search performed. It organises the visual representations using methodol-
ogies that are close and similar to the human cognitive approach. The search 
engine divides the visualisation of the returned results in conceptual areas to 

Box 5.1 (continued)
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4  Discussion: Lessons Learned from the CLIC Survey

First considerations can be made regarding the results of the CLIC Survey, based on 
the answers received. In particular, regarding the assessment on circularity, it can be 
generally observed that almost all adaptive reuse projects, with very few exceptions, 
reported positive impact on the conservation/enhancement of cultural heritage val-
ues, as well as on the awareness raise for cultural heritage. On the other hand, while 
on low energy consumption systems and use of traditional /bio/reuse materials the 
level of not available information was lower and the answers were in general posi-
tive, the realization of water storage and reuse systems clearly emerged as a critical 
aspect. In fact, for more than 40% of the projects the information was unknown, 
while those reporting the information mostly answered as no water storage and 
reuse systems were employed. This poses a critical question on the awareness of 
heritage managers, institutions and professionals and in general of the heritage sec-
tor on the importance of these environmental aspects, showing a “loss of memory” 
of traditional but efficient construction systems adequate to local climate and land-
scape conditions, and particularly on the need of effective systems to conserve 
scarce resources such as water. These results could be alarming particularly consid-
ering that traditional buildings, sites and landscapes were realized with great atten-
tion to these aspects, employing in most cases the traditional/vernacular knowledge 
in the realization of energy-efficient constructions and rainwater recovery systems, 
through wise climate resilient construction techniques. An example is the Villa 
Campolieto in Italy, a historic villa of 1700 located in the Vesuvian area of Naples, 
were a complex system of cisterns was realized to recover and store rainwater for 
gardening use. This old system was restored through the adaptive reuse interven-
tions, and it still serves its original scope today. Another example is the Giardino 
della Minerva (Minerva Garden) in Salerno, were ancient canals and cisterns real-
ized on terraces and connected to mountain springs were recovered through the 
adaptive reuse interventions and are still in use to irrigate the various parts of the 
garden, but they also contribute to the atmosphere and micro-climate of the garden 
itself. Moreover, at the landscape scale it can be highlighted the ancient water chan-
nels and cisterns systems of traditional agricultural landscapes, which contributed 
to the stabilization of slopes in hill and mountain areas and ensured the conservation 
of water as a fundamental resource for local communities.

promote detail in a contemporary manner instead of the usual sequential man-
ner. The use of these presentation areas allows the returned results to be easily 
interpreted and satisfy the associative logic of the user more effectively than 
the traditional visualisation as lists. Finally, collections of results that are 
complimentary each other are aligned in various areas of the workspace to 
facilitate access to the information and the decisional process.

Box 5.1 (continued)
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The general low level of awareness regarding the aspects related to energy effi-
ciency, water recovery and storage systems, and generally climate-neutral construc-
tion solutions emerges as an open issue in the heritage sector. The adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage is an opportunity to apply advanced retrofit techniques, recover 
ancient but still efficient “circular” technological systems, and enhance existing 
buildings /sites/landscapes through implementation of the most advanced technolo-
gies. This would generate multiple benefits, by reducing operation costs, avoiding 
negative environmental externalities and most importantly, generating positive 
impacts on human health.2

Regarding the realization of renewable energy technologies in heritage buildings 
/sites /landscapes, a relatively high percentage of “no” answers was reported. This 
could be related to the difficulties in finding a balance between the need of preserv-
ing the cultural values of the sites, maintaining their features and attributes in terms 
of materials used, volumes and “forms”, and the need of enhancing the energy effi-
ciency in the existing built environment. An example is the limitations in the use of 
photovoltaic panels in historic urban areas in Italy, which are not formally banned 
but, in the practice, retrofitting projects including roof photovoltaic systems which 
could have a negative impact on the integrity of the urban landscape are not easily 
allowed by heritage protection institutions. Technological alternatives are available 
and can still be developed to enhance the retrofitting and efficiency of historic build-
ings/areas. However, the high costs and general low level of knowledge remains a 
barrier, as demonstrated by these results to the CLIC Survey. Despite the existing 
barriers, this represents a relevant field for new jobs through circular economy 
applications in historic urban areas and cultural landscapes, not yet fully explored.

Almost all projects reported positive impacts in the enhancement of quality of 
public spaces and landscape visual quality of the area in which they are located. 
Also the safety of these areas was enhanced, probably due to the activation of new 
activities/functions in previously abandoned or degraded urban areas. Absolutely all 
projects reported positive answers to “place attachment”. This confirms the great 
relevance of the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage as contribution to urban regen-
eration, also as key strategy to implement the Historic Urban Landscape 
recommendation.

Regarding the impacts on the liveability and general quality of life led by cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse, it can be noted that all projects reported an increase in cul-
tural activities and positive impacts on wellbeing. Particularly, on this aspects, more 
than the 85% of available answers reported high or moderate contribution to wellbe-
ing (only 1,1% of “no” answers). Moreover, almost all available answers were posi-
tive on health enhancement (only 3,8 of “no” answers), despite some difficulties in 
answering this question, with a rate of unavailable information around 38%.

Another critical aspect that is often evoked in theoretical literature and recom-
mendations is the role of the “Heritage Community” as defined by the FARO 

2 See World Health Organization, Regional Office for Europe 2018. Circular Economy and Health. 
Risks and Opportunities.
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Convention on the role of cultural heritage for society (Council of Europe 2005). 
The Heritage Community is represented by formal and informal association of citi-
zens ‘taking care’ of the cultural heritage and spending efforts for its preservation 
and valorisation, ensuring that its cultural and societal value is conserved, enhanced 
and communicated. This aspect does not emerge clearly from the results of this 
Survey. Although available answers are relatively positive (with more than 80% 
reporting high or moderate impact), there is still a high number of “I don’t know” 
answers reported (around 38%) for the related question. This poses a critical open 
question on how and ‘how much’ the Heritage Community is perceived and imple-
mented as a “commons”, as fundamental way to conserve cultural heritage and to 
ensure that it generates values for society.

With respect to spillover effects generated through the re-activation of aban-
doned and underused cultural heritage assets, results were encouraging for some 
aspects, while not fully satisfying for some specific questions. Positive answers with 
low rate of “I don’t know” (between 10% and 20%) were given to questions related 
to jobs creation, attraction of creative industries, increase of commercial activities 
and increase of cultural tourism in the area. This confirms the positive role of cul-
tural heritage adaptive reuse for the generation of economic spillover effects at local 
and regional level, and confirms previous studies on the localization choices of cre-
ative entrepreneurs in vibrant heritage areas (Smit 2011; Della Lucia and Trunfio 
2018; Esmaeilpoorarabia et al. 2018).

Particularly, regarding the number of jobs created, it is interesting to analyse the 
quantitative data reported for 55 projects. This question, not “mandatory” for the 
respondent, was aimed at collecting reliable information when possible, without 
compromising the larger data collection through too much detailed information 
requested in the first level of Survey. Analysing the results, a number of 17 projects 
reported jobs creation between 1–10, and 26 projects reported jobs creation between 
10–50. Moreover, 8 projects created a number of 50–100 jobs, and 6 projects 
reported the creation up to 500 jobs, with a relevant impact also at regional level.

Although they represent diverse typologies of cultural heritage and very different 
management experiences, these projects deserve further exploration to understand 
the factors that led to these performances in terms of jobs creation, as well as poten-
tial positive but also negative social impacts that could be generated along with 
economic spillovers.

Regarding attraction of innovative start-ups, the answers to this question show 
controversial results. On one side, on this aspect it was reported the highest number 
of “no” answers (53,3% of available answers). Moreover, almost 28% of the project 
do not report this information at all, probably for lack of knowledge and understand-
ing of respondents.

However, it is interesting to note that 20% of the available answers reported a 
high impact in the attraction of innovative start-ups through the adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage. More detailed exploration of this data showed 30 projects with 
high or moderate attraction of innovative start-ups, which include 20 projects which 
reported also a specific number of jobs created, the half of them with a high number 
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of jobs between 30 and 350. Thus, it can be observed a relationship between cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse, localization of innovative start-ups and jobs creation.

More controversial results emerged for the role of “social businesses”, since the 
rates of unavailable information was higher than 30%. However, the available 
answers given to these questions further confirm an emerging role of third sector 
organizations and ‘mission-oriented’ businesses in the reuse and management of 
cultural heritage assets, and the perception that a more effective combination 
between public “sustained” functions and self-sustainable functions should be iden-
tified. Another aspect that can be highlighted is related to the involvement of differ-
ent stakeholders, which can have a role of service providers, marketing support and/
or services users. The distribution of yes and no answers is highly favourable for the 
involvement of stakeholders as relevant element for the success of adaptive reuse 
projects. As expected, the capacity of heritage managers to engage a large number 
of stakeholders can be considered critical to support adaptive reuse initiatives, both 
in the start-up and in the longer-term operation phases.

The survey results showed that adaptive reuse is an approach able to face the 
continuous obsolescence (technological, functional, positional, etc.) of a site/asset 
during the time: to reduce the speed of the entropy through maintenance, repair, 
recycle, etc., thus producing an extension of the life-cycle of the asset/resource.

Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage is related to an increase in cultural activities 
and positive impacts on wellbeing, with interesting results highlighting also a poten-
tial impact on health enhancement, opening up to a new adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage field in heritage studies; the question on “how” these impacts should be 
evaluated, particularly on wellbeing aspects, was investigated later in the CLIC 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage.

Cultural heritage adaptive reuse generates economic spillover effects at local and 
regional level, through jobs creation, attraction of creative industries, increase of 
commercial activities and increase of cultural tourism in the area, also confirming 
previous studies on the localization preferences of creative entrepreneurs in heri-
tage places.

The most critical barriers are related to costs (economic barriers) and regula-
tions; careful analysis of costs, and particularly how these costs can be reduced 
through circular economy (e.g. new technologies and collaborative/synergistic 
approaches) should be conducted; moreover, to overcome the difficulties due to 
“standardized” heritage regulations to be applied in enormously different heritage 
sites and contexts, “free” space for experimentations, supported by suitable evalua-
tion tools, could be enabled, in order to develop the needed innovations in heritage 
management.

While the cultural value in heritage adaptive reuse is clearly perceived, con-
served and in some cases enhanced through contemporary new uses and transforma-
tions/additions, the same does not happen for the awareness and implementation of 
environmental friendly and retrofitting technologies for “closed metabolisms real-
ization”, which would be able to reduce operating costs and avoid waste of key 
environmental resources such as water, energy, raw materials for constructions; 
moreover, “circular” building construction models for adaptive reuse would be able 
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to enhance the health of people through employment of safe materials and avoid-
ance of pollution and emissions.

Finally, increases in real estate values consequently to the adaptive reuse of heri-
tage assets could be more often and more clearly assessed, also in relation with 
financing models based on land value capture mechanisms.

5  Conclusions

The CLIC Survey represented the initial, but relevant step of the CLIC adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage, informing all subsequent phases of in-depth best practices 
assessment, circular adaptive reuse modelling, circular business model definition 
and implementation, innovative financial models identification, participatory evalu-
ation and decision-support for the development of circular adaptive reuse projects in 
specific case studies. The CLIC Survey allowed to identify success factors and bar-
riers to circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage based on evidence-base, com-
pared with the theoretical model. The CLIC circular model was informed by the 
results of the Survey, identifying the key “building blocks” of circularity in cultural 
heritage and implementing them concretely through a set of specific criteria and 
indicators used in the ex-ante evaluation, enabling transparent participatory 
decision- making processes. Through the Survey, specific knowledge gaps were 
addressed related to adaptive reuse management and financing models at European 
level, impacts generated and level of financial and energy/environmental self- 
sustainability, allowing to better understand the “value for money” of diverse inter-
ventions in the perspective of the adaptive reuse as an “investment” instead than a 
cost for society. The sample of adaptive reuse projects collected through the Survey 
cannot be considered as complete nor exhaustive of the different contexts and situ-
ations, however it represents a large knowledge base sufficiently diversified and 
covering almost all countries and homogeneous heritage typologies. The IT heritage 
data platform of the “Knowledge and Information Hub” developed by the innova-
tive technology startup FacilityLive had the merit of providing a structured, usable 
and human-centric tool for organising heritage data at European level. The flexible, 
human-based intelligent features of the FacilityLive data search and organisation 
technology can represent a future benchmark for heritage data platforms, enabling 
advanced, quick and easy adaptive reuse of cultural heritage towards different users 
categories. It represents a “hub” of heritage data with unique and specific features 
designed for heritage managers, adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, professionals, 
and public authorities, where the contents and results of each adaptive reuse practice 
are clearly presented and easily visualised.

This contribution specifically focused on the results of the Assessment on 
Circularity section of the CLIC Survey as it was particularly relevant for under-
standing the overall “success” of the adaptive reuse practices from the circular per-
spective. However, the full report of data analysis including information on reuse 
practices characteristics, previous and new uses, financing aspects, and other data 

5 In Search of a Circular Model for Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse: Building…



150

characterizing the heritage assets is available in the CLIC repository (Gravagnuolo 
et al. 2021; Buglione et al. 2021). According to the Open Data approach, the data-
base was made available publicly as inter-operable tool for further exploration.

Based on the results of the CLIC Survey and the observed potential for evidence- 
based knowledge production, it seems desirable that the process of data collection, 
organisation, analysis and interpretation of cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices 
continues through further efforts of heritage managers and adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage, able to provide relevant and reliable data that can be used to enhance 
knowledge and processes (projects, interventions) on cultural heritage towards the 
circular reuse model as proposed by the CLIC adaptive reuse of cultural heritage.

 Annex—The CLIC Knowledge and Information Hub 
Platform (Gabriella Monteleone)

The CLIC Knowledge and Information Hub platform provides a common space for 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and practitioners to share and exchange knowl-
edge about cultural heritage adaptive reuse, in terms of “best practice”. Furthermore, 
it develops a pilot function based on requirements from the cities of Salerno, Rijeka, 
Amsterdam and Västra Götaland Region to showcase local reuse practices and 
“present” the abandoned heritage as assets/opportunities for adaptive reuse invest-
ments towards the implementation of a “circular city” model. The application in the 
four cities/territories, representing different geographic, historic, cultural and politi-
cal contexts is replicable in any other European (and not only European) city. The 
platform provides also a knowledge base of all existing literature on Adaptive Reuse 
and Circular Economy topics (Fig. 5.10).

The user can find the information he/she needs by using the search bar at the top 
of the page. Some suggestions of search are presented below the search bar, divided 
by topics.

The User can find information regarding:

• projects of cultural heritage adaptive reuse from European countries, provided 
by respondents to the CLIC Survey (“Best Practices” button);

• opportunities of cultural heritage adaptive reuse from European cities and 
regions (“Cities and Regions” and “Opportunities buttons”);

• all existing literature on Adaptive Reuse and Circular Economy topics (“Literature 
and Regulations”).

There is also an About us section, a Help page and the possibility to contribute to a 
survey and/or add a city/region to the platform.

Due to the immediate visibility of the most relevant results and their relation-
ships, the user has a simple and evident visual representation at their disposal that 
provides access to results including their physical and logical locations that are most 
relevant to their search. This is done through instruments that enable the 
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Fig. 5.10 Home page
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simultaneous vision of multiple levels of information. Clicking on a result provides 
accessibility to that result without needing to leave the workspace: The Hyperlens® 
component implements a patented feature of FacilityLive that allows navigation 
locally and remotely directly from the result on the results page. The user is never 
forced to leave the results page and therefore does not have to toggle between the 
search result page and the actual source of the user activated result.

The user can easily interact with the results, choose and save them by simply 
dragging the results around the workspace. The Infobag® component is designed to 
collect and save a selection of the results chosen by the user creating an information 
pack. From the results page you can then email or download the entire contents of 
the Infobag. This allows the user to create a personal and individual information 
package containing all the selected artefacts from the search. The user can then 
review these results later or share them with others.

The Hyperlens allows you to see any type of content, without ever leaving the 
page. Clicking on the icon, the user can see more details, information and data about 
the content he/she is interested in or remote websites or documents without leaving 
the page he/she is on (Fig. 5.11).

The infobag is a smart folder. Inside the Infobag® the user can save and organize 
his/her search results. To add items to the Infobag the user can drag-and-drop them 
in the designated area. The user can view the content of the Infobag by clicking on 
this icon (Fig. 5.12).

The user can freely browse the contents of the Knowledge Information Hub plat-
form as a guest user. If he/she wants to save the content of the Infobag, he/she needs 
to register and log in to create an account. By logging into his/her account on other 
devices he/she will find the items he/she has previously saved in the Infobag.

Cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices
By clicking on “Best Practices” the user can access to the knowledge of the plat-

form about the best circular practices of cultural heritage adaptive reuse in Europe 
and beyond (Fig. 5.13).

It’s possible to search, collect and compare the characteristics and impacts of 
more than a hundred cultural heritage and landscape reuse projects facilitating the 
enrichment of the platform with new projects in a collaborative way.

The platform not only empowers stakeholders and practitioners providing an 
open platform for cataloguing, presenting and sharing reuse projects but it is also of 

Fig. 5.11 The Hyperlens
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Fig. 5.12 The Infobag

Fig. 5.13 Best practices
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interest to anyone who wishes to look into the adaptive reuse practices and learn 
from their experiences such as citizens interested in seeing the projects of their city, 
local officials interested in possible new uses of buildings in their area of compe-
tence or be inspired by virtuous behaviour on other territories, investors interested 
in being able to evaluate the economic impacts of projects on the territory. The aim 
is to make accessible the information on cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects 
collected within the CLIC adaptive reuse of cultural heritage.

The platform contains information on projects of cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
from European countries, provided by respondents to the CLIC Survey. It presents 
general information on the adaptive reuse project and its location, its structural char-
acteristics and management aspects, and its uses/functions. The platform includes 
also aggregated data on different potential impacts of cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse in the perspective of the circular economy.

The user can find the information he/she needs by using the search bar at the top 
of the page. Some suggestions of search are presented below the search bar, divided 
by topics.

Through the platform, the user can consult information on single project and he/
she can search specific groups of projects according to their characteristics for 
instance typology of the heritage building/site/landscape, type of owner before the 
adaptive reuse intervention (public, private, ecclesiastical, other), type of managing 
body (public, private for profit, private non-profit, public-private-partnership, 
mixed), and type of funding (public, private foundation, private donations, owner’s 
investment, manager’s investment, crowdfunding campaign, other).

When the user starts typing, the search assistant, containing further search sug-
gestions, appears (Fig. 5.14).

If none of the suggestions satisfies his/her search, the user can add more details 
in the search bar.

Fig. 5.14 Search assistant
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By selecting “religious”, the refreshed page displays the widgets containing 
search related results, all projects related to religious heritages.

The interface of the Knowledge Information Hub platform is composed of 
Widgets. Widgets are containers that organize results based on search pertinence. 
The page displays a number of Widgets divided by information type. They contain 
all the information regarding the search.

Each new search displays new results and new widgets. For example, the user 
can access the information of a specific project clicking on the name of a single 
project.

The user can modify the visualization of the page by minimizing widgets he/she 
is not interested in. To do so, he/she has to click on the top right “_” button on the 
individual widget he/she wants to hide. The widget is now hidden.

To visualise it again, the user can simply click on its icon in the widgetbar. The 
widgetbar is a tool displayed beneath the search bar. It shows the icons representing 
the widgets. It shows the number of items in each widget. It allows the user to see 
which widgets are visible and which are hidden. By clicking on the icon of a widget 
in the widgetbar, the page scrolls to that widget’s position (Fig. 5.15).

The aim of the CLIC Knowledge and Information Hub is to integrate the dis-
persed available information, facilitate the retrieval of information and making the 
information available for decision-making.

The platform has been implemented to manage and visualize in an innovative 
way the information related to heritage assets to inform investors, policy-makers, 
entrepreneurs and civil society organizations on the opportunities and costs related 
to available heritage assets to start heritage regeneration actions.

The platform allows a city/region to showcase local reuse practices and present 
the abandoned heritage as assets/opportunities for adaptive reuse investments 
towards the implementation of a “circular city” model. Detailed data and informa-
tion for the reuse of a building/site are provided as well as the communication of 
eventual calls for tender.

The application, based on requirements from four cities/territories, the CLIC 
pilot cities of Salerno, Rijeka, Amsterdam and Västra Götaland Region, represent-
ing different geographic, historic, cultural and political contexts is replicable in any 
other European (and not only European) city.

The platform:

• enables institutional communication of adaptive reuse objectives and opportuni-
ties in a city/region

• facilitates stakeholders’ cooperation and access to information
• allows the launch of adaptive re-use strategic projects testing the proposed circu-

lar models

The platform not only empowers city and regions providing an open platform for 
cataloguing, presenting and sharing reuse opportunities but it is also of interest to 
anyone who wishes to look into the adaptive reuse practices of European cities and 
regions and learn from their experiences as well as citizens interested in seeing the 
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Fig. 5.15 Search “Religious”
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projects of their city, investors interested in being able to find opportunities on a 
territory.

The ambition is to use and further develop highly innovative data and informa-
tion technology to enable cooperation between multiple stakeholders and inform 
their investment and management choices.

The platform organizes, manages and provides innovative access to all the infor-
mation on opportunities of cultural heritage adaptive reuse from European cities and 
regions. It collects and presents specific information on the adaptive reuse opportu-
nity and its location.

Through the platform, the user can consult information on all opportunities 
across Europe, search specific groups of opportunities (available spaces, to build 
and reuse, to design and reuse) or according to their characteristics. For instance, 
typology of the heritage building/site/landscape (Civil, Residential, Religious, 
Military, Industrial, Commercial, Leisure, Agricultural), state of conservation, state 
of intervention, etc (Fig. 5.16).

The user can consult information about local reuse practices and opportunities 
for adaptive reuse investments in a specific city/region as well find call and tenders 
published by the local administrator, news, documents and contacts (Fig. 5.17).

The platform presents a detailed description of an opportunity (Fig. 5.18).
The user can find specific data related to the involved heritage: its typology, pro-

tection, the typology of construction, the indoor and outdoor sq. meters, number of 
floors, the owner, the urban planning zone, the energy performance as well as spe-
cific documents as planimetries (Fig. 5.19).

Images, contacts, news, links to websites or social where find further informa-
tion, opening times to visit the building/site are also provided.

Furthermore, the platform provides all the details related to the adaptive reuse 
process (Fig. 5.20):

The user can find details about the reuse status of the heritage building/site (to be 
renovated or renovated) and the current reuse phase, its state of use, the allowed 
uses, the last intervention year and the intervention needed, the estimated or actual 
investment range and costs for the reuse project, its intervention timeframe timeline 
and managing aspects as the governance model, management type and manager.

FacilityLive’s technology is available on Cloud as “software as a service”. 
Making and upkeeping Web and Mobile solutions is made easy and intuitive thanks 
to its smart components-based platform. FacilityLive Cloud platform generates a 
digital Platform, that gives the end user access to information within the complete 
and intuitive experience. Specifically, for this purpose FacilityLive studies, designs 
and develops new and innovative technological components.

The FacilityLive Cloud Platform allows the creation of platforms that offer an 
innovative user experience when it comes to the fruition of information. This expe-
rience is enabled by an innovative search engine that provides precise answers to 
complex questions. That’s how the platforms created with FacilityLive’s technology 
allow humans and machines to run searches and get a dynamic composition of data 
and information, within a specific domain.
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Fig. 5.16 Opportunities
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Fig. 5.17 Overview of city/region
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Fig. 5.18 Opportunity
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Fig. 5.20 Adaptive reuse main data

Fig. 5.19 Heritage building information

The architecture of the platform is a microservices model, that proved effective 
over the past years, because it allows a keen evolution when it comes to Scalability, 
Fault-tolerance and Resilience.

FacilityLive Cloud Platform is developed according to the pillars of a Cloud 
technology Data security, Data management:, Performance, Dependability and 
availability of the service and Legal aspects.
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Chapter 6
A Statistical Model Representation 
and Analysis of Cultural Heritage Adaptive 
Reuse Practices Based on Latent Variables 
for Circularity Assessment

Natale Carlo Lauro, Antonia Gravagnuolo, Luigi Fusco Girard, 
Immacolata Vellecco, and Maurizio Lauro

1  Introduction

Cultural heritage is a non-reproducible cultural resource, contributing to communi-
ties’ identity and wellbeing, to be preserved for present and future generations ensur-
ing cultural identity and diversity as human right.1 However, cultural heritage 
buildings, sites and often entire historic urban areas or villages can be subject to 
abandonment and degradation, if not used and maintained over time. Between 
diverse approaches to preserve cultural heritage (e.g. restoration, recovery, mainte-
nance), adaptive reuse is a process of re-use of buildings and sites that have lost their 
original function, identifying new functions/uses, compatible with heritage values. 
Adaptive reuse can be a valid solution to keep cultural heritage in a proper 

1 UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity.
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conservation state, preserving cultural values at risk of irreversible loss due to aban-
donment, and ensuring access and enjoyment of heritage assets  (Misirlisoy and 
Günçe 2016). Re-use is also considered the key process through which implement-
ing the circular economy, not only in manufacturing industry but also in the con-
struction industry and urban/regional development, thus the adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage can represent an effective approach to realise circular cities and regions, 
bringing abandoned and underused historic buildings and sites to new life. However, 
from the point of view of conservation, adaptive reuse implies possible changes to 
adapt heritage to new uses, ranging from structural modifications, to technological 
improvements or lighter, reversible interventions. The degree of change of cultural 
heritage needed for implementing new uses can vary, and should be carefully 
assessed in a multidimensional perspective, to avoid the risk of threatening or reduc-
ing cultural value through the reuse process. Thus, appropriate evaluation methods 
and tools should be identified to support the decision-making process, particularly 
when multiple stakeholders are involved and different solutions can be proposed.

To effectively implement the circular economy and circular city/region model, 
the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage should align with circularity principles and 
criteria, which have been described in literature (Fusco Girard 2021; Luigi Fusco 
Girard this volume, Chap. 2; Gravagnuolo et al. 2017, 2018). The circular economy 
model foresees, for example, the reduction of energy use and greenhouse gas  
emissions, reduction of raw materials extraction, wastes minimisation, green areas 
regeneration and use of nature-based solutions, contribution to biodiversity regen-
eration, cultural and social values enhancement, place attractiveness enhancement, 
as well as economic and financial sustainability—to ensure maintenance and con-
tinuous use and improvement over time -, generation of new jobs, and also increase 
of social cohesion, higher care of cultural heritage by local communities. The mul-
tiple and diversified objectives of a circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage 
require multi-criteria evaluation tools, allowing to handle priorities and values in a 
multidimensional framework, in particular in contexts where multiple stakeholders 
and groups are involved in decision making or subject to impacts of reuse actions 
(e.g. residents in a reused historic urban area, end-users).

The assessment on circularity of adaptive reuse alternatives for different cultural 
heritage typologies and contexts can be supported by the knowledge of good prac-
tices that can represent valid examples to transfer and replicate. Moreover, good 
practices demonstrating positive impacts in the medium and long term can support 
the identification of specific criteria and indicators of circularity, based on the results 
obtained through the adaptive reuse. In the first stage of the Horizon 2020 CLIC 
research, the question on the specific characteristics of the “ideal” circular adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage was addressed under several perspectives and disciplines: 
heritage conservation, architecture, environmental studies, economics, urban stud-
ies, social science. Thus, several potential impacts of circular adaptive reuse were 
identified, also based on previous studies such as “Cultural Heritage counts for 
Europe” (2015), which identified diverse dimensions of heritage conservation 
impacts for cities and communities. The CLIC research aimed to go beyond the 
state-of-the-art, identifying guiding principles and criteria for a circular adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage, to generate positive results in the cultural, environmental, 
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social and economic dimensions of sustainability. However, circular adaptive reuse 
of cultural heritage was considered an emerging research topic, which required to 
build knowledge through extensive literature review and case studies assessment,  
to identify the “best” practices that could guide future interventions.

The aim of this chapter is to propose an innovative methodology to assess the 
circularity of cultural heritage adaptive reuse best practice, and testing, at the same 
time, the validity of the theoretical framework discussed in the previous chapters. 
The evaluation of several practices on the base of suitable indicators collected 
through a European survey allowed to validate specific circularity criteria and defi-
nitions that can support decision-makers.

According to the CLIC framework (Luigi Fusco Girard this volume, Chap. 2), 
the specific research questions on the circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage 
were focused on whether and how, in which cases, and at which conditions, the 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage can be able to generate self-sustainability of 
diverse resources, as well as external positive economic, social, environmental and 
cultural impacts, exploring which elements can inform its synergistic relationship 
with the context.

This stage of the research operationalizes the CLIC theoretical framework 
through the analysis of a suitable set of practices, and different typologies of circu-
larity through a suitable model approach based on the above mentioned concept 
treated as latent variables.

2  Methodology

Based on the review of previous studies on cultural heritage adaptive reuse and 
circular economy, main principles and criteria for circular adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage were identified—see Fusco Girard (2021) and Gravagnuolo et al. (2017). 
The CLIC methodological approach is based on the analysis of empirical evidence 
to explore whether and how the experiences of cultural heritage adaptive reuse have 
been able to turn abandoned heritage/landscape assets into a resource for new jobs, 
wellbeing, health, social cohesion, regional competitiveness and environmental 
regeneration—as advocated by all international policy documents and scientific 
literature.2

The methodology adopted for the identification of best practices of circular cul-
tural heritage adaptive reuse was thus based on three main phases:

2 Among the many reference documents, it is worth to recall here: European Landscape Convention 
(2000), FARO Convention, Council of Europe (2005), UNESCO Recommendation on the Historic 
Urban Landscape (2011), ICOMOS Burra Charter (2013), European Commission, Towards an 
integrated approach to cultural heritage for Europe (2014), European Commission, Getting cul-
tural heritage to work for Europe (2015), Cultural Heritage Counts for Europe (2015), UN Agenda 
2030 for Sustainable Development and Sustainable Development Goals (2015), UN New Urban 
Agenda (2016), European Parliament, Decision on a European Year of Cultural Heritage (2017), 
and European Framework for Action for Cultural Heritage (2018).
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 1. Structuring of a survey to collect data on cultural heritage adaptive reuse prac-
tices (Gravagnuolo et al. this volume);

 2. Data collection targeting 126 examples/practices of cultural heritage adap-
tive reuse;

 3. Data analysis through statistical methods to test the validity of the theoretical 
framework and assess the level of circularity of each practice.

The CLIC Survey was designed to test—through empirical evidence—the validity 
of the theoretical framework of circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, re- 
interpreting the success (or insuccess) of adaptive reuse practices under the point of 
view of their “autopoietic capacity”, “generative capacity” and “symbiotic capacity”.

The aim of the CLIC Survey was thus to assess the level of circularity of cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse practices through its determinants and components, provid-
ing useful insights to support decision making. This chapter analyses the results of 
the CLIC survey using the statistical method of the Structural Equation Model 
(SEM) to test the validity of the theoretical framework based on empirical evidence 
(see methodological notes on SEM method below). The SEM statistical method 
(Carroll 1968; Wold 1983; Chin 1998; Amato et al. 2004; Tenenhaus et al. 2005; 
Vinzi et al. 2010; Lauro et al. 2016; Cataldo et al. 2016; Addinsoft 2019) was cho-
sen as it allows to explore the relationships between complex, non explicit (latent) 
concepts through the related explicit (manifest) variables, enabling an exploratory 
analysis to statistically test the validity of a theoretical model.

Methodological Notes on Structural Equation Model (SEM)
The statistical method of PLS-PM to build the Structural Equation Model. 
The component based structural equation modeling has been used in particu-
lar with Partial Least Squares Path Modeling (PLS-PM) method, employing 
XLSTAT software (Addinson, 2019). This is an innovative method for repre-
senting complex relationships between observed variables and Latent 
Variables.

Partial Least Squares Path Modeling (PLS-PM) is a statistical approach for 
modeling complex multivariable relationships (structural equation models) 
among Manifest (observed) and Latent Variables. Since a few years, this 
approach has been enjoying increasing popularity in several sciences (Esposito 
Vinzi et al. 2007). Structural Equation Models include a number of statistical 
methodologies allowing the estimation of a causal theoretical network of rela-
tionships linking latent complex concepts, each measured by means of a num-
ber of observable indicators.

From the standpoint of structural equation modeling, PLS-PM is a compo-
nent- based approach where the concept of causality is formulated in terms of 
linear conditional expectation. PLS-PM seeks for optimal linear predictive 
relationships rather than for causal mechanisms thus privileging a prediction- 
relevance oriented discovery process to the statistical testing of causal hypoth-
eses. Two very important review papers on PLS approach to Structural 
Equation Modeling are Chin (1998, more application oriented) and Tenenhaus 
et al. (2005, more theory oriented).

(continued)
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Furthermore, PLS Path Modeling can be used for analyzing multiple tables 
and it is directly related to more classical data analysis methods used in this 
field. In fact, PLS-PM may be also viewed as a very flexible approach to 
multi-block (or multiple table) analysis by means of both the hierarchical PLS 
path model and the confirmatory PLS path model (Tenenhaus and Hanafi 
2007). This approach clearly shows how the “data-driven” tradition of multi-
ple table analysis can be somehow merged in the “theory-driven” tradition of 
structural equation modeling so as to allow running the analysis of multi- 
block data in light of current knowledge on conceptual relationships 
between tables.

The PLS Path Modeling algorithm. A PLS Path model is described by 
two models: (1) a measurement model relating the Manifest Variables to their 
own Latent Variable and (2) a structural model relating some endogenous 
Latent Variables to other Latent Variables. The measurement model is also 
called the outer model and the structural model the inner model.

The measurement model. A Latent Variable (LV) is an unobservable vari-
able (or construct) indirectly based on its relationship to a block of observable 
variables which are called Manifest Variables (MV) or indicators. According 
the nature of such relations of Manifest Variables to their Latent Variables, 
they are respectively called reflective or formative. In the first case, the MVs 
values reflect the characteristics of the latent concepts that can be identified 
using the MVs through simple regressions. In the second case, the LV is 
caused (formed) by its MVs, identifying the corresponding LVs through mul-
tiple regressions.

The reflective way has been adopted in our model, which implies that the 
variables are highly correlated between themselves, to express the latent con-
cept univocally and in a robust way (unidimensionality condition). This con-
dition is evaluated according different criteria such as Dillon Goldstein Rho 
index (>0,7), or highest PCA eigenvalue (>1).

PLS Path Modeling is a mixture of a priori knowledge and data analysis. In 
the reflective way, the a priori knowledge concerns the unidimensionality of 
the block and the signs of the loadings. The data have to fit this model. If they 
do not, they can be modified by removing some Manifest Variables that are far 
from the model. Another solution is to change the model and use the forma-
tive way.

The operation of the model. The PLS (Partial Least Squares) operates by 
means of an iterative algorithm consisting of three fundamental phases. The 
first phase consists of an estimate of the so-called external weights. These 
weights are associated with the Manifest Variables (indicators) and refer to 
the interrelations between each Manifest Variable and the corresponding 
Latent Variable (representing the latent multidimensional “concept”, not 
directly measurable, described by the group of Manifest Variables associ-
ated). For each block of variables, based on the type of relations, the weights 
are calculated as simple regression coefficients (reflexive indicators): each 
Manifest Variable is considered as a dependent variable of a model in which 

(continued)
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The survey collected data on the name, type and localisation of the adaptive reuse 
practice, as well as information on the heritage construction period, state of conser-
vation, adaptive reuse period, cultural significance, typology or original function(s), 
and square meters of adaptive reuse intervention. Also, information about owner-
ship, management and investment was collected. The new uses/functions activated 
through the adaptive reuse was explored, including a set of possible new uses, from 
residential to commercial, cultural, educational and various social uses. Thus, data 

the role of explanatory variable is assumed by the corresponding Latent 
Variable. It is possible to make a regression with respect to a Latent Variable 
not directly observed since the latter is estimated, in the first step of the itera-
tive algorithm, as a linear combination of its Manifest which coefficients are 
arbitrarily chosen.

In a second phase, the values derived in the first phase for the latent, exog-
enous or endogenous explanatory variables in the structural model, are 
summed algebraically on the basis of the sign of the correlation coefficient 
between adjacent variables, i.e. linked by a causal relationship. The results of 
this calculation introduce a new weight estimate for the Latent Variables. If 
the results of the estimates of the weights obtained in the two phases con-
verge, the iterative estimation process ends and the coefficients of the struc-
tural model are then estimated through the classic least squares regression 
between the newly estimated Latent Variables. The PLS estimation process is 
able to handle a complex model without problems and requires a reduced 
number of observations since not all the model is estimated simultaneously.

The algorithm used during the estimation, aimed at explaining the values 
of latent and Manifest Variables, leads to satisfying model prediction proper-
ties, since it is aimed at maximizing the variability explained for Latent 
Variables and, possibly, for Manifest Variables. Furthermore, the PLS esti-
mate is non-parametric as it does not assume a particular probability distribu-
tion for the Manifest Variables or a particular measurement scale for them. 
The coefficients for causal relations and the weights for the relations between 
latent and Manifest Variables have the important statistical property called 
“weak consistency”, in the sense that, as both the sample size and the number 
of items detected by means of the questionnaire increase, they better approxi-
mate the true values of the statistical population from which the sample of 
analyzed cases was extracted.

Model Validation. A path model can be validated at three levels: (1) the 
quality of the measurement model, (2) the quality of the structural model, and 
(3) each structural regression equation. The communality index measures the 
quality of the measurement model for each block. The redundancy index mea-
sures the quality of the structural model for each endogenous block. The aver-
age redundancy for all endogenous blocks can also be computed. A global 
criterion of goodness-of-fit (GoF) can be proposed (Amato et al. 2004).
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on the specific characteristics of the heritage building/site, the process of adaptive 
reuse, and the new uses introduced was collected. Finally, a specific section on the 
“assessment on circularity” included a set of questions to assess the circularity 
performance of the adaptive reuse practice.

According to the CLIC theoretical framework of circular adaptive reuse of cul-
tural heritage, specific circularity criteria were identified, that reflect the theoretical 
model. First of all, two main Latent Variables were considered, as determinants of 
the diverse expressions of circularity:

 – Cultural value enhancement: the capacity to preserve, conserve and regenerate 
cultural values;

 – Management characteristics towards self-sustainability: the capacity to become 
financially self-sustainable;

In turn, these two variables determine the four fundamental building blocks of cir-
cularity (outcomes):

 – Closed metabolism realization: the capacity to realise circular metabolism flows 
of energy, water, materials, becoming environmentally self-sufficient;

 – Landscape quality enhancement: the contribution of the adaptive reuse interven-
tion to generate positive impacts in the local context such as visual quality, safety, 
green areas and public spaces;

 – Social impact: the social and cultural impact of the adaptive reuse intervention, 
including raising the level of residents’ and visitors’ awareness for cultural heri-
tage, increase cultural activities, place attachment, social cohesion, inclusion, 
wellbeing and health;

 – Economic spillover effects: the generation of economic spillovers in the city/
region through the adaptive reuse intervention.

Thus, to explain these complex elements/criteria of circularity (“Latent Variables”, 
LV), a set of related explicit variables (“Manifest Variables”, MV) were identified, 
as showed below (See Annex for detailed report of SEM model reliability factors).

List of Latent Variables and related Manifest Variables:

LV1—Enhancement of cultural value MV4.2 –Quality of public spaces
MV1.1 –Conservation of heritage values MV4.3 –Enhance safety in the area
MV1.2 –Awareness raise for circular economy MV4.4 –Enhance landscape visual quality
LV2—Management characteristics and 
self-sustainability

LV5—Social impact

MV2.1 –Economic and financial self-sustainable MV5.1 –Awareness raise for cultural 
heritage

MV2.2 –Generates revenue flows MV5.2 –Enhance place attachment
MV2.3 –Third sector involved MV5.3 –Enhance social cohesion
MV2.4 –Different stakeholders involved MV5.4 –Enhance inclusion of 

marginalized groups
MV2.5 –Profits are reinvested MV5.5 –Enhance heritage community

(continued)
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MV2.6 –Total number of uses (classified in 5 
groups)

MV5.6 –Enhance cultural activities

MV5.7 –Enhance people’s wellbeing
MV5.8 –Enhance people’s health

LV3—Closed metabolism realization LV6—Economic spillover effects
MV3.1 –Low energy consumption systems MV6.1 –Enhance jobs creation
MV3.2 –Renewable energy sources MV6.2 –Attract innovative start-ups
MV3.3 –Water storage and reuse systems MV6.3 –Attract creative industries
MV3.4 –Traditional / bio / reuse materials MV6.4 –Attract new commercial activities
MV3.5 –Reduction of construction waste MV6.5 –Attract cultural visitors
LV4 – Landscape quality enhancement MV6.6 –Attract new residents
MV4.1 –Increase of green spaces MV6.7 –Increase real estate values

The six “Latent Variables” (LV) represented specific criteria or “building blocks” 
of circularity for cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects. A seventh LV was identi-
fied, describing the “Global Circularity Performance Index” of each adaptive reuse 
practice, derived from the direct contribution of four LVs (Closed metabolism real-
ization, Landscape quality enhancement, Social impact, Economic spillover effects), 
and the indirect contribution of two LVs (Cultural value enhancement, Management 
characteristics towards self-sustainability).

3

The survey proposed a set of specific questions to assess the performance of the 
adaptive reuse intervention with respect to each aspect expressed by the MVs. The 
level of performance was assessed by asking to respondents “whether and to which 
extent” the adaptive reuse intervention contributed to each of the aspects identified 
through the specific MVs. To make the survey accessible to a wide and non-expert 
public, “simple” answer options were chosen, on a qualitative self-explaining Likert 
scale: No, Yes scarcely, Yes moderately, Yes highly. The option “I don’t know” was 
included (see Chap. 5 of this book for more details). The Manifest Variables were 
recoded, starting from the questions of the CLIC Survey questionnaire. The answers 
were recoded into numerical (ordinal) values considering the different answers 
given: NA—I don’t know;4 1—No; 2—Yes scarce; 3—Yes moderately; 4—
Yes highly.

Adaptive reuse practices were collected through a online survey tool (see Chap. 
5) involving heritage experts and organisations throughout Europe, maintaining a 
geographical balance with respect to European macro-areas (Central-Northern, 

3 At the “Global Circularity Performance Index” are assigned 24 Manifest Variables (MVs), in a 
hierarchical SEM perspective, which correspond to the 4 LVs directly impacting on it: Closed 
metabolism realization, Landscape quality enhancement, Social impact, Economic spillover 
effects (outcomes). This allows to estimate the relevance of their impact on the Global Circularity 
Performance Index according to the usual practice of hierarchical SEM.
4 Missing Data Treatment. Specific treatment for missing data (NA—I don’t know) was applied to 
estimate missing values as the “nearest neighbour”. This method allows to have the most reliable 
estimation based on the analysis of the answers given to similar practices included in the database 
which present valid data.
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Eastern and Southern Europe), and with respect to heritage typologies (religious 
heritage, civil/residential buildings or sites, industrial heritage, military structures, 
mixed use including more than one typology, and others). The subjects involved in 
the data collection selected a set of 126 good practices that were assessed in the 
perspective of circularity. The sample of projects included in the database was not 
meant to be statistically representative of the population of all adaptive reuse inter-
ventions in Europe as it is not known, nevertheless they represent a large, geograph-
ically balanced and relevant examples of adaptive reuse practices that achieved 
general objectives of heritage conservation, new uses in previously abandoned or 
underused heritage sites, and that were still in operations after at least 3–5 years, 
thus it was possible to observe the impacts generated by a sufficient variety of 
diverse projects typologies (Figs. 6.1 and 6.2).

The following sections describe the results of the data collection and statistical 
analysis conducted to assess the circularity performance of cultural heritage adap-
tive reuse practices.

Central-Northern 
Europe; 36%

Eastern Europe; 22%

Southern Europe; 42% Central-Northern Europe

Eastern Europe

Southern Europe

Fig. 6.1 Distribution of analysed projects for EU geographical areas

Religious
14%

Civil/Residential
13%

Military
9%

Industrial
26%

More than one use
23%

Other
15% Religious

Civil/Residential

Military

Industrial

More than one use

Other

Fig. 6.2 Distribution of analysed projects for typologies
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3  Identification of Good and Best Practices Through 
a Modelling-Based Approach

3.1  The Circularity SEM Model: Definition and Results

For the evaluation of adaptive reuse practices, the answers provided by respondents 
on the CLIC survey assessment on circularity section was analysed. The SEM 
model was designed for the statistical analysis, describing the relationships between 
the Latent Variables (key circularity criteria or “building blocks”).

The structural model expresses in statistical terms both the relationships between 
specific circularity “determinants” and circularity outcomes, and the relationships 
between outcomes and circularity results. Figure 6.3 shows how the SEM was built, 
and the relationships between the LV on which a Global Performance is based.

Figure 6.4 shows the results of the SEM, which identify the relationships between 
the Latent Variables.

The results of the estimation of the structural model parameters reported in 
Fig. 6.4 show the average score for each latent variable (m) impact (Reg) and con-
tribution (cR2) of each explanatory LV on its own dependent LV, as well as their 
average scores (m). In the SEM for Circularity, all the impacts are significantly dif-
ferent from zero,5 confirming the good definition of the model in terms of cause- 
effect relations between its latent variables.

5 The model passed all verifications of reliability (showed by alfa values), complete details can be 
found at www.clicproject.eu. The significance of the relations between LVs in terms of impact, 
evaluated in terms of the probability of a t-test obtained according to a bootstrap approach, che ne 
nostro caso assume valori di p < 0,01, helps to affirm that the impact of a LV on another target LV 
is significantly different from zero.

Fig. 6.3 Circularity Structural Equation Model used to assess the level of performance of 
circularity

N. C. Lauro et al.
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Fig. 6.4 Results of the Structural Equation Model on Circularity performance

The model allows an initial consideration of the average values of the latent vari-
ables, which are expressed on a 0–100 scale. The highest visitor evaluations con-
cerned the landscape quality (71,91), social impact (67,30) and cultural value 
enhancement (69,80). Other latent variables reported average score values around 
50, such as economic spillovers (52,18) and management characteristics (48,83). 
Around this level is also the assessment of the global circularity score.

Looking at the R2 values varying between 0 and 1, it can be seen that the latent 
variables of management characteristics and cultural value enhancement explain 
well the variations in the social and economic components of circularity, presenting 
values around 0,50, while they explain less well the environmental and landscape 
aspects, as it was obvious to expect. The value R2 = 1,00 for the 4 components of 
circularity with respect to the overall circularity score is not a judgement of the 
quality of the model, but simply an identity since we have assumed that the manifest 
variables of the latter are the same as its components.

In terms of contribution to the R2 the model shows the following results:

 – contributes more to the variability of the Landscape quality than the Management 
characteristics (53,9% against 46,1%);

 – The Cultural value contributes slightly more than the Management characteris-
tics on the Social Impact (50,7% against 49,3%);

 – Management characteristics contribu mentre te significantly more than the 
Cultural value to Economic spillovers (81,4% against 18,6%);

 – The two Latent Variables that contribute most to the variability of Circularity 
Performance are the Social Impact (34,2%) and the Economic spillovers (26,3%).

In sintesi il management …. contribuisce maggiormente a determinare gli aspetti 
ambientali ed. economici mentre siaqivale al valore culturale nel determinare gli 
aspetti sociali e paesaggistici della circolarità.

Analysing the direct impact (reg)s, the model showed the following results:

 – The Cultural value has its greatest impact on the Closed metabolism (0,569) and 
then on the Social impact (0,386) and finally on the Landscape quality (0,373) 
while impacting less on the Economic spillovers (0,260);
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 – The Management characteristics have a greater impact on Economic spillovers 
(0,641), on an intermediate level on Closed metabolism (0,569) and lower on 
Social impact (0,416) and Landscape quality (0,307);

 – The Latent Variables with the greatest direct impact on Circularity performance 
are the Social impact (0,376) and the Economic spillovers (0,257) while the 
impact of the Closed metabolism (0,193) and the Landscape quality (0,176) 
are lower.

The model thus shows that the aspects related to the business model and governance 
of the site (management characteristics) have a large impact on the global circular-
ity score, suggesting the need of a particular attention to this aspect in the adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage, taking into account that the enhancement of cultural value 
should be a primary objective in cultural heritage sites. It is also clear that economic 
and social components impact more on the global circularity performance, suggest-
ing that a circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage should particularly focus on the 
economic and social impacts.

The resulting scores for each LV were normalized in a 0–100 scale to provide a 
finer measurement and allow comparisons. A total score for each LV was calculated, 
representing different aspects influencing the circularity performance, as well as the 
Global Circularity Performance Index. Once the general model was estimated, the 
scores of the LVs could be computed in relation to the geographical areas of loca-
tion of the case studies, and to the heritage typology. Analysing the scores on the 
basis of the geographical area to which they belong, we can immediately see how 
Circularity Performance is higher in interventions carried out in Central-Northern 
Europe (57,08) than in Southern Europe (50,75) and even more than in the East 
Europe (41,41) (Table 6.1).

For the Cultural value, both Central-Northern and Southern Europe express high 
scores (over 72) while Eastern Europe reaches the score of 60. It could be thus 
observed a possible higher attention of Central-Northern and Southern countries to 
cultural heritage values conservation.

The scores for Management Characteristics are also higher in Southern Europe 
and in Central-Northern Europe, although with a lower score (around 50 on a scale 
of 0–100), while the value for Eastern Europe is decidedly low (37,6). Management 

Table 6.1 Latent Variables scores for EU geographical regions

EU 
Region

Cultural 
value

Management 
characteristics

Closed 
metabolisms

Landscape 
quality

Social 
impact

Economic 
spillovers

Circularity 
performance

Central- 
Northern 
Europe

72,86 49,62 53,48 74,09 67,55 59,88 57,08

Eastern 
Europe

60,16 37,63 30,36 70,46 61,15 41,03 41,41

Southern 
Europe

72,15 50,90 39,39 70,92 69,69 51,09 50,75

ALL 69,80 48,83 43,02 71,91 67,30 52,18 52,12
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Characteristics are related to the capacity to generate diverse revenue flows, reach-
ing economic and financial self-sustainability over time. Also, this variable is related 
to third sector involvement and stakeholders engagement, towards multi-level and 
participatory governance models. The low values reached by Eastern Europe coun-
tries in this variable could be related to more public-led investments in cultural heri-
tage, with less reliance on private entrepreneurship, including third sector, for the 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. In fact, Eastern Europe showed generally a more 
“top-down” approach relying on public investments more than private or community- 
based interventions.

With regard to the Closed Metabolism, the Centre-Northern Europe reaches the 
score of 53,4 while the results of Southern Europe (39,4) and Eastern Europe (30,3) 
are quite distant. This variable is related to the adoption of low energy consumption 
systems and renewable energy sources, as well as water storage and reuse systems, 
use of traditional / bio / reuse materials and reduction of construction wastes. The 
results reflect the general higher attention in Central-Northern Europe towards the 
use of renewable energy sources, for energy retrofit also in cultural heritage build-
ings and sites. On the other hand, the low scores in Southern Europe could reflect a 
difficulty in using new technology for renewable energy generation in heritage sites, 
showing the necessity of establishing a dialogue with heritage authorities and pro-
fessionals to enhance capacity and awareness with regard to environmental issues in 
the heritage field. Moreover, Eastern Europe coutries could lack capacity and 
resources for the identification and implementation of new compatible technologies 
for energy retrofit of historic buildings and sites.

Landscape quality scores were more balanced, all above 70 with a maximum in 
Central-Northern Europe (74,1) and at similar levels in the East (70,5) and Southern 
Europe (70,9), showing a general attention towards specific aspects such as increase 
of green spaces, enhancement of the quality of public spaces and safety, as well as 
landscape visual quality.

The Social impact shows fairly high scores with a peak in Southern Europe 
(69,7) and followed by Centre-Northern Europe (67,5) and Eastern Europe (61,1), 
related to how the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage contributed to raise awareness 
for cultural heritage, enhance place attachment and social cohesion, enhance inclu-
sion of marginalized groups, stimulate cohesive heritage communities taking care 
of cultural heritage, and thus increase cultural activities in the target areas. Moreover, 
this variable shows the contribution of the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage to the 
enhancement of people’s wellbeing and health.

Finally, the Economic spillovers scores reach a maximum in Central-Northern 
Europe (59,9) while less brilliant scores are reached in Southern Europe (51,1) and 
in the Eastern Europe (41). This result could be related to a higher capacity in 
Central-Northern Europe to generate new jobs in the heritage sector through the 
adaptive reuse, establish new uses able to make the heritage site attractive for inno-
vative start-ups, creative industries and commercial activities, while attracting also 
new residents in the heritage site area and visitors for tourism and educational pur-
poses. Also, the economic spillovers related to the enhancement of real estate values 
are here considered (Table 6.2).
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Observing the results based on the typology of case studied, the main evidences 
are the following:

 – For the global circularity performance the highest scores are realized for the 
Military heritage typology (59,8) and the Industrial (55,4) while the lowest ones 
concern Religious structures (38,8), which could be related to higher difficulties 
in religious heritage settings to activate a diversity of new uses and implement 
effective energy retrofit technologies, also observing the lowest scores in this 
category for the variables related to management characteristics, closed metabo-
lisms and economic spillovers.

 – The Cultural value is higher in the case-studies of Military typology (79,2), 
Industrial and Religious one (approximately 72), expressing a higher attention in 
the conservation of heritage values for these categories, probably linked to larger 
buildings and sites that highly impact the urban landscape, compared with civil 
and residential buildings categories and other mixed typologies.

 – The highest scores about the Management characteristics are found in heritage 
typologies such as the Industrial (53,01) and in the mixed (More than one use) 
typologies (55,5) while they are lower for Civil / Residential (37,3), showing that 
these categories could be more adaptable to a diversity of new uses, allowing 
diverse revenue flows with less barriers also for participatory governance models 
and involvement of the third sector.

 – The Closed Metabolism receives higher scores in typologies like the Military 
(51,55) and Industrial ones (46,8) and lower for the typology Civil / Residential 
(32,9) and Religious (34,6), here also it could be related to the higher flexibility 
of those heritage typologies to implement effective energy retrofit strategies.

 – The Landscape quality is higher in the Military typologies (81) while it is lower 
in the Religious ones (59,4), expressing the relevant impact that forts and other 
large historic military buildings have for the urban and coastal landscapes. Also, 
it could be observed that the adaptive reuse of large military heritage could be 
more easily linked to increase of green areas and public spaces quality, while the 
reuse of small religious buildings could have less impact on the change of sur-
roundings and related public spaces.

 – The Social impact is greater for the Civil / Residential (73,8) and Military (73,5) 
and lower for the Religious typologies (61,7), however the scores obtained by all 
categories are relatively high, showing the importance of adaptive reuse of cul-
tural heritage for generating positive social impacts, including the establishment 
of heritage communities to care for heritage, and the enhancement of wellbeing.

 – Finally, the Economic spillovers variable score is higher for the typologies like 
the Industrial (59,8) and the Military ones (58,3) while it has lower scores for the 
Religious typologies (38,1), showing the existence of higher barriers in religious 
heritage sites to generate economic impacts in the urban/rural areas, as it is 
clearly more difficult for religious heritage owners, managers and communities 
to accept in a religious (or ex-religious) place a wide range of diverse profitable 
uses related to commercial activities, startups and companies.
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Best practices; 15%

Good practices; 25%

Medium; 21%

Medium-scarce; 23%

Worst practices; 16%

Best practices

Good practices

Medium

Medium-scarce

Worst practices

Fig. 6.5 Distribution of practices in each class of circularity

Finally, based on the scores reached in the Global Circularity Performance Index, a 
classification into five classes with equal intervals was defined to identify groups of 
projects as follows:

• Scores 80–100—“Best practices”
• Scores 60–80—“Good practices”
• Scores 40–60—“Medium performance”
• Scores 20–40—“Medium-scarce performance”
• Scores 0–20—“Scarce performances”

The percentage of practices included in each category is showed in the Fig. 6.5.
It should be noted that 40% of the analysed sites fall into the good and best prac-

tice classes with a score of over 60. The cases belonging to the first class are all 
interesting for a total circularity score of at least 80 in a 0–100 scale (Table 6.3). 
Analysing the best practices in terms of Circularity Performance, it is possible to 
underline the “Top-5” projects with the highest global scores: they are represented 
by C-Mine, Grand Hornu, De Hoorn, Tour à Plomb, Pianofabriek.

3.2  Characterization of Circularity Classes: Best Practices 
Common Features

This section analyses the characteristics of best practices emerging from an addi-
tional data mining analysis. The characteristics of each circularity class were identi-
fied through the technique of “variables characterization”, considering the Classes 
of circularity as the variables to be characterized, and the general characteristics of 
the site and the project (based on the survey answers) as the characterizing vari-
ables. Below the characteristics of best practices are described.
The procedure called characterization of a categorical variable was used to describe 
the main characteristics of the best and worst classes. The statistical software used 
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Table 6.3 “Best” and “Good” practices of cultural heritage adaptive reuse for global circularity 
performance

Best practices site name Circularity performance score

1 C-Mine 100,000
2 Grand Hornu 94,511
3 De Hoorn 94,145
4 Tour à Plomb 92,851
5 Pianofabriek 90,752
6 Alden Biesen 90,086
7 Mercato Centrale San Lorenzo 89,129
8 Fort Monostor 88,953
9 Van Nelle Fabriek 88,378
10 Botanical Garden of National Palace of Queluz 86,839
11 Zitadelle Spandau 86,773
12 Hotel Katajanokka 86,628
13 Mercado Da Ribeira 86,616
14 Fort Vechten 86,300
15 Le Brass Centre Culturel de Forest 85,463
16 Kinsterna Hotel 85,162
17 Albergo Diffuso Zoncolan 83,696
18 Meelfabriek Leiden 83,332
19 Catacombe di Napoli 82,258
20 Hal 5 80,615

Good practices site name Circularity performance score

21 Zeche Zollverein 79,896
22 Villa Campolieto 79,419
23 H-Farm 78,684
24 Gasometer City 78,485
25 ReDock La Junquera 78,067
26 Omeriye Ottoman Baths 77,999
27 De Lakfabriek 77,052
28 Geofort 76,735
29 Fort K’IJK—Fort bij Krommeniedijk 75,583
30 Molino Stucky 75,565
31 Škratelj Homestead—Slovene Cinemateque museum 75,038
32 Caballero Fabriek 74,766
33 Convent Carmen 74,696
34 Urbact 2nd Chance 72,351
35 Pakhuis de Zwijger 72,344
36 Hotel Cais De Santarem 72,180
37 Lesczynski Manor: Elderly Healthcare & Residencies 71,666
38 2nd Chance—Waking up the sleeping giants 71,211

(continued)
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Table 6.3 (continued)

Good practices site name Circularity performance score

39 Atlas building, Eindhoven University of Technology 70,055
40 Fort Resort Beemster 69,587
41 Riot studio 69,489
42 Ssmoll / San Sebastiano Monte dei Morti Living Lab 68,445
43 Battersea Arts Centre—performing arts centre 67,806
44 Spirito Santo Palazzo Storico 67,755
45 Lanthieri Manor 65,141
46 Train World Museum 64,030
47 L’Asilo 63,986
48 Bauska Fortress 62,981
49 Pfefferwerk 60,358

is SPAD, a well-known statistical software of the French school (e.g. Lebart, 
Morineau), which uses this procedure to describe for example sub- populations of a 
sample (Lebart et al. 2016). Through the comparison between a subpopulation (for 
example the case-studies that have achieved a score between 80 and 100 as 
Circularity performance level) and the total sample (which is composed of the case-
studies that have achieved any score between 0 and 100 as Circularity performance) 
this procedure through the Test-value procedure makes it possible to respond to 
questions of the type: are the case-studies located in Southern Europe over-repre-
sented or under-represented in the class of cases with a Circularity performance 
score between 80 and 100 compared to the total sample? Is public ownership over-
represented or under-represented compared to the total sample?

Methodological Notes on Characterization of Variables (DEMOD)
Characterisation of variables. The analysis of the characteristics of a nomi-
nal variable (or DEMOD procedure) is a statistical procedure used to describe 
the characteristic variables and the modalities of the response of specific cat-
egories of people/businesses/statistical units in a sample (e.g. survey ques-
tions with two or more modes of response) widely used in data mining. By 
comparing a sub-population (e.g. those who choose to visit a location for 
cultural purposes and the total sample), this procedure through the Test Value 
allows answering statistical hypotheses such as: are males over-represented or 
under-represented in the sample of those who choose a location for cultural 
reasons? Is the age group over-represented or under represented compared to 
the total sample? The Test Value allows to identify the response patterns (con-
sumer characteristics) most associated with specific responses to the survey. 
Values of 1.4–1.5 and higher are considered as particularly interesting, while 
lower values can be relevant in particular cases or small samples. The results 
are described through three main elements (columns): % of category in group 
(referred to the selected sub-sample); % of category in set (referred to the total 
sample); Test Value (response pattern as described above).
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Fig. 6.6 Characterization of the circularity class of “best practices”

The group of “best practices” included 15% of the total number of projects (Fig. 6.6). 
It described the best practices in terms of circularity, shows the characteristics that 
differentiated the cases identified as best from the rest of the sample of the projects 
in the sample.
The cases identified as best practices were distinguished by a greater use of public 
consultation as a form of participation (55% in this group compared to 21,4% in the 
overall sample), for a greater presence in the Centre-Northern Europe area (65%) 
and minor in the South and Eastern Europe. These are cases that have a type of 
protection that was more often national (as much as 50%), with a greater frequency 
of self-sustainable projects (50% against 27% in the overall sample) and there is a 
higher presence of large investments or average (the first at 45% of the total, between 
3 and 10 million euro). The prevalent projects’ typology in this class were the ones 
in the production, industrial or commercial field in 45% of cases. These are projects 
that are most frequently developed in Metropolis areas (30%), with a period of re-
use between 2005 and 2010 (30% of the cases) and in a state of poor conservation 
(50%). It is also worth noting that the typology of small investments under 1 million 
euro is absolutely not present in this group, while it represents the 34% of the entire 
group of projects, showing a lower capacity of small investments to generate high 
returns in terms of financial sustainability and positive impacts in the target area. 
Also, in this group of “best” practices are not present the categories of civil and resi-
dential heritage, as well as renaissance buildings or sites—probably mostly civil/
residential, showing that other categories of larger buildings and larger investments 
such as industrial heritage sites and investments above 1 million euro tend to gener-
ate more visible impacts.

Observing the results, some considerations emerge from the analysis of “best 
practices”. First, the best “circular” practices are those where stakeholders’ involve-
ment in decision making has been realized (mostly through public consultation with 
stakeholders, but also through other forms of citizens’ engagement); this confirms 
the positive role of collaboration and cooperation between public institutions, pri-
vate organizations able to provide new services and uses, and the local community 
as final “user” of the adaptive reuse projects; however, a specific role of the Heritage 
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Community has not emerged in the practices observed, thus more clear investiga-
tion will be needed to explore the real implementation and potential of the Heritage 
Community for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage.

Then, it could be observed that the investment and management model influ-
ences the global circularity performance, generating economic-financial self- 
sustainability and social impact through the new uses. The best practices are 
characterised by a high level of financial self-sustainability. These are the projects 
in which revenue flows are higher, and are able to cover investment and manage-
ment costs. The most common management model observed within the best prac-
tices sample is direct management from the owner, however “use concessions” for 
free or “renting” models emerge as common practice in the entire sample of adap-
tive reuse projects. Through these models, the abandoned heritage for which the 
legal owner has no resources for recovery and reuse can be still maintained and 
conserved for future generations, avoiding to “sell” properties also from public bod-
ies due to lack of financial resources, in a win-win strategy that guarantees benefits 
in the short time for private subjects, and net benefits in the long time for pub-
lic body.

It is observed also that large and medium investments (over 1 million euro) char-
acterize the best practices, while small investments are not present (0,00% in the 
group, compared to 34,12% in the whole sample). This could lead to explore the 
possibility of mixed private and public investment, including also contribution from 
local communities (public-private-people partnerships), to stimulate higher perfor-
mance of the adaptive reuse intervention. Within the best practices group, it emerges 
also the presence of industrial heritage reuses, as well as interventions in large cit-
ies. Thus, it is possible to hypothesize that interventions in rural or peripheral areas 
have currently less probability of success, as they are located in less accessible areas 
with lower numbers of users and lower investments, thus a specific support could be 
planned for this kind of interventions.

The group of “good practices” characterised by a score in the global circularity 
between 80 and 60, showed specific characteristics with a higher presence of small 
investments (less than 1 million euro), private funding and financing, a low but pos-
sible financial self-sustainability, and non profit organisations as managers of the 
heritage sites. This shows a particular group which also includes a higher percent-
age of religious heritage linked to ecclesiastical bodies as owners. The link between 
religious heritage and third sector actors as possible managers, with smaller invest-
ments from mostly private organisations can be a interesting model, showing the 
compatibility of social uses and socially oriented manager organisations with the 
particular category of religious heritage.

After analysing the emerging characteristics in the groups of best and good prac-
tices, the average scores obtained for each Latent Variable (“building block” of cir-
cularity) were assessed within a Impact-Performance matrix, providing practical 
suggestions for future adaptive reuse projects, based on the empirical evidence built 
through the statistical analysis results.
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3.3  An Operational Use of the Latent Variables to Support 
Decision the Impact-Performance Matrix (IPM)

The results of the circularity structural model can be used to identify critical vari-
ables of circularity for decisional aim by comparing the score reached by each proj-
ect with the value of its impact on the variable of the global circularity performance. 
Accordingly, 4 intervention areas are identified based on the level (low, high) 
teached by these criteria. For instance the most critical area concern latent variable 
that present low performance score and high impact (Fig. 6.7).

A scatter diagram (Impact, Performance Map) based on the representation of the 
6 explanatory latent variables affecting indirectly (Management characteristics, 
Cultural Values) or directly (Closed metabolism, Landscape quality, Social impact, 
Economic spillover) the Global circularity defined in the model is then built.

The diagram is divided into four quadrants separated by a vertical line that rep-
resents the threshold that distinguishes the acceptable average scores from the unac-
ceptable ones, and from a horizontal line that represents the threshold that separate 
low impacts from high impacts.

In the specific case, the thresholds are respectively based on the average of the 6 
explanatory variable mean score and the average of their impact on the Global 
Circularity. The total impact considered for the determinant Vs include both direct 
and indirect effects whereas as for the 4 circularity outcomes only their direct effect 
on the Global circularity LV is considered.

The upper left quadrant is characterized by the variables that have a worst perfor-
mance and have a higher impact on Circularity performance (or another target vari-
able); therefore, it represents an area of intervention or priority for improvements to 
be designed/foreseen. The lower left quadrant describes variables that have a worse 
performance but have a lower impact on the Circularity performance; therefore, 
they represent a monitoring area. The score can be improved but the impact is not 
high. The upper right quadrant in which are positioned the variables that have a bet-
ter performance and that have a greater impact on the Circularity performance, rep-
resents an area that must be maintained. It will be increased easily if the scores are 
not so high. The lower right quadrant shows the variables with good performance 
and a lower impact on Circularity performance and represent an area to be enhanced.

Latent variable average score
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Fig. 6.7 Impact 
performance matrix
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Observing the overall scores of Latent Variables in the sample as a whole, and 
their associated weights (importance), some considerations can be made. Analysing 
the intervention matrix for the Latent Variable “Circularity performance”, in the 
priority intervention area (upper left quadrant) the only Latent Variable is the one 
measuring the Management Characteristics: in this area, the impact on the outcome 
index represented by the Circularity is high, but the scores for the case-studies are 
low. It is therefore a priority area to be improved to bring reuse interventions closer 
to a higher level of circularity. The Maintenance Area at the top right is also interest-
ing. These are Latent Variables with high but also high in terms of impact. It is a 
level of performance absolutely to be maintained because the absence of these ele-
ments would hinder the ability of an intervention to achieve a good level of circular-
ity (Cultural Value and Social impact). The bottom left quadrant is the Monitoring 
Area, characterized by variables with low scores for the case-studies and low 
impacts too. This is an area to be monitored, where the impact is not high but the 
scores can be easily improved (Closed metabolisms and Economic spillovers). At 
the bottom right there is an area to be enhanced. The Landscape quality has high 
scores but low impact on the circularity and the challenge is to favour a greater 
capacity of this variable to bring returns to the circularity score.

To identify critical intervention items in order to improve the circularity approach 
results in the area under study, these maps can be replicated for each of the six LVs 
of the SEM model, with respect to the MVs that contribute to them, using the 
weights and average values of each MV (see Annex).

In the following, due to its position in the Priority intervention area (Fig. 6.8), we 
report the impact-performance map realized for the Management Characteristics 
(Fig. 6.9).

Critical indicators (in the upper left part of the map) are not present, however 
some lower scores indicators are present (e.g. Financial self-sustainability, Third 
sector) which require some intervention to move in the right part of the map. At the 
same time the map (upper right quadrant) highlight indicators which performance 
should be maintained such as revenue flows and reinvestment of profits, which are 
localized in the upper right part of the graph with due to their high impact and high 
performance as well.

4  Conclusions

The contribution of the present chapter concerns both an innovative representation 
for the Circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage by a suitable model based on 
latent variables, and the possibility to operationalize the theoretical framework on 
the subject matter established by the CLIC project (Luigi Fusco Girard this volume, 
Chap. 2) by analysing the data issued from the CLIC Survey (Chap. 5).
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Fig. 6.8 Impact-performance map based on Latent Variables of circularity

Fig. 6.9 Impact-performance map for the manifest variables on management characteristics

The Survey on Circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage allowed to identify 
some best and good practices, as well as less satisfying reuse practices, and also to 
test the validity of the circular theoretical model for cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
through empirical evidence.
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In particular, through this Survey it was asked whether the adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage:

 – has enhanced social cohesion and heritage communities;
 – has generated economic wealth through adequate revenues/cash flows vs. invest-

ment and operating costs (economic/financial self-sustainability);
 – has enhanced the attractiveness of the area for new investments, in particular 

attracting cultural and creative industries, and enhancing the perceived visual 
quality of the landscape;

 – has been implemented with a specific role of the third sector (which is more and 
more considered as a key actor between public and private);

 – has demonstrated win-win-win solutions combining private short term interests 
with public longer term objectives;

 – has employed circular models through closed micro-metabolisms in water, 
energy and materials use.

Although the different levels of circularity observed, all projects were able to pro-
vide abandoned and underused buildings / sites / landscapes with new use values, 
avoiding the loss of cultural memory and enhancing their cultural values, confirm-
ing adaptive reuse as a viable and effective strategy to give “new life to old build-
ings” (but also, as said, sites and landscapes, as well as objects), thus contributing to 
the implementation of the circular city model; almost all projects reported positive 
impacts in the enhancement of quality of public spaces, safety and landscape visual 
quality of the area in which they are located. All projects reported positive impacts 
for “place attachment”, confirming the relevance of the adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage as contribution to urban regeneration.

The aim of the statistical analysis performed was to assess the level of circular-
ity of the analysed case studies, specifying whether the practices regenerated 
resources (human, environmental, economic, cultural, etc.). Data on each project 
was collected through the CLIC Survey and analysed through the statistical 
method of Structural Equation Model identifying the relevant ‘building blocks’ 
underlying the Global Circularity Performance Index for 126 cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse projects. The SEM allowed to validate key concepts of circularity 
in cultural heritage (latent variables) and to explore the relationships between 
them, “overcoming” the traditional approach of “pillars” of sustainability and 
making operational the theoretical “circularity model”. The “weights” of Latent 
Variables emerged from the SEM showed that the social impact variable is stron-
ger: this represents on the one hand a signal of the importance of the generative 
capacity in the “social” dimension. The best practices were thus analysed more 
in-depth through a data mining technique (characterisation of variables—
DEMOD), identifying the emerging characteristics in the specific group of the 
“best” adaptive reuse projects in terms of circularity. Finally, an Impact-
Performance Matrix was used to explore the possible uses of the indicators of 
circularity in the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, for further implementation 
and test towards planning and design decisions aid / support.
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Beyond the cognitive and decision-supporting aspects that derive from estimat-
ing the assumed circularity model, it should be noted that its mathematical formali-
sation also allows it to be used for predictive purposes, making it possible to simulate 
the effects of intervention policies or the calculation of the circularity score for 
new sites.

To conclude, the statistical analyses performed in this section allow to confirm 
the validity of the proposed model for circularity assessment and understand the 
nature and relationships of data collected through the CLIC Survey on cultural heri-
tage adaptive reuse practices. This study represents the result of a specific stage of 
the CLIC adaptive reuse of cultural heritage project aiming at developing multicri-
teria methodology and multidimensional evaluation tools to support the implemen-
tation of innovative “circular” governance, financing and business models for 
cultural heritage adaptive reuse. The complexity of the data analysed in this experi-
mental analysis could not lead yet to definitive conclusions, nevertheless the statisti-
cal analysis approach pursued enabled the validation of the theoretical model, 
identifying “building blocks” and “best practices” of circular adaptive reuse of cul-
tural heritage, and allowing to glimpse some interesting hypotheses that could be 
explored further through qualitative and quantitative analyses (in-depth case 
studies).

 Annex—Reliability of the SEM Latent Variable Model, Scores 
and Weights of Manifest Variables

Latent variable Manifest variables Mean
Outer 
weight

Outer weight 
(normalized)

Cultural value
(Rho = 0,727)

HERITAGE VALUE 3571 0,921 0,571
CIRCULAR ECONOMY (CE) 
AWARENESS

2762 0,693 0,429

Management 
characteristics
(Rho = 0,764)

FINANCIAL 
SELF-SUSTAINABILITY

2571 0,094 0,064

REVENUE FLOWS 2825 0,409 0,278
THIRD SECTOR 2556 0,186 0,126
STAKEHOLDERS 
INVOLVEMENT

2722 0,264 0,179

REINVESTMENT OF PROFITS 2849 0,360 0,245
TOT N. OF USES 2524 0,160 0,109

Closed metabolisms
(Rho = 0,862)

LOW ENERGY SYSTEMS 2516 0,208 0,179
RENEWABLE ENERGY 2111 0,212 0,183
WATER RECOVERY 1833 0,276 0,237
MATERIALS REUSED 2802 0,236 0,203
WASTES REDUCTION 2278 0,230 0,198

(continued)
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Latent variable Manifest variables Mean
Outer 
weight

Outer weight 
(normalized)

Landscape quality
(Rho = 0,791)

GREEN SPACES 2619 0,230 0,160
PUBLIC SPACE QUALITY 3389 0,384 0,267
SAFETY 3095 0,423 0,294
LANDSCAPE QUALITY 3310 0,402 0,280

Social impact
(Rho = 0,869)

CULTURAL HERITAGE (CH) 
AWARENESS

3397 0,229 0,137

PLACE ATTACHMENT 3310 0,256 0,153
SOCIAL COHESION 3175 0,214 0,128
INCLUSION 3000 0,151 0,090
HERITAGE COMMUNITY 2730 0,151 0,090
CULTURAL ACTIVITIES 3302 0,196 0,117
WELLBEING 3310 0,274 0,164
HEALTH 3135 0,202 0,121

Economic spillovers
(Rho = 0,841)

JOBS CREATION 3008 0,238 0,171
STARTUP ATTRACTION 2151 0,185 0,133
CREATIVE INDUSTRIES 2841 0,159 0,114
COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES 2794 0,194 0,139
CULTURAL TOURISM 3024 0,212 0,152
RESIDENTS ATTRACTION 2595 0,216 0,155
REAL ESTATE INCREASE 2540 0,190 0,137
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Chapter 7
Understanding Best Practices of Cultural 
Heritage Adaptive Reuse in the Perspective 
of the Circular Economy: In-Depth 
Assessment of Case Studies

Francesca Buglione, Antonia Gravagnuolo, Mariarosaria Angrisano, 
Silvia Iodice, Martina Bosone, Pasquale De Toro, and Luigi Fusco Girard

1  Introduction

The CLIC adaptive reuse of cultural heritage argued that cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse can represent a viable strategy for the implementation of circular cities and 
regions (CLIC project – Circular models Leveraging Investments in Cultural heri-
tage adaptive reuse 2017), contributing to the reuse of natural and cultural resources, 
the re-generation of values of heritage sites and buildings, and in many cases also to 
social and community bonds regeneration thanks to new social uses of heritage sites 
(Fusco Girard 2018; Fusco Girard and Gravagnuolo 2017). In the first phase of the 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, the theoretical circular model of cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse was developed applying inter-disciplinary and trans-disciplinary 
approaches involving adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and practitioners from 
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diverse fields in a common reflection. The circular model was discussed, and further 
explored through the analysis of cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices, applying 
statistical analysis tools to identify the “best practices” in the perspective of circu-
larity. The experiences analysed were not meant initially to reach specific circularity 
goals, and therefore they do not represent yet “ideal” solutions for circular adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage. However, relevant lessons can be learnt from these prac-
tices, that can be applied in the design and implementation of future circular solu-
tions for abandoned and underused cultural heritage.

In this chapter, three best practices of cultural heritage adaptive reuse are explored 
in-depth to understand in particular their business, financial and governance model 
and the impacts they generated in their territory: De Hoorn (Belgium), C-Mine 
(Belgium), the Catacombs of San Gennaro (Italy).

The analysis of best practices informed the CLIC adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage as they represented useful examples of how circularity goals are reached 
through diverse interventions. The “ideal” circular model for cultural heritage adap-
tive reuse should include the achievement of all goals (cultural, environmental, 
social, economic), however these best practices were important to contribute to 
structuring specific circularity criteria for evaluation of future practices, in line with 
real setting experiences and representing a benchmark and inspiration for the future 
interventions.

The following sections present the methodology implemented to select and anal-
yse the case studies, and the results obtained through direct interviews conducted 
with heritage sites/buildings managers. The discussion and conclusions section 
summarises the lessons learned and the key success factor in the case studies, pav-
ing the way for the identification of circularity criteria and indicators for ex-ante 
evaluation in the subsequent adaptive reuse of cultural heritage phases.

2  Methodology

The best practices were selected according to the statistical analysis conducted in 
the previous phase of the CLIC adaptive reuse of cultural heritage (Gravagnuolo 
et al. 2023). In particular, three cases were identified in which specific aspects of 
circularity are particularly expressed: environmental goals (C-Mine), economic 
goals (De Hoorn), and social-cultural goals (Catacombs of San Gennaro). According 
to the circularity performance analysis conducted through statistical tools, the three 
practices were all considered exemplary for the circular economy model 
(Gravagnuolo and De Lucia 2019). However, their overall performance is the result 
of diverse actions, models and impacts (Gravagnuolo et al. 2021a). The aim of the 
in-depth analysis is to understand which factors can explain the high performance 
of those best practices, supporting the definition of effective circularity criteria and 
indicators (Bosone et al. 2021; Gravagnuolo and Fusco Girard 2021), and the busi-
ness, financial and governance models behind their success that could be transferred 
in other contexts (Allegro et al. 2021; Pickerill 2021; Ruba et al. 2020).
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To explore the details of the best practices experiences, a semi-structured inter-
view was conducted with the heritage sites/buildings managers, retrieving the 
needed information to define their adaptive reuse circular model. According to the 
CLIC framework of circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage (Fusco Girard 2023), 
three main domains were considered to structure the interviews and evaluate the 
practices: the auto-poietic capacity, the generative capacity and the symbiotic capac-
ity (Fusco Girard 2021b).

 1. Auto-poietic capacity
The “auto-poietic” capacity is here expressed as the capacity of economic- 

financial self-sustainability, the capacity of self-regenerating the resources 
needed for its “life” in the long term (e.g. energy, water, materials…), and the 
capacity of self-regenerating its cultural value over time through, for example, 
restoration works, appropriate maintenance, new interpretation.

 – Cultural value enhancement
 – Management characteristics and self-sustainability

 2. Generative capacity
The “generative” capacity is expressed by the endogenous variables: closed 

metabolism realization, landscape quality enhancement, social (and cultural) 
impacts generated, and economic spillovers generated. These variables represent 
the capacity of the cultural heritage adaptive reuse model to generate resources 
for the local context, also ‘closing’ the metabolism and thus avoiding excessive 
environmental resources consumption. In this perspective, the closed metabo-
lism realization could be conceptually included also within the “auto-poietic 
capacity”, as a way to avoid negative environmental externalities.

 – Closed metabolism realization
 – Landscape quality enhancement
 – Social impact
 – Economic spillover effects

 3. Symbiotic capacity
The “symbiotic” capacity (also in terms of symbiotic exchanges with the con-

text) expresses the capacity to establishing relationships with the “context” in 
which the cultural heritage adaptive reuse project is realized. It is linked to the 
cooperation and collaboration approaches that enable a more efficient use of 
resources (such as those realized in “industrial symbioses”), as well as clustering 
processes in the territory (implementing an “economy of relationships”).
 – Industrial symbioses
 – Economy of relationships

The variables identified helped to define the structure through which the case stud-
ies were assessed, considering the conservation of cultural values, circular metabo-
lisms activated at micro level through materials, energy and water management in a 
closed life-cycle assessment perspective, the self-sustainability of the economic 
model adopted in the long run, as well as social and economic impacts at local and 
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regional level. The detailed investigation of the “best” practices (as well as ‘worst 
practices’ in terms of barriers & bottlenecks occurred) (Ikiz Kaya et  al. 2019) 
included the analysis of costs and investments needed for the adaptive reuse of cul-
tural heritage and how these costs can be reduced through synergistic and coopera-
tive models, through innovative technologies, as well as the actual role of third 
sector actors in terms of enhanced management capacity to generate positive social 
impacts, and engage in public-private-social partnerships (social / economic 
productivity).

The best practices show how the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage achieve or 
satisfy the above-mentioned capacities (Gravagnuolo and De Lucia 2019). The 
interviews were structured in two main sections: the first included the 4 forms of 
capital (manufactured, natural, social and human) involved in the adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage, the second included information on the circular business, financ-
ing and governance models. More in depth:

 – The Manufactured Capital describes the cultural heritage (type, age of con-
struction, state of preservation and abandonment, central or peripheral location, 
owners, current use).

 – The Natural Capital focuses on Circular Metabolism. It explores the measures 
/ technologies used to make the building/site “circular” (e.g. energy efficiency, 
renewable energy sources, natural ventilation and lighting, water recovery and 
recycling systems, waste-to-energy systems, green roofs and/or facades and/or 
other nature-based solutions, local, eco-sustainable and/or recycled/demolition 
materials, application of digital technologies, natural transition, decarbonization, 
CO2 sequestration, particulate matter, microclimate, regeneration of natural capi-
tal, climate change adaptation measures, etc.).

 – The Social Capital efforts on Community responding to this questions: what 
role does the local community play in reuse? How is the inclusion of disadvan-
taged people improved? To what extent is the community involved in choices? 
How does management promote forms of cooperation and social interaction, and 
thus trust community networks?

 – The Human Capital focuses on the way in which functions contribute to actively 
engaging people in educational pathways, increasing their knowledge, skills, and 
competencies through heritage reuse (e.g., rehabber, traditional skills, self- 
construction, repair, hospitality, etc.).

 – The Circular Business Model explains what activities / functions are included; 
who is the managing entity; which activities / functions generate revenues, and 
which activities / functions are sustained; what are the annual costs and revenues 
and if the operating revenues cover the annual costs; how many jobs are created 
as a result of reuse.

 – The Funding Model outlines which entity(s) co-founded the reuse; who initi-
ated the idea of reuse (leadership); how were the works funded (e.g., public 
funds? Private funds? Crowdfunding? Investment funds? Foundations/third sec-
tor, etc.); how much was spent in the recovery / restoration phase (costs).
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 – The Circular Governance Model describes who is the owner, who manages the 
site, what is the relationship between public, private and third sector institutions 
and finally what is the role (if any) of the Heritage Community.

The best practices address different types of heritage, from the industrial cultural 
heritage to archaeological sites (Monteleone et al. 2021). They are an example of 
achieving multidimensional productivity in the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. 
They are capable of generating economic, social, environmental and cultural bene-
fits. For example, they have all contributed to job creation by improving the quality 
of life of the people involved, regenerating degraded or unproductive urban con-
texts, and promoting inclusion.

In some cases, they do not need external funding because their activities build on 
existing local resources and thus become economically productive (Catacombs of 
San Gennaro). They are able to be self-sustainable with the internal revenues and 
also to reinvest the profits in other programmes and activities increasing the circu-
larity vision.

Reuse practices are attentive to ecological aspects with the realization of low 
energy consumption systems, the implementation of renewable energy sources, the 
use of local traditional materials, bio-materials and/or reuse materials, the imple-
mentation of green spaces and/or Nature Based Solutions, recovery of traditional 
systems avoiding loss of biodiversity. Furthermore, some of them represent the 
transposition of the logic of industrial symbiosis in the field of cultural and creative 
enterprises (C-Mine, De Hoorn). Similarly to cases of industrial symbiosis, devel-
oped within the framework of industrial ecology, where the interaction between 
different industrial plants is aimed at maximising the re-use of resources (material, 
energy, water, services and skills) normally considered as waste, the activities of 
localised cultural and creative industries generate a system of synergistic relation-
ships and exchanges. Table 7.1 shows the main characteristics of the three adaptive 
reuse cases analysed.

The following section presents the results of the interviews, with detailed infor-
mation on the characteristics and impacts of the best practices analysed.

Table 7.1 Best practices analysed in-depth

Name of the 
asset City Typology

Reuse 
year

Use
Before After

De Hoorn Leuven, 
Belgium

Industrial heritage 2007 Former brewery Innovation and 
community hub

C-Mine Genk, 
Belgium

Industrial heritage 2005 Mine site Creative hub

Catacombs of 
San Gennaro

Naples, 
Italy

Archaeological/
Religious heritage

2009 Closed 
archaeological 
site

Open 
archaeological 
site
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3  Results of Best Practices Analysis

3.1  De Hoorn, Leuven—Belgium

De Hoorn1 is a former brewery located in Leuven, specifically in the renewed 
Vaartkom district, where Stella Artois was invented in 1926 and produced over the 
years. The building has subsequently been adaptively reused and transformed into a 
vibrant place hosting different kind of activities.

De Hoorn became a protected monument and cradle of Stella Artois. At the end 
of 2007, after 25 years of vacancy, 7 entrepreneurs decided to jointly transform the 
building into an innovative workplace for small and large companies working in the 
creative economy as well as into a meeting place. Since 2012, De Hoorn, with its 
mixed combination of creative workplaces, event halls and catering establishments, 
has become an urban catalyst on the Vaartkom area. This complex adaptive reuse 
project received the Leuven Architecture Prize 2015 and the Europa Nostra / EU 
prize for cultural heritage 2016.

A complex extension (5600  sqm) next to and over the current building was 
planned, through which additional offices for the creative economy, an upgrade a 
conference location and the addition of a short-term residence were established. For 
the operation, a completely new exploitation/membership formula was developed 
that enables more solutions for flexible work and extra cross-fertilization. The proj-
ect started in the spring of 2018 and became operational in the end of 2019.

3.1.1  Manufactured Capital

In the fifteenth century the company ‘Brouwerij Den Hoorn’ became one of the 
largest ones in the city, also because drinking water was contaminated and drinking 
beer was considered healthier than drinking water. In 1537 Den Hoorn became the 
most important enterprise in the city.

The building, characterized by a significant architectural and structural detail, 
was designed by architect L. Monnoyer and it dates back to 1922. It is characterized 
by an exceptional structural design, with a 5 meter high Vierendeel structure creat-
ing a 20 meters wide free span in the brewing all. In 1992 the building was aban-
doned because Stella Artois brewery moved to the other side of the Leuven Canal. 
The abandoned buildings of the former Brewery Den Hoorn were bought in 2007 
and completely renovated while retaining the old brewing installation. The building 
was given a new use as a business complex from October 2012.2

1 https://www.dehoorn.eu/nl
2 https://www.urbex.nl/brouwerij-den-hoorn
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3.1.2  Natural Capital

A soft approach was chosen for the restoration; the original “Garret” roof structure 
was damaged during the bombardments of the Second Word War and was replaced 
by a more industrial structure. Different procedures were experimented to steam 
wash the existing brick facades, the existing floors and walls. For the machineries, 
a new technique of ice blasting was used to remove all oil, dirt, without even remov-
ing the original paint on the cast iron engines or machinery. Materials were reused 
and eco-solutions were implemented throughout the building.

The restaurant’s cuisine is in line with the principles of waste recovery. It is a 
seasonal cuisine, nature in its purest form. Organic meat is used in preparing dishes.

3.1.3  Human Capital

The way in which the space is organized and the functions chosen contribute to 
actively involve the users who, being in an open space, can easily interact and facili-
tate the development of new networks and links. Furthermore, creativity, cross- 
breeding and entrepreneurship are key elements of this open meeting place.

3.1.4  Social Capital

De Hoorn is a workspace and an active community space (8000 visitors/year). This 
site encourages a sense of community and interactions between the users. The co- 
working spaces bring more people into contact with the businesses on site and to 
learn more about sustainability thinking.

The renovated brewery is now home to the owners’ organizations and represents 
their own ideals. They aim to provide an innovative, open meeting place where 
social economy is the key. The completed result is an exemplary restoration of a 
beautiful industrial monument, with clever additions to accommodate its new 
occupants.

This social and private initiative has contributed greatly to preserving what is an 
important example of industrial heritage in Leuven and has brought an abandoned 
building back to life with a truly imaginative use of the spaces within the well con-
served, historic fabric. The new additions are well integrated and are respectful of 
the integrity of this prime building.

3.1.5  Values Co-creation

The maintenance of the industrial character linked to the production of beer allows 
to implicitly tell the history of the place, its cultural value and the meaning it repre-
sented in the past for the inhabitants, guaranteeing historical continuity.
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Aside from the office spaces, the building has event areas which are mainly in the 
historic brewing rooms and a Grand Café which is open to the public. As well as the 
excellent conservation work carried out by the owners and the architects, the acces-
sibility of the building to the public via the heritage trail and the restaurant, which 
has been based on the principles of social economy, is exemplary. Industrial heri-
tage is very widespread in Europe, yet it is often overlooked and forgotten. It is 
hoped that the potential of other such buildings to foster creativity and to enrich 
Europe’s culture and heritage will also be recognized.

3.1.6  Circular Business and Financing Model

Core Business

The business model of De Hoorn is focused on renting the spaces of the renovated 
building. Through venue rentals the organization is able to maintain its financial 
self-sustainability. The spaces are the following:

• Workspace: De Hoorn offers the possibility to rent a office space, provides with 
desk in a co-working room, small and flexible private offices suitable for orga-
nizing workshops, booking meeting rooms, launching brainstorming sessions. 
De Hoorn is Leuven’s prime landing base for creative professionals and ambi-
tious digi-wizards. Here can works freelance web designer or digital native.

• Housing: De Hoorn has 9 lofts in its private housing area on the Vaartkom. 
Rooms with pure design and the beautiful view over the city. The furnished lofts 
can be rented per week or month, or for an even longer period. Tested and 
approved by expats, travelers, artists, employees and digital nomads. Two- 
bedroom lofts are also available for groups of up to 4 people.

• Meeting rooms: small and large meeting rooms for brainstorming sessions, 
(board) meetings, workshops and seminars. There is also an inspiring meeting 
room with a terrace and catering options. The meeting rooms are for 5–150 people.

• Parties & Events: De Hoorn is an historical event location in Leuven. An event 
team will customize the event.

• Bar & Restaurant: the bar is the heart of all social life in De Hoorn. Customers, 
co-workers, friend, family, locals and lost travelers, they all end up in De Hoorn 
bar, a great place to meet people.

In the following table the rental prices for each revenue streams are shown 
(Table 7.2).

De Hoorn has become a dynamic entrepreneurial site with a strong focus on 
sustainable jobs and wealth creation. About 300 jobs were created in the reuse 
process.
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Table 7.2 Analysis of revenue streams in De Hoorn, Belgium

Venue Rental cost

Workspace Hot Desk: co-working space €15/person/
day

Private Desk: 3 up to 10 people €300/person/
month

Private Office: 3 up to 10 people €300/person/
month

Big Office: from 11 people €270/person/
month

Virtual Office: postal address €150/person/
month

Housing Loft: 9 bedrooms €350/
midweek
€440/week
€1.590/month

Meeting 
rooms

Brainstorm: up to 10 people (40sqm). Artistic meeting rooms, 
suitable for brainstorming and creative sessions.

From €50

Focus: up to 6 people (13sqm). This small meeting room is 
suitable for meetings and customer appointments.

From €50

Boardroom Circle: up to 10 people (36sqm). Original meeting 
room with round table, suitable for board meetings and customer 
appointments.

From €50

Boardroom Square: up to 12 people (32sqm). Artistically 
furnished conference room with square table.

From €50

Multifunk: up to 60 people (114sqm). Combinable meeting 
room, suitable for seminars, parties.

From 
€620 < 4 h
From 
€890 > 4 h

Parties/
events

Skybox king: 50–80 persons From €775
Skybox Queen: 23–50 persons From €575
Atrium: 50–160 persons From €650
Brewing room: 22–120 persons From €1150
Machine room: 26–300 persons From €995
Machine room + Hangar: 180–400 persons From €1350
Restaurant: 50–85 persons From €575

Funding Model

It is a very large investment, more then €10,000,000 was spent for the restoration, 
initiated by a group of young and creative entrepreneurs who bought and enabled 
the development of De Hoorn. Miss Miyagi,3 a society which coordinates real estate 
projects developed for and by its end users, coordinated the project management 
since 2009 through the establishment of a phased development.

3 https://missmiyagi.eu/
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Circular Governance

In 2006, seven young and local creative and cultural entrepreneurs decide to buy and 
develop De Hoorn as a place that represents what their organizations stand for: an 
innovative, open meeting place where creativity, cross-breeding and entrepreneur-
ship are key. A mixed program of offices spaces (solely for the creative economy), 
events spaces (mainly in the historic brewing rooms) and a Grand Café (bar/restau-
rant). The choice for events spaces and a restaurant restores the public importance 
of the building and offers interesting additions to the office spaces for creative minds.

The managing body is a private for profit body and the management is carried on 
by the owner. Miss Miyagi is responsible for the project management (concept 
development, financial feasibility, preparation of operating model, coordination of 
design, tendering and site). The end users were involved in the redevelopment 
project.

3.2  C-Mine, Genk—Belgium

In 2005, the city of Genk, in Belgium, launched a vast project to regenerate a dis-
used industrial area with the aim of converting it into creative hubs.

In the past the C-mine4 site was part of former Winterslag coal mine. Nowadays 
the entire area has been converted in a creative hub and cultural center, where the 
focus is on education, creative economy, recreation, and art. The site is developed in 
a green park with different buildings: a cinema, a theatre, a faculty of the Luca 
School of Arts and space for events. It is considered a creative incubator center for 
start-ups. Furthermore, it attracts tourists with its unique virtual tour of the former 
mining site.

C-mine forging strong partnerships and entering into dialogue with actors from 
various artistic fields; by involving the wider community in a versatile environment, 
focused on study, adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, design, innovation and 
reflection.

In the C-mine site four main functions take place:

• Artistic creation: space for contemporary culture and artistic productions;
• Recreation: C-Tour is a tour in the leads you from the underground passages up 

to the mine buildings;
• Higher education: establishment of the Media and Design Academy (product and 

graphic design, animation and video as well as continued professional training);
• Creative economy: creating links between knowledge, innovation and 

entrepreneurship.

4 Web site: https://www.c-mine.be/en
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3.2.1  Manufactured Capital

In 1900 the city of Genk (a quiet village of about 3000 inhabitants) had three mines: 
Zwartberg, Waterschei and Winterslag. The mining site at Winterslag was particu-
larly vast, in fact, in addition to the buildings above ground, it consisted of a fully- 
developed underground concession stretching many kilometers from the pithead. 
Nevertheless, in 1988, the mine closed permanently. The complex of mining build-
ings at Winterslag has been an officially protected site since 1993.

Following the mine closure, the city of Genk was on the lookout for a new role 
for the immense mining complex at this location. The idea to locate a hub for the 
creative industries at the site of the former Winterslag coal mine was born in 2000. 
In 2001, the city of Genk acquired the site from LRM (Limburgse Reconversie 
Maatschappij) and in 2005, ‘C-mine’ was inaugurated.

In 2013, C-mine was awarded the Vlaamse Monumentenprijs (Flemish 
Monument Prize).

The surviving buildings are located on area of 5000 sqm. All the protected monu-
ments on the mining site have been assigned new roles. The coal washing plant, 
brickworks, workhouses and cooling towers have not been preserved. Still present 
on site are the Lamp Room (‘lampisterie’), the Office Buildings, the machine build-
ing with power plant and the collection machines (in the Energiegebouw, or Energy 
Building), the Warehouses, the Horse Stables and the two Pit Towers.

• Energy building: is C-mine’s main building. Today there are the visitor recep-
tion, a culture and design centre and catering facilities. The old machine rooms 
have been restored and two new theatre rooms have been added to the existing 
buildings. The interior of the machine rooms has been preserved and has been 
carefully restored. The Barenzaal, the mine’s former power plant, serves as a 
space for corporate functions.

• Office Building: at its peak, the mine at Winterslag employed 6350 people. The 
main offices of the mine management and the offices of the administration were 
built in neo-Flemish Renaissance style. The old mining offices now house 
C-mine Crib, the incubator for young and creative entrepreneurs.

• Lamp Room: miners used to pick up their number and lamp at the start of their 
shift before going underground, now it houses a cinema complex, a number of 
companies and some catering establishments.

• Warehouse: turned into a studio and living space by and for Pieter Stockmans, 
the porcelain artist. In past to operate a mining company, it was necessary an 
enormous amount of supplies. All the materials required were stored in large 
warehouses like these. Smaller warehouses were also built underground on vari-
ous levels.

• Horse Stables: at a later stage, the horse stables were used as garages. Today they 
serve as business space.

• Pit Towers: they are two towers, originally both were equally tall, at 40 meters. 
The Large Pit Tower in 1963 was replaced by a new one, over 72 meters high. 
The new tower was placed on top of the old one. The Small Pit Tower (1915–16) 
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is the oldest one in the Kempen basin. Miners used to call these pit towers the 
‘belles fleurs’ (‘beautiful flowers’). The towers have been preserved ensuring 
that the site retains a high visibility in the area. In 2015 a sculpture has been cre-
ated under the towers: the Labyrinth Sculptural maze on the C-mine plaza, an 
impressive steel construction designed by Gijs Van Vaerenbergh on the occasion 
of C-mine’s 10th anniversary. It has a wander through 1 km of steel corridors.

• Luca School of Arts: it’s a campus that offers students specializations in Product 
Design, Photography, Animation Film, Communication & Media Design 
(Interaction Design & Game Design) and Film for Television. The school col-
laborates with C-mine Crib, FabLab, IDE (Innovation & Design Euregio), 
FLACC and other creative organizations and companies. This creates an interest-
ing cross- fertilization between the worlds of school and work.

3.2.2  Natural Capital

The lighting of the structure has been carefully designed, each facade has its own 
particular lighting, as do the squares and green areas. This creates a very special 
atmosphere, especially in the evening hours. The maintenance costs of the lighting 
are exceptionally low. There is a mix of energy-efficient, standard and customised 
LED solutions.

By 2008, the Limburg region had already declared its intention to become carbon 
neutral, and the city of Genk was involved in the Accelerating and Rescaling 
Transitions to Sustainability (ARTS) project, which identified 90 actions to be 
developed to support sustainability in the city. These initiatives have become a huge 
driver for sustainability and have also deepened cooperation between policy makers 
and stakeholders outside the project development consortium.5 The Acceleration 
Roadmap, developed in the ARTS Project, supports the City of Genk to govern its 
activities towards accelerating the sustainability transition. Genk’s combination of 
multicultural urbanity and green surroundings makes the city a unique place. 
Starting from C-mine, it’s possible to explore the area on foot or by bike. A bicycle 
rental system is available at C-mine. Also, a project to produce syngas and hydrogen 
out of the energetic fraction of municipal waste started in 2020.

3.2.3  Human Capital

C-mine works with all campus residents towards developing a community, offering 
a high-quality artistic visitor programme in the visual and performing arts, design 
and film, with innovative and international programme in the areas of development, 
production and participation. At C-mine the event programming is vast. Presentations 

5 https:/ /ec.europa.eu/energy/topics/oil-gas-and-coal/EU-coal-regions/resources/
genk%E2%80%99s-ongoing-transition_it
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and expo have been organised here about several issues. Musical, theatre, family 
events, lectures and workshops, dance, design and circus events.

Types of educational or recreational activities are organized in C-mine site in the 
form of visits and guided tours within the buildings. The visits are for a fee and 
reservations are required. One of the tours organised is the C-mine Expeditie, which 
offers a different perspective on the reality of the mine, a museum-expedition that 
talks about the ex function of the site through sensory experiences. C-mine expedi-
tion starts in the Energy Building and descend to a depth of six metres, where are 
surprising installations. In the story tubes, life-like stories are combined with ani-
mations, holograms, stage elements and special effects, like interactive sounds pro-
duced by operating levers, buttons and wheels. The expedition ends with the ascent 
of the Pit tower in the plaza. 700,000 visitors a year are counted.

3.2.4  Social Capital

C-mine is a workspace and an active community space. This site fosters a sense of 
community and encourages unique interactions between the users who are encour-
aged to manage it as a cultural and community hub to come together, enjoy shared 
experiences and get involved in creative projects. Every day, entrepreneurs at 
C-mine work to create and build such creative products as games, apps, websites, 
television decors, drones, light shows, design objects, stage productions.

C-mine tries to elevate artists, performers, entrepreneurs, students above their 
own individual capabilities and ambitions. The aim of C-mine regeneration is to 
inspire the culturally interested, amateurs of heritage sites, students, children, visi-
tors, tourists and locals alike, with new insights and experiences and also to invigo-
rate the urban environment and the wider region by offering artistic and 
design-oriented innovation and creation.

One of the partner companies using the C-mine spaces (Erfgoedcel Mijn- 
Erfgoed) wants to map and help to preserve cultural heritage, make it as accessible 
as possible to a wide public and collaborate with heritage actors in the region. Much 
of this cultural heritage is linked to the rich mining past of these municipalities, but 
the field of heritage in the Mining Region is much broader: one need only think of 
religious heritage, numerous museums and private collections, local history clubs 
dealing with dialects. and street names, old customs and traditions, festivals, war 
memories and commemorations.

3.2.5  Values Co-creation

The redevelopment of this disused mine benefits an entire community. Citizens of 
the Belgian mining town of Genk and visitors now enjoy the advantages of a cul-
tural arts centre that is self-financing with various commercial initiatives on the site. 
Genk has become a dynamic entrepreneurial city with a strong focus on sustainable 
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jobs and wealth creation. In order to secure and strengthen future economic com-
petitiveness in this transitional phase to a more sustainable way of life.

The old coal-mining complex of Winterslag is converted into a cultural and lei-
sure centre with a set of installations focused on education and the creative industry. 
In the assessment on circularity (D1.3) C-mine was assessed with the higher score 
related to circularity performance as it’s circular functioning based on symbiosis. 
Indeed, the C-mine complex, after being renovated, was designed as a cultural cen-
tre in which several creative industry make this place a vibrant place characterized 
by the complementarity and the interconnection between their activities.

In its everyday use it accommodates several leisure and educational spaces being 
a hub of all the activity associated with a university campus and the different cul-
tural and productive spaces.

Similarly to cases of industrial symbiosis, developed within the framework of 
industrial ecology, where the interaction between different industrial plants is aimed 
at maximising the re-use of resources (material, energy, water, services and skills) 
normally considered as waste, in the C-mine complex the activities of localised 
cultural and creative industries generate a system of synergistic relationships and 
exchanges. Therefore, this case represents the transposition of the logic of industrial 
symbiosis in the field of cultural and creative enterprises.

3.2.6  Circular Business and Financing Model

Core Business

C-mine is a hybrid, creative site founded on the Winterslag coal mine in Genk. The 
mine’s industrial heritage has been carefully renovated: more than 30 venues on 
offer, from small to large, indoor and outdoor; from theatre halls and meeting rooms 
to open spaces for catering and exhibitions. The buildings are located around the 
centrally located C-mine square. All spaces are very well equipped.

C-mine is able to guarantee economic self-sustainability thanks to the involve-
ment of different stakeholders and a mix of functions including commercial units, 
restaurant, café garden, education museum, exhibition adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage, cultural events, theatre, area for conference, social uses, community hub, 
innovative start up hub, co-working spaces, workshop spaces, design centre, music 
hall, theatre, Design School.

The day-to-day business of C-mine is focused on renting the spaces, summarized 
in the following table. Through venue rentals, C-mine is able to maintain its finan-
cial self-sufficiency (Table 7.3).
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Table 7.3 Analysis of revenue streams in C-Mine, Belgium

Venue
N. of 
participants Rental cost

1 Outdoor/
Conference 
space

C-mine Cribe: the cozy courtyard 
at C-mine Crib is a location or 
outdoor breakout space for 
meetings. Play a game of 
ping-pong, there is an area with 
picnic tables.

50 persons Free, but only in 
combination with the 
rental of a meeting 
room or the Creativity 
Loft at C-mine Crib.

2 Outdoor/
Conference 
space

Main hall terrace: it is a terrace, 
suitable for meetings, workshops, 
training sessions, receptions.

15–30 seats €30 for associations, 
schools and residents 
from Genk.

3 Outdoor/
Conference 
space

Ruin on C-mine square: The 
‘ruin’ is what remains of the 
smaller Pit Tower’s collection 
building. This outdoor space is 
suitable for meetings, receptions, 
networking events, small concerts.

100 persons 
standing

4 Multipurpose 
space/theatre 
space

Kleine Zaal: is located in the 
Energiegebouw (Energy Building). 
This venue is suitable as a theatre 
space (with or without a 
grandstand) or as a multipurpose 
room.

206 persons 
seated/
850 persons 
standing

Daily rate:
€200 for associations, 
schools and persons 
located in Genk.
€400 for associations, 
schools and persons 
located outside Genk
€650 for commercial 
organizations.

5 Multipurpose/
Conference 
space

De Veranda: It comes with a 
fully-equipped kitchen, a bistro 
and a spacious terrace.

120 seats or 
200 standing 
places

€425 per half day 
(4 hours)
€625 per weekday
€2200 per weekend

6 Banquet space/
Multipurpose 
space/
Conference 
space

Studio Pieter Stockmans: this is 
the location of the atelier, shop and 
exhibition space for Studio Pieter 
Stockmans.
   Presentation area: 300 persons 

(seated)
   Standing reception/dinner: 300 

persons (standing)
   Seated reception/dinner: 125 

persons (seated)

300 persons Available upon 
request

7 Conference 
space

Creativity Loft: an inspiring 
space on the second floor of 
C-mine Crib, is divided into three 
parts: a large meeting room, an 
open space and a cozy sitting area 
for conference space, seminars, 
meetings, brainstorming sessions, 
workshops, training sessions.

24 persons 
in U-shape,
65 persons 
in theatre 
style

€300 per half day 
(4 hours)

(continued)
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Table 7.3 (continued)

Venue
N. of 
participants Rental cost

8 Conference 
space

Meeting room C-mine Crib: two 
perfectly equipped meeting rooms 
in a unique historical setting, with 
all amenities

14 to 16 
seats

€50 per hour
€300 per day

9 Theatre space Euroscoop: in addition to regular 
movie programming, Euroscoop 
also offers the possibility to 
organise events in its 10 rooms.

100 to 340 
seats

Depending on a 
number of factors, 
including the nature of 
the activity, whether 
or not a film screening 
is included, the choice 
of venue and timing.

10 Outdoor C-mine plaza: an impressive 
location for larger events.

5000 
persons 
standing

Variable: depending 
on several parameters 
like as the 
consumption of 
utilities, ticket price.

11 Multipurpose 
space

Collection room: is an historic 
space suitable for birthday parties, 
receptions, ceremonies.

50 persons 
standing

€250 per day

12 Banquet space/
Party space/
Multipurpose 
space

Barenzaal: is in the 
Energiegebouw (Energy Building). 
The perfect location for 
conferences or parties in an 
environment that has an authentic 
and industrial look.

400 persons 
seated
800 persons 
standing

€1500 per day

13 Exhibition space C-mine design centrum: is 
alocation for ground-breaking 
design projects.

100–170 
persons 
standing

Per day:
€150 – €500
Per weekend:
€250 – €1000
Per week:
€450 – €1500

14 Conference 
space

Meeting rooms in the 
Energiegebouw: plenty of space 
and quiet for holding meetings, 
workshops, etc

25 seats (3 
rooms)
15 seats (1 
room)

Half-day (4-hour) 
rate:
€30 for associations, 
schools and persons 
located in Genk.
€60 for associations, 
schools and persons 
located outside Genk.
€120 for commercial 
organizations.

(continued)
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Table 7.3 (continued)

Venue
N. of 
participants Rental cost

15 Theatre space Main Hall: this theatre space is 
located in the impressive 
Energiegebouw (Energy Building) 
and comes equipped with all 
modern technology required for 
conferences and theatre plays.

487 persons €400 for associations, 
schools and persons 
resident Genk.
€900 for associations, 
schools and persons 
located outside Genk.
€1600 for commercial 
organisations.

16 Multipurpose 
space

Foyer: is the pivotal connection 
between all areas of the 
Energiegebouw (Energy Building).

400 persons 
standing

€200 for associations, 
schools and persons 
located in Genk.
€400 for associations, 
schools and persons 
located outside Genk.
€650 for commercial 
organisations.

17 Multipurpose 
space/exhibition 
space

Compressorenhal: is located on 
the first floor of the 
Energiegebouw.

720 persons 
standing

€400 for associations, 
schools and persons 
located in Genk.
€800 for associations, 
schools and persons 
located outside Genk.
€1300 for commercial 
organizations.

Funding Model

The redevelopment of the former mining sites in Genk was financed in 2014 by the 
Flemish government with an investment of €217,000,000. Then, an integrated ter-
ritorial development plan (ITI) was drawn up, which allowed European funds (ESF, 
ERDF and Cohesion Fund) to be used. In order to strengthen transformative capaci-
ties, the government spent 8.5% of the city’s budget in 2015 on investing in knowl-
edge building, with the aim to increase their efforts in citizen empowerment.

The Winterslag site was acquired in 2001 by LRM that changing its name to 
C-mine. 500 square meters of floor space was regenerated in collaboration with the 
University of Genk. The Brussels-based architecture firm 51N4E supervised the 
entire conversion of the buildings and outdoor areas. The existing brick buildings 
were converted into exhibition areas, through light renovation. In addition, two new 
buildings were constructed to house two theatres.

The project was financed under the Limburg Objective 2 Programme 2000–2006 
and the Flanders RCE Programme 2007–2013. The project started in June 2005 and 
was completed in November 2010. The total cost of the interventions was about 
€8,917,442 includes ERDF founds of €3,178,197.
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Summarizing, all the investment amounted about to around €10 million, started 
with public funding from the EU and national public funding through a public con-
sultation process.

Partnerships

Many different organizations were involved in a wide partnership. Finance came 
from ERDF Limburg and the city of Genk (European Union Regional Policy. 
Workshop on the Re-using Brownfield Sites and Buildings).

Over time, 330 jobs were created in 42 companies and organizations, of which 
about 200 were in the creative sector in 33 creative companies.

Organizations work in different buildings of the complex. In the Office Building 
works C-mine Crib, an incubator where young companies and start-ups are estab-
lished. In the Lampisterie there are film companies, digital commerce experts, pro-
viders of cloud, security and software, cultural heritage preservation and valorization 
companies (Euroscoop, Vaimo, EASI, Erfgoedcel Mijn-Erfgoed and Speelmijntje). 
In the Horse Stable there are: Altrio Group (home care service), Painting with Light 
(lighting experts), NASCOM (digital products). In the Warehouse is established the 
Studio Pieter Stockmans, a porcelain artist. Finally, in the new C-mine business 
zone there are several organizations (White Light, AED Partner Deusjevoo, 
UPspace, FabLab, MiMsoftware, Yungo).

Circular Governance

Today the site is in public ownership, whereas before it was privately owned. The 
managing body is characterized by several start-ups. For example C-mine Crib, an 
incubator supportting young companies/start-ups in their entrepreneurial growth by 
offering creative and team-oriented workplaces. There are 37 companies in the 
C-mine Crib business family.

The redevelopment of the former brownfield site was carried out through a 
lengthy public consultation process to understand how to turn the brownfield sites 
into new opportunities to boost the city’s economy. Several stakeholders were 
involved to understand how to give these areas a new life and access public funding: 
politicians, citizens, local entrepreneurs.

3.3  Catacombs of San Gennaro, Naples, Italy

The Catacombs of San Gennaro are an archaeological site/religious heritage located 
in one of the most densely populated and characteristic neighbourhoods of Naples, 
the “Rione Sanità”, and are an important part of the city’s history strongly inter-
twined with that of its patron saint, San Gennaro. Access to the Catacombs today is 
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possible either from the forecourt of the Basilica dell’Incoronata del Buon Consiglio 
in Capodimonte, or from the Basilica di San Gennaro extramoenia. The site is man-
aged by the social cooperative ‘La Paranza’, formed by young people from the 
Sanità District, after being recovered thanks to the collaboration of “l’Altra Napoli” 
Onlus, Don Antonio Loffredo, and the cooperatives and citizens’ associations 
already present in the neighbourhood. It is a cultural, social and economic revolu-
tion promoted by local young people with an intervention of social inclusion and 
enhancement of a common good for the development of a community in a particu-
larly difficult area. Since 2006, La Paranza has been helping to revitalise the city’s 
image by rediscovering the artistic and cultural heritage of a working-class neigh-
bourhood steeped in history and charm.

The beauty of the area attracts tourists and helps to integrate the district into the 
city’s productivity circuit. A social economy has developed, giving rise to a network 
of small cooperatives and artisans. The site makes use of fair trade and small busi-
nesses. Local products are used from social cooperatives and citizens. The 
Catacombs of San Gennaro have revived an entire district. The Foundation has put 
together all the realities operating in the community to consolidate and support even 
more the activities that are not able to support themselves economically. In 2009 the 
Catacombs were opened to the public and guided tours and events are organized.

3.3.1  Manufactured Capital

The Catacombs of San Gennaro are ancient cemetery areas that are located under-
ground in Naples and date back to the second and third centuries AD. They repre-
sent one of the oldest monuments of Christianity in Naples. When the activities at 
the Catacombs began, the upper level was open to a select few: it was not open every 
day, it did not have employees but only the Inspector of the Pontifical Commission 
who was also responsible for accompanying visitors to the Catacombs. There was 
no lighting system, and the lower vestibule could not be visited.

The archaeological site includes the Catacombs of San Gennaro6 and the 
Catacombs of San Gaudioso and two other Basilicas annexed to them:

• Basilica of San Gennaro extra moenia which is owned by the Local Health 
Authority. This basilica, which is located in the Rione Sanità, was the gateway to 
the Catacombs.

• The church of San Severo has a small hypogeum which cannot be visited at the 
moment, but La Paranza (the social cooperative managing the archaeological 
site) is having a confrontation with the Pontifical Commission for managing it.

There is a project for the Cristallini Church to use the Basilica as a space for cine-
matographic activities. Next to the Basilica there is a space of the Municipality 

6 Web site: https://www.catacombedinapoli.it/it/luoghi/catacombe-di-san-gennaro-napoli
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which has been entrusted to the parish, for a project to carry out sports activities, 
which are currently held in the sacristy of the church of S. Maria della Sanità.

In addition to the archaeological heritage of the Catacombs, other spaces have 
also been recovered for a total of 12,000 square meters:

• Rectory House: Casa del Monacone for religious hospitality (6 rooms and a liv-
ing room with a kitchen made available to tourists).

• “L’Altra Casa” (canonical house near the Basilica of San Severo where take 
place the activities of Sanità Ensemble).

Indoor areas are made up of 6000 sqm of Catacombs of San Gennaro and 12,000 sqm 
of canonical houses, disused churches and other outdoor spaces. Outdoor areas 
(garden) are 1500 sqm of overall outdoor garden (1000 sqm of gardens near the 
Catacombs of San Gennaro and 500 sqm Garden of Oranges near the Church of San 
Severo).

From 2006 to 2008 there has been the training and experimentation of guided 
tours with voluntary work at the Catacombs of San Gaudioso. In 2009 the Catacombs 
were opened to the public.

3.3.2  Natural Capital

The Catacombs of San Gennaro is aligned with the circularity principles adopting 
Nature-Based Solutions in the heritage site. There are 500 sqm of outdoor gardens 
and there is no particular level of pollution, on the contrary, the Hill of Capodimonte, 
where the Catacombs of San Gennaro are located, is characterized by healthy air.

The site makes use of fair trade and small businesses. Local products are used in 
the bar from local social cooperatives, produced by NCO (New Organized Kitchen), 
artisan coffee produced by a Neapolitan family.

A large investment was made in the latest generation LED electrical system (in 
2009 it was mentioned by a famous magazine and compared to the Camp Nou sys-
tem in Barcelona). All the guides are provided with an app on their mobile phones 
that allows them to manage the plant during the visits in order not to waste energy 
and to safeguard the frescoes. After 10 years it has been realized that some of the 
frescos have bacteriological attacks in some places, so they are experimenting with 
neon lights that have a compound inside that should avoid this fermentation of bac-
teria that damage the frescos. So at the moment there is a need for extraordinary 
maintenance and updating with respect to new technologies.

3.3.3  Human Capital

The choice to use the social cooperative as a legal form is also a result of the struc-
tural criteria of the strategic plan: in fact, this legal form tends more towards the 
growth of human capital than of invested capital. To date, ten cooperatives have 
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been created and are engaged in various sectors, from social to construction, to 
improve the quality of life in the neighborhood.

Before establishing the cooperatives, young people were trained by giving them 
the opportunity to attend school and to travel in order to acquire a critical eye that 
would allow them to see beyond the ghettoizing logic imposed by social discomfort. 
The investment on human capital has contributed to the formation of skills in young 
people who have begun to interact with the religious cultural heritage of the neigh-
borhood through actions of enhancement that have in turn triggered processes of 
redevelopment of many outdoor public spaces such as squares, open spaces and 
gardens, which have become triggers for social and economic activities. The action 
of recovery of associations and cooperatives born in Sanità on religious cultural 
heritage has gone beyond the boundaries of the neighborhood and the good prac-
tices that inspired it have been used to recover the Church’s real estate assets also in 
other degraded contexts of the city of Naples (Giammetti 2019).

For ordinary work (plasters, external flooring, lighting, etc.) are employed the 
young people at Officina dei Talenti who have expertise in the field. Educational 
workshops for school children, painting, restoration and excavation workshops are 
here organized. The children first make the visit and then move to the hypogeum of 
the Basilica del Buon Consiglio where they do the workshops.

3.3.4  Social Capital

The recovering process of the Catacombs had to face cultural barriers that affected 
the entire Sanità Ward. Within the Ward there was maximum support because the 
community of the neighborhood has seen this project as an opportunity, a positive 
alternative for their future. It was difficult to work on the bad “reputation” of the 
Sanità District and the negative image that the Ward had and that blocked tourism.

Residents have increased their awareness of the value of their heritage, of the 
favorable strategic position of Sanità District with respect to the center of Naples 
(re-establishing a connection rather than feeling isolated). The Catacombs have 
entered into a symbiotic relationship with the neighborhood, entering into dialogue 
and supporting initiatives and encouraging the creation of other activities and, at the 
same time, the neighborhood has reacted well by connecting with the city. So there 
is a double circular process between the archaeological site and the neighborhood 
and between the neighborhood and the city.

The community and the neighborhood have entered into an osmotic relationship 
with each other, generating a virtuous process that has allowed the neighborhood to 
open up to the city. In this perspective, the strategic project is translating into action 
on the physical space and on the community one of the principles of circular econ-
omy: transforming waste into resource, generating value from waste 
(Giammetti 2019).

The area is composed of a very large condominium: in the same area there are 
nuns, a clergy house, the Basilica del Buon Consiglio, who use the outdoor spaces 
(co-fruition). This is the unique Catacomb accessible to the disabled: dedicated 
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access directly from the Sanità Ward (behind the Basilica of San Gennaro extra 
moenia), slabs for the visually impaired and blind made by Iron Angels reproducing 
the frescoes.

3.3.5  Values Co-creation

The management plan is based on a systemic logic that generates mutuality between 
cooperatives associations and foundations, in the name of a circularity according to 
which the activities that are able to revenues support activities that produce less 
revenue or no revenue at all, such as social services, but are no less necessary for 
implementing human capital.

The Catacombs are the economic engine of the strategic plan and with their 
induced are capable of sustaining the functional reuse of many abandoned churches 
and the activities of associations involved in social work. In addition to the 
Catacombs, there is also funding coming from calls for proposals in which coopera-
tives, associations and foundations participate and contributions from private indi-
viduals who support the actions of recovery of the material and human heritage of 
the neighborhood. That same circularity that has set up a system of space and com-
munity, translates into an in an economy of gift, in an action of mutual support use-
ful to “maintain over time the value of common goods” that the strategic project has 
produced and/or supports (Giammetti 2019).

Artistic Works are created by the cooperative “Iron Angels” and are made with 
waste materials. It is not possible to estimate a quantity of reused material, but these 
works have a symbolic value.

3.3.6  Circular Business and Financing Model

Core Business

The Catacombs can guarantee economic self-sustainability thanks to the contribu-
tion of different activities managed by the cooperative “La Paranza”. The activities 
that generate revenues are:

• Guided tours: the Catacombs are always open and, in addition to ordinary tours, 
there are also guided tours in the entire Sanità District (the visit of the “Miglio 
Sacro” lasts 3.5 h and also includes the Fontanelle Cemetery in the center of 
Naples). The “story” of the places and the experience of reuse itself is an added 
value and focuses not only on the beauty of the places but on the whole process 
of growth of the local community. Visitors often leave a donation in addition to 
paying the price of the ticket. The full ticket is 9.00€ (taking as an example the 
standard of the Catacombs of Rome) and allows you to visit both the Catacombs 
of San Gennaro and those of San Gaudioso also in two different moments 
because the ticket can be used in one year. This action has been made according 
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to a twofold perspective: the first one is to entice the visitor to cross the Sanità 
district to go from one archaeological site to the other, the second one is to 
encourage people to return to the neighborhood at zero cost (because the ticket is 
paid only once and is valid for the two sites even if the visit takes place at two 
different times) but at the same time they are carriers of other economy and know 
the district in all its potential. Ticket revenues in 2018 amounted to €675,000 
(130,000 visitors). In 2019 there were 160,000 visitors.

• Bookbar close to the ticket office (open only to the public visiting the Catacombs). 
In 2018 generated €106,000 in revenues considering the activities of the bar, the 
sale of souvenirs, the sale of the book (With the birth of the local community 
foundation was born Edizioni San Gennaro (e.g. “Vico Esclamativo” in which 
are told stories of the Sanità District).

• Events during the year.

Activities that do not generate revenues and not related to the cooperative “La 
Paranza” are:

 – Casa del Monacone: it is an activity in charge directly of the church of Santa 
Maria della Sanità, so the owner is Antonio Loffredo who is the parish priest. It 
was born as a religious hospitality activity and performs a double function: on 
the one hand it mainly supports the expenses of the parish, on the other hand for 
the children of “La Paranza” it works as a ‘training school’ to start work to wel-
come the tourist/visitor, an opportunity to improve the knowledge of foreign 
languages.

 – Theatre, theatrical visits
 – Family support, parish activities
 – Parish expenses, utilities
 – Educational, formative, scholastic activities
 – Recreational leisure activities
 – Sporting activities

The profits are reinvested mainly in restorations and, through the Local Community 
Foundation, in other socially useful projects (children’s trips, school activities, etc.). 
Hundred percent of the profits are reinvested in social projects (approximately 
€160,000 of profits by subtracting the operating expenses (€700,000) from the 
annual receipts (€862,000) unless maintenance work is required.

The archaeological site is the engine to which the other “poles” that are also 
economically and financially supported by it are functionally connected. The tour-
ists who frequent the site bring “cash economy” so, after deducting the management 
costs, also considering the legal instrument chosen for the management of the cata-
combs site, it has been possible to activate a virtuous mechanism that reinvests the 
profits on the asset to finance activities of social utility (theatre, music, film 
school, etc.).

7 Understanding Best Practices of Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse in…



216

Funding Model

La Paranza was founded in 2006 by a group of 5 young people led by Don Antonio 
Loffredo, the parish priest of the ward. The initial years were of analysis of the ter-
ritory to understand what the problems were. The group was already active since 
2002, with voluntary work to organize guided tours in the Catacombs of San 
Gaudioso. The first visits began in 2006. These were also the years in which the 
young people involved began to make experiences abroad in order to increase 
awareness of the value of their heritage and to develop ideas on how to enhance it. 
The spark was Father Antonio’s ability to put local human capital at the service of 
the process of valorisation of archaeological heritage and local development. In 
2011 parish priest Antonio met Ernesto Albanese, president of the “L’Altra Napoli” 
Association. This Roman entrepreneur experiences a traumatic event in Naples: 
during a robbery his father dies, but instead of leaving Napoli, he decides to found 
this association by putting together his entrepreneur friends and starting a fundrais-
ing campaign to activate some economy and calls it “L’Altra Napoli” to give a dif-
ferent vision of the city. The meeting with father Antonio Loffredo is fundamental 
because “L’Altra Napoli” is the first association that starts to financially support the 
activities of “La Paranza”. In 2008, “L’Altra Napoli” became a partner of “La 
Paranza” on the occasion of the call for proposals launched by the Fondazione con 
il Sud for the recovery of archaeological sites. The cooperative in partnership with 
“L’Altra Napoli” took part in this call for proposals, proposing a project for the 
enhancement of the archaeological site of the Catacombs of San Gennaro. The call 
is won and Fondazione con il Sud gives an initial capital of €400,000 which has 
doubled with the increase in external sponsors. “L’Altra Napoli” has invested 
€100,000. In 2009 there is the reopening of the Catacombs to the public.

In 2008 the cooperative “Officina dei Talenti” was also founded, where all the 
young people with the greatest manual skills were brought together in order to take 
care of all the ordinary and extraordinary maintenance activities of the spaces. 
“Officina dei Talenti” was born as a rib of “La Paranza” and currently, in addition to 
taking care of the spaces, it also has private contracts for the recovery of apartments, 
so it is configured as a real construction company. La Paranza has 40 employees 
(direct employment). Officina dei Talenti has 15 young people (indirect occupation).

From an experience with Riccardo Dalisi was born another cooperative “Iron 
Angels” that currently has 3 people. Dalisi has established a craft workshop that 
reuses waste materials for the creation of works of art. These cooperatives with their 
activities are able to support themselves economically. There are many other coop-
eratives in the area that are involved in the recovery of school, theatre, but these are 
activities that must be supported and that the cooperative “La Paranza” is not able 
to support itself. For this reason, in 2014 the “Fondazione di Comunità San Gennaro 
Onlus” was created, composed of both the non-profit and profit sectors, in which all 
the social cooperatives (together they founded the “Cooperazione San Gennaro” 
group) and the network of merchants in the district who have also joined this 
Foundation. The Catacombs of San Gennaro have revived an entire district. The 
Foundation has put together all the realities operating in the community to 
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consolidate and support even more the activities that are not able to support them-
selves economically. The projects supported are both social and urban (redevelop-
ment of the area, such as squares, street furniture, urban green areas). Members of 
the foundation are different entrepreneurial realities (Feudi San Gregorio, Grimaldi 
Foundation, Pasquale di Costanzo Foundation, Buonafede family, etc.) that have 
formed the social capital of the Community Foundation. The Foundation was born 
with a project launched by Fondazione con il Sud, which doubles the initial capital.

This network of cooperatives has the commitment to produce in 10 years a capi-
tal of about €100,000: since there are 10 cooperatives, every year each cooperative 
tries to give the Foundation 1000€/year for a total of about 10,000€/year in order to 
increase the social capital which, together with the profits, can finance other social 
utility projects in the territory. Therefore, the same cooperatives and traders’ net-
work that are part of the “Fondazione di Comunità San Gennaro Onlus” also con-
tribute economically to the increase of the social capital. The Foundation also 
participates in other projects and calls for proposals to recover funding, such as 
other Foundation calls with the South, regional and municipal projects.

A crowdfunding campaign “Teniamo in vita il passato” was launched for the 
maintenance of the frescoes which produced €30,000 all reinvested for the recovery 
of the frescoes in the Catacombs. The Young Industrialists Group of Confindustria, 
which donated €19,000, and 10 other private donors took part in the campaign.

The Foundation has invested about €4,500,000 on the whole Sanità district com-
ing from private funds collected in 10 years from fundraising activities and dona-
tions (recovery of the squares, recovery of the basilicas, recovery of other spaces for 
activities, etc.). “L’Altra Napoli” has invested €1500,000 in the Sanità district.

Initially in 2009 for the reopening of the site of the Catacombs an investment of 
€800,000 was made: subsequently more money was invested for other interventions 
in outdoor spaces. Some investments cannot be quantified because many private 
sponsors did not contribute with financial support but through “in kind” contribu-
tions (e.g. Moccia sponsored the cement, there were many collaborations with pro-
fessional associations, universities, etc.). In the experience of the Catacombs, 
gratuitousness has contributed a lot and has gone out physically in the city and has 
contributed to a physical-spatial regeneration that has also meant a social and eco-
nomic regeneration. For example, some recovered spaces are Largo Vita, Slargo 
where a statue has been installed to celebrate the 50th anniversary of Totò’s death 
and section of road at the beginning of the Virgins at the height of Poppella’s activ-
ity. The Administration, not being able to financially support these activities, has 
granted the authorization to carry them out.

No public funding was received while private donations were made by the net-
work of traders and cooperatives through the Community Foundation. The remain-
ing donations came from visitors. It is always tried to divert all donations to the 
Community Foundation because Fondazione con il Sud doubles any amount of the 
social capital that Fondazione San Gennaro manages to raise. The San Gennaro 
Community Foundation in 10 years has to recover a maximum of €2,500,000 which, 
thanks to the agreement provided for by the Foundation with the South, is doubled 
to €5000,000 (the 10  years are counted from 2015 which is the year of 
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establishment of the Foundation). “La Paranza” is able to support itself but is not 
able to support other projects as well. Therefore, the Foundation was created with 
the aim of financing other socially useful projects born in the Ward and “La Paranza” 
only acts as a support as a partner of the Foundation together with other 
cooperatives.

Partnership

The “La Paranza” social cooperative manages the site ensuring an economic suffi-
ciency but works with other organizations as partners like “L’Altra Napoli” founda-
tion, the “Officina dei Talenti” cooperative, the “Iron Angels” cooperative, the 
“Fondazione di San Gennaro Onlus Community”, citizens making donations. This 
creates a community network regenerating the territory in economic terms and cre-
ating social and cultural values. In total the number of organizations currently col-
laborating are 12 traders and 10 social cooperatives. There is the network between 
cooperatives and local actors, especially after the establishment of the Foundation, 
but it is not formalized (50–60 people in the community linked to the parish). Sanità 
Ensemble started with a first module of 35 boys, the second module had 42 boys. So 
in total the Catacombs “magnet” attracted 80 people. The Catacombs from attract-
ing force to aggregating force.

For extraordinary work specific skills in restoration are required and the protec-
tion is entrusted to the Pontifical Commission. It is therefore the latter that is respon-
sible for identifying the company/professionals competent for the specific problem 
(especially with regard to the frescoes). For ordinary work (plasters, external floor-
ing, lighting, etc.) are employed the young people at Officina dei Talenti who have 
expertise in the field.

In total 40 number of jobs are created (37 full time + 3 trainees). Volunteers do 
not work directly on the site but are mainly engaged in socially useful activities. 
These volunteers (10 participants) are sometimes also available to support stable 
workers (e.g. in case there are too many visiting groups). They work 3–4 days per 
month considering that they are also involved in the monthly staff meetings.

Circular Governance

Decisions are taken within the “La Paranza” cooperative founding members group, 
maintaining a continuous dialogue with Antonio Loffredo and also with Carlo 
Borgomeo (Fondazione con il Sud) for the company’s choices.

The Paranza has no direct contact with the Pontifical Commission because the 
latter has entrusted the Catacombs to the Diocese / Curia of Naples. There is an 
agreement between the Pontifical Commission and the Curia of Naples which, in 
turn, has an agreement with La Paranza for the management of the sites. The agree-
ment strongly desired by the Pontifical Commission provides that “La Paranza” 
should give 50% of its vitality to the Diocese. This has never been done because 
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otherwise the cooperative’s activity could not be supported and the Cardinal has 
never requested these amounts either. In 2018 this issue was discussed in order to 
put in place a new convention that could protect the activity by also making a con-
tribution to the Pontifical Commission. The first agreement was provided for 5 years, 
renewable tacitly for another 5 years. In 2019 it was renewed, but a new form of 
agreement should be found.

4  Discussion and Conclusions

The three case studies analysed showed that different models can be developed to 
reach a high level of circularity. In De Hoorn, the circular economy was imple-
mented in the recovery of building materials and adoption of high environmental 
standards for the reused building. Also, a high level of financial self-sustainability 
was observed, also thanks to the favourable localization of the building that could 
allow sufficient revenue streams from renting the spaces. Similar conditions were 
observed in C-Mine, where venues renting represents the main revenue stream. 
However, this aspect should not be confused with the “value proposition”, which in 
both cases focused on the heritage values and the possibility to access hybrid spaces 
for creative workers, companies, freelancers, startuppers, and other people and 
organisations, generating a vibrant environment that makes the heritage sites attrac-
tive to potential users—which are considered not only as “clients”, but as a “com-
munity” that identifies with the place also thanks to its regenerated cultural value. 
Also, in both cases the capacity to self-generate the natural resources needed for 
their functioning is an added value, as energy generation from renewable sources 
(compatibly with heritage values) represents a highly important aspect in view of 
the implementation of the European Green Deal, and particularly the Renovation 
Wave policy, as well as the New European Bauhaus and circular city initiatives 
(Nocca 2021).

A slightly different condition is showed in the Catacombs of San Gennaro, where 
the core business and revenue model is represented by guided visits to the archaeo-
logical heritage site, while the value proposition is focused on the “storytelling” of 
the re-discovered heritage place interlinked with the regeneration of an entire com-
munity in one of the most socially deprived neighbourhoods in the city of Naples. 
The capacity of young people to thrive and to rediscover their common culture and 
identity through the heritage site, is the main focus of the experience of each visitor 
to the Catacombs. The way in which the heritage site is presented, visited, and dis-
covered through the lenses of “real” people living in the neighbourhood and taking 
care of the places, is undoubtedly an emotional value that is able to attract more and 
more visitors over time. The social cooperatives and foundations created for the 
management and maintenance of the site generated around 40 jobs in the area, 
which can be seen as a extraordinary result compared with the average levels of 
unemployment. Moreover, the choice of third sector actors as managers of the heri-
tage place contributed to generate additional benefits for the neighbourhood, with 
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revenues re-invested in new regeneration projects for local families, youths and the 
entire city. In the case of the Catacombs, the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage 
became a symbol of the redemption of an entire community and urban area, usually 
depicted as “dangerous” in newspapers and social media, turning it into a place of 
“regeneration” and optimism.

Another interesting common aspect observed in the best practices is the capacity 
to regenerate and “beautify” the surrounding urban/rural areas. In line with the New 
European Bauhaus approach, “beauty” represents an important value strictly linked 
with human wellbeing and ecosystems health (Fusco Girard 2019). Here, beauty is 
intended not only as the particular and very personal perception of aesthetic val-
ues—even if neurosciences and behavioural studies are still exploring common fea-
tures of “beautiful” places as perceived by human beings—but mostly as a sense of 
cleanliness, welcome, safety, integration with nature and care for the place. The 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, in the most interesting cases observed during the 
CLIC adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, often has led to the regeneration of their 
urban/rural settings, contributing to the wellbeing and health of local populations, 
as well as visitors. It is clear, in fact, that abandoned and degraded historic places 
communicate unease and unsafety, and can be even impacting human and ecosys-
tems health. Thus, circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage should aim at regen-
erating natural ecosystems—also in urban areas through nature-based solutions 
integrated in the heritage site—and achieving “beauty” and sustainability. Beauty 
and sustainability are indeed fundamental elements of a “human-centred” circular 
economy, intended not only in the technological sense, but also as a economic 
model inspired by nature that can be able to put human and ecosystems health and 
wellbeing at the centre of development goals. The New European Bauhaus inter-
prets this ambition highlighting that sustainability goals are strictly interlinked with 
wellbeing, expressed through three main keywords: beauty, sustainability and 
participation.

Thus, last but not least, participation can be seen as one of the most important 
aspects of a circular and “human-centred” model of cultural heritage adaptive reuse. 
The capacity of the analysed experiences to structure a participatory, open circular 
governance model and maintain it over time, is one of the success factors that can 
be identified (Garzillo et al. 2019). The more the community is involved since the 
first stages of the adaptive reuse process, the more stable and long-term success 
could be expected for the reuse initiative (Gravagnuolo et al. 2021b). Participatory 
decision-making processes can be however challenging, both for lack of resources 
and lack of interest by owners, managers and diverse community groups (Bosone 
et al. 2019). Here, the CLIC adaptive reuse of cultural heritage focused on participa-
tory evaluation methods to support and facilitate choices in cultural heritage adap-
tive reuse (Izulain et al. 2021), which become very relevant in contexts of conflicting 
interests and scarce resources. These evaluation models are further explored in the 
following chapters of this volume, supported and integrated through the results of 
best practices assessment (ex-post evaluation informing ex-ante evaluations).

To conclude, the “ideal” circular symbiotic heritage ecosystem (Fusco Girard 
2023) should include all elements found in the “best practices”, from energy 
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generation from renewable sources to financial self-sustainability, jobs generation, 
heritage communities stimulation, cultural and social regeneration, enhancement of 
landscape beauty, and circular governance based on active participation of local 
communities in decision-making processes.

Best practices show that it is possible, and desirable, to reach circularity goals in 
cultural heritage adaptive reuse. Thus, they suggest specific criteria and indicators 
of circularity that contribute to operationalise the CLIC framework of circular adap-
tive reuse of cultural heritage (Fusco Girard 2021a).

These three good practices can be interpreted as a demonstration that the circular 
symbiotic heritage ecosystem model can be successfully implemented. This is due 
to the ability to identify specific innovative uses/functions that are demanded by the 
market and are not provided at other sites. Circular adaptive reuse thus expresses 
creativity in finding unique solutions. These unique uses/functions are able to pro-
duce a flow of multidimensional benefits that justify the investment in the adap-
tive reuse.
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Chapter 8
The CLIC Multidimensional Impacts 
Assessment Framework: Criteria 
and Indicators for Circular 
“Human- Centred” Adaptive Reuse 
of Cultural Heritage

Antonia Gravagnuolo, Martina Bosone, and Luigi Fusco Girard

1  Introduction

Heritage is present in everyday society and it is a resource linked to social capital, 
economic growth, and environmental sustainability (Bandarin and van Oers 2014). 
Adaptive reuse is defined as “any building work and intervention aimed at changing 
its capacity, function or performance to adjust, reuse or upgrade a building to suit 
new conditions or requirements” (Douglas 2006). In Historic Preservation: 
Curatorial Management of the Built World (1982), James Marston Fitch points out 
that the adaptive reuse of historic buildings “is more economic” not only in terms of 
the “conservation of the energy represented by the built environment,” but also for 
the “relative costs of old and new built space”. Adaptive reuse can be an effective 
conservation strategy allowing present and future use of abandoned heritage build-
ings, groups of buildings, landscapes or sites, changing and enhancing their func-
tions and adapting the existing features to new needs (Bullen and Love 2010). 
However, the adaptive reuse intervention should not compromise heritage values, 
thus the threshold of transformation versus conservation should be carefully identi-
fied. Cultural heritage adaptive reuse is a complex activity, where multiple and often 
conflicting values need to be considered (CHCfE consortium 2015). Therefore, 
adaptive reuse should be supported by adequate multidimensional and multicriteria 
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evaluation tools which enable to deal with multiple values and needs, also consider-
ing the diverse range of stakeholders, users and beneficiaries of the interventions.

Cultural heritage can be considered an economic good (Nijkamp 2012; Ost 2016; 
Getty Conservation Institute 1998). Cultural heritage, as a non-renewable cultural 
capital (Bourdieu 1986), is “linked” to the economy (Ost 2009, 2016) since eco-
nomics refers to the management of scarce and non-renewable resources (Ost 2009). 
This means first of all the risk of loss of the socio-cultural memory. But also, an 
economic cost.

Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage is considered as one of the most effective and 
environmentally friendly tools of modern urban development towards sustainability 
(Yung and Chan 2012), allowing to address “urban waste” of territorial abandoned 
resources/capital. However, adaptive reuse should take into careful consideration 
the heritage conservation theories, which have been shaped by the contribution of 
outstanding thinkers (Boito, Ruskin, Benjamin, Riegl, Brandi, Jokilehto, etc.) high-
lighting the importance of the concepts of authenticity and integrity, which are at the 
base of a real transmission of values, avoiding to take choices based only on eco-
nomic viability criteria, or at the opposite based on a-critical preservation and rely-
ing only on public funding. In fact, the sites recognized as cultural heritage are 
increasing, but the costs for functional maintenance/reuse are growing, while public 
resources available are becoming scarcer, and private actors are increasingly focused 
on the short time for payback. The consequence is that there is a growing risk that 
the decay of heritage increases year by year, because lack of funding support.

For these reasons, heritage conservation is also an economic choice (Vecco 
2007). As cultural capital, cultural heritage has an intrinsic value but also some 
instrumental ones: it is necessary to adopt a holistic approach to its evaluation, char-
acterized by the integration of use and non-use values. Costs and values of cultural 
heritage systemic/adaptive reuse should be compared in a multidimensional space. 
The relationship between costs and “complex values” influences the willingness to 
invest in the functional recovery of cultural heritage. The higher the perceived value 
for potential actors, the higher the willingness to take the risk of investment. This 
“complex value” of cultural heritage depends on its intrinsic characteristics, but also 
on extrinsic (context) features (Fusco Girard 2013, 2014).

The investment gap in cultural heritage and landscape regeneration can be 
addressed through careful evaluation of all costs, of “complex values” and impacts 
of adaptive reuse, selecting function(s) not only linked to tourism attractiveness, but 
also for the well-being improvement, providing critical evidence of the wealth, of 
jobs, social, cultural, environmental and economic returns on the investment.

Specific evaluation tools were developed within the CLIC project to support 
decisions towards the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, adopting the circular econ-
omy perspective. This chapter develops an indicator framework able to support the 
ex-post and thus ex-ante assessment of circular “human-centred” adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage, that has been test applied as a first test in the CLIC pilot case stud-
ies. The multidimensional indicators on the impacts of cultural heritage are both 
quantitative and qualitative indicators and they refer to different scales from the 
single building to the urban scale.

A. Gravagnuolo et al.
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The CLIC evaluation framework developed aims to make explicit the multidi-
mensional productivity that arises from the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in the 
circular economy perspective, highlighting the complex notion of value embedded 
in cultural heritage (Fusco Girard 1987; Fusco Girard and Nijkamp 1997; Fusco 
Girard and Vecco 2021). This study proposes the multi-criteria impact assessment 
framework based on the concept of multidimensional productivity of cultural heri-
tage (Hosagrahar et al. 2016), which has been grounded into the theory and practice 
of the circular economy as way to achieve economic growth and wellbeing “decou-
pling growth from resources consumption” (Ellen MacArthur Foundation 2012; Le 
Moigne 2014; Wijkman and Skånberg 2015; Ghisellini et  al. 2016; Geissdoerfer 
et al. 2017).

This study presents the structured framework for the ex-post and ex-ante evalua-
tion of the impacts of cultural heritage adaptive reuse practices in the perspective of 
the circular economy. It builds on previous analysis of more than 120 case studies 
of cultural heritage adaptive reuse (see Chap. 6 of this volume: also, CLIC 
Deliverable D1.3 “Survey on best practices of cultural heritage adaptive reuse”). 
The CLIC evaluation framework is theoretically based on Multi-Attribute Utility 
Theory (MAUT) (Keeney and Raiffa 1976; Zeleny 2006), identifying evaluation 
goals, objectives and criteria in multiple interrelated dimensions (Gravagnuolo 
et al. 2017).

Adaptive reuse interventions of buildings and sites contribute to sustainable 
urban regeneration (Fusco Girard 2019a). The reuse of abandoned and underused 
assets, which represent urban “wastes”, supports the implementation of the circular 
economy model in the spatial dimension (Gravagnuolo et al. 2017; Angrisano et al. 
2019; European Commission 2019). However, circular economy indicators are 
rarely applied to cultural heritage (Fusco Girard et  al. 2019; Gravagnuolo et  al. 
2019a), even if circular economy started to be implemented in the built environment 
and building construction sectors in recent years (ARUP 2016; Ellen MacArthur 
Foundation and ARUP 2019). The economic evaluation of social cost-benefit finan-
cial analysis is a part of the multicriteria evaluation approach.

The concept of cultural heritage adaptive reuse as an instrument to achieve circu-
lar economy goals at the territorial scale emerged through the CLIC research. An 
integrated and multidimensional approach should be adopted within the systemic 
circular approach (Gravagnuolo et al. 2017; Fusco Girard 2019b). However, recent 
reviews of the literature on circular economy indicators showed that the most used 
indicators are currently related to waste management, raw materials, recycling rates, 
economic performance of circular businesses, energy, toxicity and clean materials 
cycles (Moraga et al. 2019; Parchomenko et al. 2019). Few studies are currently 
available on the relationships between cultural heritage adaptive reuse and circular 
economy. Indirect approaches can be identified in the ecosystems services assess-
ment frameworks (MEA 2003; TEEB 2010; Costanza et al. 2014). For example, 
Stanik et al. (2018) analysed cultural heritage from the perspective of cultural eco-
system services, with the aim of identifying and developing an indicator-based 
framework formed by indicators related to historic land uses and historic elements. 
Still, Gravagnuolo et al. proposed an evaluation framework for circular economy 
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implementation in the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage (Gravagnuolo et al. 2017), 
while Foster (2020) associates the concepts of adaptive reuse, cultural heritage and 
circular economy, focusing on the environmental benefits of heritage conservation. 
More in depth, the study of Foster (2020) performs a literature review to demon-
strate the alignment between circular economy goals and adaptive reuse of heritage 
assets in a life-cycle perspective. Foster and Kreinin (2020) also realised an in-depth 
review of environmental indicators for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in the 
perspective of the circular economy, able to demonstrate the environmental savings 
of adaptive reuse. Then, Foster et al. (2020) developed a Circular Environmental 
Impact Indicator Framework for cultural heritage adaptive reuse, in order to inte-
grate macro European Union-level indicators with environmental indicators at the 
micro scale. A different study focused on the objectives of using circular economy 
indicators, classifying them based on a taxonomy of ten categories: levels, loops, 
performance, perspective, usage, transversality, dimension, units, formats, sources 
(Saidani et al. 2019). In particular, the social and cultural dimension of the circular 
economy seem to be less explored, with fewer consideration on the impacts on 
people and local communities (Kirchherr et al. 2017; Lemille 2017; Moreau et al. 
2017), while first studies indicate that implementing circular economy (World 
Health Organization Regional Office for Europe 2018) determines a potential posi-
tive impact on human health and more generally between health and climate change 
issues (Watts et al. 2018a, b, 2021; Gupta et al. 2019).

The existing literature body on the linkages between cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse and circular economy shows a potential in building a comprehensive frame-
work of quantitative and qualitative indicators to assess performances and impacts 
of adaptive reuse interventions in a circular economy perspective. The article of 
Bosone et al. (2021) analysed and classified existing heritage indicators, comparing 
them with circularity criteria. Through the analysis of 76 literature sources on cul-
tural heritage impacts, the study explored how indicators are currently used in heri-
tage research and practice as impacts assessment tools. More than 3500 indicators 
were retrieved and classified. The study explored the concept of circular economy 
in cultural heritage adaptive reuse, identifying specific impact criteria and highlight-
ing the knowledge gaps for further research. Despite many indicators are already in 
use in the cultural heritage sector and attempts to systematize heritage indicators 
have been developed (Labadi 2011; Fusco Girard et al. 2015; Nocca 2017), the cir-
cular economy perspective still needed to be fully implemented in this field.

The aim of this chapter is to identify multidimensional evaluation tools, as crite-
ria and indicators, according to the CLIC framework of circular adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage, starting from the analysis of previous studies and ex-post evalua-
tion of adaptive reuse practices, to structure a comprehensive operational frame-
work for ex-ante evaluation and participatory decision-support in the perspective of 
circularity. The following sections present the methodology and results of the iden-
tification of specific, multidimensional criteria, as well as quantitative and qualita-
tive indicators of circularity for cultural heritage adaptive reuse. Conclusions 
highlight the novelty of the CLIC approach in the evaluation and the perspectives 
for the implementation of the proposed framework.

A. Gravagnuolo et al.
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2  Methodology

To make operational the theoretical CLIC framework for circular adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage, a set of multidimensional criteria and quantitative and qualitative 
indicators was identified, to be used in ex-ante evaluations for the aim of enhancing 
decisions in the diverse phases of the adaptive reuse process. The methodological 
process adopted in the CLIC research followed diverse phases (Fig. 8.1):

• analysis of previous studies and scientific literature on cultural heritage and cir-
cular economy;

• definition of the CLIC theoretical framework (auto-poietic capacity, symbiotic 
capacity, generative capacity)—see Chap. 2 of this volume;

• ex-post evaluation of best practices and previous experiences of cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse, including “worst” practices;

• ex-ante evaluation framework for decision support: identification of main dimen-
sions, criteria and indicators of circularity in cultural heritage adaptive reuse.

The methodological process adopted a complex dynamic in which the process was 
not linear, as each phase influenced the previous and following one following a 
“circular” research process. In fact, the analysis of previous studies was not only a 
preliminary phase to define the CLIC theoretical framework, but also a base for the 
definition of ex-post evaluation criteria and identification of suitable indicators for 
ex-ante evaluations. Moreover, the CLIC framework definition represented the 
starting point for the in-depth analysis of previous studies and evaluation tools, as 
well as for the definition of circularity criteria in ex-post and ex-ante evaluation, 
however it was also influenced by research results in each phase, integrating 

Fig. 8.1 Methodological process to identify multidimensional circularity criteria and indicators
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relevant outputs and feedbacks and adapting through several refinements and assess-
ments. In a dynamic and evolutionary perspective, which is characteristic of the 
circular processes, the final phase of pilot case studies experimentation provided 
relevant feedbacks for the further refinement and development of the CLIC frame-
work, including criteria and indicators. This complex and dynamic research was 
addressed as a “back and forth” process, which provided a operational framework 
that can be adopted in “real” settings, as it was tested and validated also through 
practical experience, implementation and experimentation.

This reflection started from the theoretical definition of circular adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage provided by Fusco Girard in the previous Chap. 2, and with par-
ticular reference also to Gravagnuolo et al. (2017), and further explored through the 
previous chapters of this volume. This chapter, in particular, moves forward towards 
operationalising the theoretical framework by focusing on previous studies (refer-
ring mainly to Bosone et al. 2021) and existing evaluation frameworks, and the ex- 
post evaluation of previous and best practices, to finally identify the proposal for 
ex-ante evaluation based on a multidimensional operational framework of circular-
ity dimensions, criteria and indicators.

2.1  Previous Studies on Evaluation Tools for Circular 
Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage

We define the circular economy in cultural heritage adaptive reuse as ‘a sustainable 
economy that enables a continuous positive development cycles that preserve and 
enhance the created values, in an indefinite time, of cultural and natural capital, 
optimises resource yields and minimises system risks by managing finite stocks and 
renewable flows’ (Gravagnuolo et al. 2017). The main characteristics of the circular 
economy model for cultural heritage were identified, including diverse frameworks 
such as the 9 Rs approach (Reuse, Reduce, Reuse, Repair, Refurbish, Remanufacture, 
Repurpose, Recycle, Recover) (van Buren et al. 2016; Potting et al. 2017), and the 
ReSOLVE framework proposed by Ellen MacArthur Foundation (Regenerate, 
Share, Optimize, Loop, Virtualize, Exchange) (Ellen MacArthur Foundation 2015a, 
b, c). A first set of evaluation criteria for adaptive reuse of cultural heritage was 
developed and applied in scientific articles (Gravagnuolo et al. 2017; Fusco Girard 
and Gravagnuolo 2018; Bottero and Lerda 2019), highlighting potential and actual 
impacts of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage projects in the economic, social, cul-
tural and environmental dimension.

According to Luigi Fusco Girard, the auto-poietic model of nature regeneration 
is embedded in the conceptual framework of circular adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage (Fusco Girard 2020; Fusco Girard this volume, Chap. 2). As natural systems, 
the heritage site can be interpreted as a “lively regenerative/auto-poietic system”, 
able to self-generate the resources needed for its functioning and to use all wastes as 
resources for new productive cycles. Through the circular economy approach 
applied, it is possible to interpret and evaluate the adaptive reuse process identifying 
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diverse forms of capital that are re-generated: man-made capital, natural capital, 
social capital, human capital.

Based on this conceptual evaluation model of “Circular adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage”, and its initial implementation through case studies analysis, a structured 
set of evaluation criteria for circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage can be iden-
tified. The main ‘circularity dimensions’ were considered:

• the ‘regenerative capacity’,
• the ‘symbiotic capacity’, and
• the ‘generative capacity’.

The evaluation framework is based on a set of criteria and indicators that enable 
performance assessment of existing projects with respect to circularity objectives, 
and that can be used to orient choices towards circular «human-centred» adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage.

The evaluation criteria proposed in the literature were synthesized and discussed 
during a series of Focus group sessions conducted with experts in heritage conser-
vation, heritage economics, evaluation methods, circular economy, sustainable 
finance, economic spillovers of development projects and social impacts. General 
evaluation criteria resulted from different rounds of discussion, while indicators 
were synthesized based on existing literature and previous studies.

Indicators are synthetic tools to interpret reality: sound data collection, data anal-
ysis and data interpretation is needed to assess the indicators. The CLIC framework 
is based on three main types of indicators:

• Statistical indicators which are normally expressed as ratios or as percentages, 
allowing them to be assessed in relation to a baseline.

• Trends, whereby ‘raw’ numbers are monitored over time (e.g., number of visitors 
from one year to the next).

• Checklists which are not statistical (i.e., non-parametric), but enable some 
assessment of topics which cannot be captured through quantitative assessment 
(e.g., asking residents whether a certain cultural heritage site represents a factor 
of local identity). Even a checklist requires supporting evidence to permit valida-
tion of the responses.

Indicators can be diverse according to the evaluation phases: ex-ante (decision- 
making) and ex-post (impacts assessment) (Fig. 8.2).

The indicators have thus a double use: in the ex-ante phase, they express the 
goals and expected results that the circular adaptive reuse will achieve, and in the 
ex-post phase they become a tool for monitoring and assessing the results, providing 
evidence-base of actual results to stakeholders.

As showed in Fig.  8.2, the indicators set was developed also considering the 
diverse phases of the adaptive reuse intervention, mainly:

• Planning and design
• Building construction works
• Operations/management

8 The CLIC Multidimensional Impacts Assessment Framework: Criteria and…
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Fig. 8.2 Indicators set structuring according to the adaptive reuse phase and data/information 
availability. (Source: Gravagnuolo and Fusco Girard 2021, CLIC Deliverable D2.4 Database of 
indicators and data)

In each phase, diverse types of data and indicators may be available, while the cir-
cularity dimensions and criteria to be considered should be coherent in all phases. 
Also, the scale of the adaptive reuse intervention should be considered when adopt-
ing an indicators set. In fact, small interventions cannot be assessed based on the 
same indicators used in large-scale adaptive reuse projects, as some criteria may be 
more relevant than others in diverse typologies of adaptive reuse.

The relevance of criteria, and thus the weight assigned to each of them, can be 
highly variable, also according to the needs and preferences of stakeholders and 
local communities. The weight of criteria, and even criteria and indicators, could be 
variable in relation to different phases of the evaluation process itself, as some “hid-
den” information or data may arise during the process, supported by evidence and 
stakeholders involvement, and can thus lead to a change in preferences and thus 
evaluation results. This “adaptive” and evolutive process of evaluation and co- 
evaluation can take some time and effort for decision makers, however the benefits 
of reaching a more desirable solution for more stakeholders, and a more effective 
use of the financial resources available, should encourage public and private actors 
to adopt it.

Criteria and indicators were identified and synthesized, adapting them to the 
specific case study. Below are presented the criteria and indicators identified in line 
with the CLIC framework, to be applied in ex-ante and ex-post evaluations.

A. Gravagnuolo et al.



233

Previously published scientific articles analysing evaluation tools for cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse represented a base for the development of the CLIC evalua-
tion framework. Particularly, Fusco Girard (2020), Gravagnuolo et al. (2017) and 
Bosone et al. (2021) summarised the interrelationships between circular economy 
and cultural heritage adaptive reuse, proposing a set of multidimensional criteria 
based on the CLIC theoretical approach. Particularly, the paper of Bosone et  al. 
(2021) identified a set of criteria according to an extensive literature review, includ-
ing research articles and grey literature (Fig. 8.3).

In the present work, an overview of existing protocols and tools for the evalua-
tion of cultural heritage is presented (Box 8.1).

Fig. 8.3 Evaluation criteria of circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. (Bosone et al. 2021)

Box 8.1: Sustainability Protocols for Buildings
The sustainability protocols can be viewed as helpful instruments to explore 
initiatives for promoting the sustainable building culture (Gaballo et al. 2021).

LEED1

The LEED protocol was developed in 1993  in the United States, by the 
USGBC (United States Green Building Council). LEED certification is 
adapted by different countries according to their own regulations.

Working on the entire process, from design to actual construction, LEED 
requires a holistic approach.

(continued)

1 https://gbcitalia.org/certificazione/leed/; https://greenwichsrl.it/certificazione-leed/; https://www.
webuildvalue.com/it/curiosita-infrastrutture/certificazione-leed.html
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The aim of the LEED protocol is to increase the level of energy and water 
savings in buildings while decreasing carbon dioxide emissions. That’s not 
all: LEED protocols also take into account the ecological quality of indoor 
environments, site selection, and so on.

The LEED certification system is based on the awarding of a number of 
LEED® credits for each of the requirements characterising the sustainability 
of a building, of which there are eight (according to version 4.0 of the US 
protocol): (1) Transport and Location (LT), (2) Site Sustainability (SS), (3) 
Water Efficiency (WE), (4) Energy and Atmosphere (EA), (5) Materials and 
Resources (MR), (6) Indoor Environmental Quality (IEQ), (7) Innovation (I), 
(8) Regional Priority (PR).

In each area, there are several items, each of which can receive a different 
score. The sum of the credits gives an overall score: above a certain point 
threshold, certification is awarded. The four levels of LEED certification are: 
“Certified”, “Silver”, “Old”, “Platinum”.

The weight of the different areas is not homogeneous: the proportions 
change according to the type of buildings to be certified. However, the most 
important area is the energy aspect, which can weigh up to 30% of the total 
score, while the regional priorities area has a weight of less than 4%.

BREEAM®2

BREEAM certification is based on a comprehensive and integrated sus-
tainability assessment methodology. It applies to various types of buildings or 
parts of buildings—whether new, redeveloped or existing—and to interior 
spaces. BREEAM assessment criteria include: Energy and water use, Indoor 
environment (health and well-being), Pollution, Transport, Materials, Waste, 
Ecology, Management processes.

One of the features that make BREEAM a versatile tool is that each assess-
ment area has a different weighting depending on the application context and 
a national or local reference standard can be used to demonstrate the required 
performance. This results in great flexibility, allowing the protocol to be 
adapted to all countries. In Italy, protocols and technical manuals defined as 
‘International’ apply, since Italy does not have country-specific protocols: NC 
International, In Use, IRFO, Community.

In the certification report prepared by the BREEAM Assessor and finally 
submitted to the BRE (Building Research Establishment Environmental 

Box 8.1 (continued)

2 https://bregroup.com/; https://greenwichsrl.it/en/breeam-certification/; https://www.tuvsud.com/
it-it/settori/real-estate/costruzioni/sistemi-di-valutazione-della-sostenibilita/schema-breeam

(continued)
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Assessment Method), the weighted score of BREEAM credits for each of the 
BREEAM categories is indicated.

The sum of the weighted credits determines the building’s environmental 
performance (rating) and the corresponding certification level: “Pass,” 
“Good,” “Very good,” “Excellent,” and “Outstanding”.

The aspects that characterise buildings certified with BREEAM are:

 – Low environmental impact;
 – The use of best practices and sustainable building products;
 – The use of innovative solutions for building sustainability;
 – Quality that exceeds legislative standards;
 – Solutions to reduce costs

ITACA3

The Itaca Protocol is a tool for assessing the level of energy and environ-
mental sustainability of buildings. It represents a guide for orienting design 
choices towards a coordinated system of virtuous solutions aimed at saving 
natural resources and quality living.

The Itaca Protocol is derived from the SBTool international assessment 
model, developed as part of the Green Building Challenge research process, 
and contextualised to the Italian territory in relation to the reference legisla-
tion and its environmental characteristics. The Itaca Protocol was born a few 
years ago out of the need for Italian regions to equip themselves with valid 
tools to support territorial policies to promote environmental sustainability in 
the building sector.

The protocol envisages that the performance of a building is evaluated on 
the basis of its consumption, energy efficiency, impact on the environment 
and impact on human health.

The aim is to encourage the construction of increasingly innovative, zero- 
energy buildings with low water consumption, as well as materials that in 
their production involve low energy consumption and at the same time guar-
antee high comfort.

The Protocol also guarantees the objectivity of the evaluation through the 
use of indicators and verification methods that comply with the technical stan-
dards and national reference laws.

The principles on which the tool is based are:

Box 8.1 (continued)

(continued)

3 https://www.proitaca.org/guida-al-protocollo-itaca.php; https://biblus.acca.it/focus/protocollo-itaca- 
cosa-serve-e-come-si-usa/;
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 – identification of criteria to measure the various environmental perfor-
mances of the building under examination

 – definition of the reference performance (benchmark) against which the 
building’s performance can be compared in order to assign a score corre-
sponding to the relationship between the performance and the benchmark

 – weighting of the criteria determining their greater and lesser importance
 – final synthetic score defining the degree of improvement of the perfor-

mance as a whole considering the standard level

For the assessment of environmental sustainability, the protocol adopts a 
multi-criteria analysis system, structured according to four hierarchical lev-
els: Tools, Areas, Categories and Criteria.

The building performance score is calculated through an evaluation proce-
dure that consists of 3 consecutive steps

 1. characterisation: the building performance for each criterion is quantified 
through appropriate indicators

 2. normalisation: the value of each indicator is made dimensionless and is 
‘rescaled’ into a normalisation interval

 3. aggregation: the normalised scores are combined together to produce the 
final score

For each criterion is defined:

 – code and criterion name
 – assessment area and category
 – requirement (i.e. the quality objective to be pursued)
 – performance indicator and its unit of measurement (if quantitative in nature)
 – reference performance scale to be used for the normalisation of the indica-

tor in the range from −1 to +5
 – method and verification tools to calculate the value of the performance 

indicator

Through the building specific parameters, elaborated according to the pro-
cedures foreseen by ITACA, the Building Performance Indicators are calcu-
lated for each Criterion of the ITACA Protocol. The Performance Indicators 
may be quantitative or qualitative, depending on the type of Criterion and the 
relevant legislative and regulatory references. The Performance Indicator, 
related to the relative Performance Scale (benchmark), determines the 
Criterion Score between −1 and 5 (Rating Scale). The Score represents the 
normalisation of the value of the Performance Indicator in the ITACA Protocol 
and allows both the processing of all the scores of the building in aggregate 
form, and the comparison of performance between the Criteria. The Scores 
are determined through the Rating Scale (Table 8.1), where performance lev-
els are defined.

Box 8.1 (continued)

(continued)

A. Gravagnuolo et al.
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The Global Score represents the environmental energy sustainability per-
formance of the entire building according to the Evaluation Scale adopted by 
ITACA. It also represents the threshold set, from time to time, by regional 
regulations that provide for the granting of volumetric, fiscal and in some 
cases economic incentives.

Some considerations
In fact, the Ellen MacArthur Foundation (EMF) has identified ten policy 

levers (Ellen MacArthur Foundation 2013), including such protocols, as via-
ble economic incentive levers with a view to designing, evaluating, and certi-
fying the built environment’s sustainability through a set of performance 
standards (Abastante et al. 2020).

All of these protocols are based on standardised evaluation processes but, 
in their most recent versions, criteria typical of the circular economy model 
are present: e.g. the use of energy from renewable sources, water reuse, waste 
recycling, material reuse. As previously illustrated. These protocols are based 
on the weighted summation evaluation system which is very simple, opera-
tional and understandable by all involved people. Really, it can be noted that 
there is the risk of leading of some undesirable results, following purely math-
ematical steps rather than taking into account the actual and natural use of 
weights by human beings (Zeleny 1991).

Box 8.1 (continued)

Table 8.1 The ITACA protocol rating scale

−1 Performance below standard and current building practice
0 Minimum acceptable performance defined by current laws or regulations. 

Represents current construction practice
1 Slight improvement in performance compared to current regulations and current 

construction practice
2 Moderate improvement of performance compared to current regulations and current 

building practice
3 Significant improvement in performance compared to current regulations and 

current construction practice
4 Moderate improvement over current best construction practice
5 Significantly improved performance compared to current best construction practice 

Experimental

Multicriteria evaluation can be particularly suitable for cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse, as it is able to combine diverse evaluation dimensions and criteria, addressing 
complex decision problems (Fusco Girard 1987; Fusco Girard and Nijkamp 1997; 
Nijkamp 1977). According to Cultural Heritage Counts for Europe research (2015), 
multicriteria evaluation methods are currently not used in participatory processes, 
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thus further research should be implemented to apply them in cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse processes that intend to engage stakeholders and local communities 
for shared decision-making. However, recent literature presents examples of appli-
cation of multicriteria evaluation methods for participatory processes of cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse (e.g. Gravagnuolo et  al. 2023 forthcoming). The CLIC 
research explored multicriteria evaluation as a possible tool for enhancing decision 
making engaging relevant stakeholders and communities.

2.2  Ex-Post Evaluation of Adaptive Reuse Practices

The ex-post evaluation phase is characterized by the use of indicators able to pro-
vide evidence base of the results achieved, to compare the expectations with the 
actual results and eventually adapt strategies and management models to achieve the 
goals. The matrix of quantitative and qualitative indicators proposed for ex-post 
evaluation is based on the CLIC evaluation framework, refined through the assess-
ment of best practices and in-depth case studies of cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
described in previous sections. The matrix of indicators for ex-post evaluation was 
built through the collaboration of CLIC researchers and experts in diverse sectors, 
from heritage sectors to economics and finance, social science and ecological eco-
nomics/environmental science, covering multiple dimensions, tools and approaches.

The set of multidimensional and multicriteria indicators is meant as a useful 
orientation for heritage managers to make sense of the diverse impacts of cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse, supporting circular management and business models 
which are based on the recognition of the positive and negative externalities of 
human activities, and their “internalization” in a systemic social-ecological model 
that takes into account the business as integral/interconnected part of the larger soci-
etal and ecological system, and thus responsible for its functioning and overall 
sustainability.

The high variability of heritage typologies, scales, historic-cultural value, level 
of conservation, does not allow to identify a large set of universally applicable indi-
cators. The additional information elaborated for each indicator is aimed at facilitat-
ing the use of the tool in a flexible way, allowing “adaptation” in the selection of 
indicators which can be selected by site managers based on the scale and adaptive 
reuse phase.

Ex-post evaluation regarded a more in-depth investigation through the collection 
of detailed data on a smaller set of practices, shifting from a qualitative-based 
assessment to a quantitative and qualitative assessment. In particular, some of the 
aspects considered more relevant to be explored through ex-post evaluation are 
related to social and cultural impacts, environmental performance (e.g. energy, 
water, materials), as well as economic-financial results and management models.

The results of the CLIC Survey were explored further through 10 case studies, 
for which more detailed information was sought through in-depth interviews with 
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site managers. The interview for managers was structured in different sections 
related to:

• Revenues and costs
• List of activities generating revenue or supported
• Overall yearly income
• Type and mission of the organization
• Detail of operating costs
• N. of jobs/permanent jobs/volunteers
• Funding information: which type of funding, purpose of funding (renovation, 

management, other)
• Fundraising
• Functions/uses of the place (tourism/recreation, education, cultural, production, 

residential/accommodation, community hub)
• Audience (how many clients or people in the community)
• Synergies and collaborations with other organizations

The list of case studies investigated is reported in Table 8.2.
A synthetic information is provided below for each case study investigated.
Villa Campolieto is a Vesuvian villa located along the “Miglio d’Oro” historic 

road, so defined for the historical and landscape beauty and the presence of Vesuvian 
villas, in the municipality of Ercolano, nearby Naples in Italy. The Villa and its 
garden dates back to XVIII Century. The site was restored since the 70s through 
diverse interventions funded by the Italian Ministry for Culture, Cultural Heritage 
and Tourism. Today the Villa is included in a network of four historic sites in the 

Table 8.2 Cultural heritage adaptive reuse case studies investigated for ex-post evaluation

N.
Adaptive reuse 
project City Country Organization Role of interviewee

1 Villa Campolieto Ercolano Italy Fondazione Ente 
Ville Vesuviane

Director

2 H-Farm Treviso Italy H-Farm EU projects 
responsible

3 Palazzo 
Innovazione

Salerno Italy Palazzo Innovazione CEO

4 Not Quite Fengersfors Sweden Enderlien & CO Owner of the mill in 
Fengersfors

5 Pfefferberg Berlin Germany Pfefferberg 
Foundation

Director

6 Catacombe di San 
Gennaro

Naples Italy Catacombe di Napoli President

7 Pakhuis de 
Zwijger

Amsterdam Netherlands Tertium Owner director

8 Musil Brescia Italy MUSIL Director
9 Toolbox Torino Italy Toolbox CEO
10 Edit Torino Italy EDIT CEO
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area of Ercolano and it hosts cultural and educational events, as well as private 
events and training courses. The last interventions included the implementation of a 
special photovoltaic system ensuring very low impact on the cultural value and 
aesthetic of the building, as well as low energy consumption lighting system. The 
ancient water recovery system was also recovered and provides irrigation water for 
the garden and green areas. The management is fully public, exploiting the oppor-
tunities offered by access to additional funding for cultural events and other reve-
nues from private events. The adaptive reuse of the historic Villa Campolieto led to 
the attraction of almost 10.000 visitors per year, and contributed to the urban area 
regeneration attracting foreign and domestic cultural visitors and new commercial 
activities.

H-Farm was established in 2005 on a former agricultural farm as an incubator 
of innovative SME in the field of ICT, developing into a diversified complex, includ-
ing education activities. H-Farm is at present a innovation hub where Innovation, 
Entrepreneurship and Education are combined together, in the historic rural envi-
ronment. The main premises of H-Farm were built in the agrarian land surrounding 
Venice and Treviso, around a typical rural building in need of conservation. The 
implemented restoration was conducted with careful attention to respect the historic- 
cultural values of the site, linking the conservation with contemporary design and 
environmental sustainability through the adaptive reuse. The current extension of 
the complex, including newly designed and built offices, is fully integrated with the 
natural assets. H-Farm is originally a ICT consultancy company, but the new local-
ization in the historic rural area of Treviso in Italy promoted the diversification of 
the company’s activities, the creation of a large community of innovators and a hub 
of entrepreneurial education for all ages, and the revitalisation of the rural area. The 
rural buildings in the area of H-Farm include co-working spaces, offices, guest 
rooms, bar and restaurants, and open spaces for relax in nature and gatherings, pro-
viding opportunities to the local community to take part in free innovation events.

Palazzo Innovazione is a co-working space and headquarter of Healthware 
company, which located in the historic building of the ex-Convent “Santa Sofia” in 
Salerno, Italy. The Convent was built at the end of the tenth century as the first mon-
astery of the Benedictine Order. The Convent hosted many functions over time, up 
to the latest adaptive reuse as digital health enterprise headquarter, business incuba-
tor and co-working space. The private company managing the site invested about 
800.000€ for the renovation of the building, which is used partially as its own head-
quarter—this allows to pay a rent of 6.000€ per month to the municipality who own 
the historic building. In the other parts, the building hosts a co-working space and 
incubator for startups in digital health sector, with a bar/kitchen and facilities for the 
enterprises. The place offers free educational events on entrepreneurship and digital 
innovation each week, opening-up its doors for interested citizens. This activity is 
part of its marketing strategy, linked to the consulting services offered for the enter-
prises of the territory. The success of these initiatives lies in the balance of private 
and public interest. The uses/functions are in line with the city strategic policies, 
and an additional benefit for the municipality is the private investment that the com-
panies allowed to repair and maintain the buildings (Lupacchini and Gravagnuolo 
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2019). The adaptive reuse of the ex-Convent as “Palazzo Innovazione” contributed 
to the urban regeneration of the historic city centre, providing new opportunities for 
the local community and strengthening the local innovation ecosystem.

Not Quite is an artists’ community located in Västra Götaland region, in a small 
village (350 inhabitants) surrounded by forests in the Swedish countryside. Not 
Quite is at the forefront in the development of an industrial heritage site into an art 
and culture driven community, exhibition and workshop spaces. The adaptive reuse 
of the industrial building conducted by Not Quite aimed at maintaining the build-
ings in their historic shape, avoiding rebuilding but valorising the industrial atmo-
sphere of the place. The industrial site includes diverse buildings renovated, in a 
post-industrial area which needs extensive remediation. The private owner rents the 
buildings to the collective of artists, that manages the membership fees, workspaces, 
the bar and the shop. Many artists involved live in the village area. Educational 
projects are developed with local schools. Initial investment risk was lowered thanks 
to regional rural development funds through which the region provided guaranteed 
access to finance, fully repaid over the last years. A crowdfunding campaign was 
started to collect the investment capital to buy the old mill4. Guided tours and recre-
ation activities are active in the site, with around 30,000 people participating each 
year. Educational and training courses and conferences are organized, where around 
2000 cultural workers come and spend a weekend at the site. A informal heritage 
community is active in the place, specifically there is a working group on local 
identity aiming at collecting and disseminating the stories from the ones who 
worked at the mill in the past. The old paper machines are conserved in the site, 
providing a special setting for the artworks along with the industrial remains.

Pfefferberg is a old brewery with restaurants founded in 1841  in Berlin, 
Germany. The site has a long story of adaptive reuses over time. It turned into a 
enterprise for chocolate production and after that into a bakery, with offices, store-
rooms and restaurants. After the World War II, it became a printery with storerooms, 
garages, workshops and offices. In the late 80s the idea of “Factory of Culture” was 
launched and the Pfefferwerk association and Pfefferwerk GmbH (Ltd.) were 
founded aiming to carry out social and cultural activities on Pfefferberg area. In the 
90s the Pfefferwerk Ltd. Bought the site with subsidies from Berlin Senate and 
private contribution, later the Pfefferwerk Foundation was established to manage 
the site under the “heritage building right” regulation. A leasehold contract was 
agreed with the construction company for the renovation of the site and the rental 
services to be started, maintaining the intended use as established by Berlin Senate: 
culture, art, social services, small businesses. During the 2000s the site was reno-
vated and the Foundation started its activities to manage the diverse buildings with 
various uses. A number of 24 buildings is managed in Pfefferberg, with around 40 
enterprises running the cafés, hostel, workspaces, exhibition spaces, offices and 
other cultural activities, sharing social criteria for running the activities, as 

4 https://bitforbit.notquite.se/
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improving the chances of disadvantaged people to enter the labour market, thus 
generating a high social impact. Also, the Foundation invests in social projects 
external to the site of Pfefferberg, generating additional positive impacts in the 
urban area. Thanks to the success of the site with almost 180,000 users each year, 
Pfefferberg can rely on a sustainable business model able to support the social activ-
ities conducted and the renovation and maintenance of the heritage site.

The Catacombe di San Gennaro are a archaeological heritage site which dates 
back to the second and third centuries AD, recovered and reused as a cultural tour-
ism and community place in a disadvantaged Sanità district in the city of Naples, 
Italy. The archaeological site includes the Catacombs of San Gennaro and the 
Catacombs of San Gaudioso and two other Basilicas annexed to them. They repre-
sent one of the oldest monuments of Christianity in Naples. In addition to the 
archaeological heritage of the Catacombs, other spaces were recovered for a total of 
12,000 square meters. The site hosts around 160,000 visitors a year with a large 
economic impact in the urban area. The archaeological site represents also an engine 
to which other “poles” are economically and financially linked, such as the guest 
house and the laboratories for social, cultural ed educational activities. The 
Catacombs generated 40 new jobs for disadvantaged youths in this area of Naples 
over the last 10 years, stimulating also cultural and social development in the area. 
The initiative was taken by the local Church leader, starting with the training of a 
first group of youths as local guides and the renovation of the site promoted thanks 
to a first funding from Foundations. From 2006 to 2008 the training and experimen-
tation of guided tours with volunteers was started at the Catacombs of San Gaudioso. 
In 2009 the Catacombs of San Gennaro were opened to the public. In 2006, “La 
Paranza” cooperative was founded by a group of 5 young people and the local 
Church leader, which has now 40 employees. In 2008, the “Officina dei Talenti” 
cooperative was also founded, where the young people with the greatest manual 
skills were brought together in order to take care of the maintenance activities of the 
spaces. “Officina dei Talenti” has now 15 employees and in addition to taking care 
of the Catacombs spaces, it has also private contracts for the recovery of residential 
units in the area, turning into a well-established construction company specialized 
in recovery works. From the experience of the artist Riccardo Dalisi, another coop-
erative called “Iron Angels” was founded, a craft workshop that reuses waste mate-
rials for the creation of works of art, employing currently other 3 local youths. The 
great generativity of this experience can be observed also in the visual enhancement 
of the neighbourhood, with the collaboration of local owners of commercial units 
and the entire community working to make the historic urban area clean, safe, green 
and more and more beautiful. In 2014, the Community Foundation “San Gennaro 
Onlus” was created, composed of both the non-profit sector and the local owners of 
commercial units. The Foundation has invested over 4,5 M€ on the whole Sanità 
district coming from fundraising activities and donations for the recovery of the 
squares, recovery of the heritage sites, and the recovery of other spaces for cultural 
and social activities. The large social and economic impact of this experience, con-
ducted in a disadvantaged urban area with high criminality and poor education 
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levels, makes it one of the best examples of “circular” adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage.

Pakhuis de Zwijger is a cultural organization which opened its doors in 2006. It 
is located in a industrial heritage building listed as national heritage, a former stor-
age warehouse in an area which was previously an abandoned port area called the 
Eastern Docklands. Over the past decades Pakhuis de Zwijger has grown to become 
a fundamental cultural organizations within the city of Amsterdam. At Pakhuis de 
Zwijger there are over 600 public, freely accessible events per year, that all aim at 
analysing, rethinking and redesigning solving the biggest urban challenges of our 
time. Sustainable solutions and true innovation is promoted by including all urban 
stakeholders in critical, constructive and action-oriented dialogue. These include 
the traditional parties -the (local) government, (big) businesses and academia- but 
also (social) entrepreneurs, societal organisations and above all: the citizens. 
Throughout the year, Pakhuis de Zwijger organizes various event series, city expe-
ditions and festivals that aim to inspire, activate, inform, connect and empower citi-
zens and stakeholders to arrive at “better cities for all”. The creative and innovative 
approach to these matters has become the trademark of Pakhuis de Zwijger in 
Amsterdam, participating as key stakeholder in the Circular Amsterdam initiative. 
Stadsherstel, a public limited non-for profit company, manages the building imple-
menting also renewable energy and retrofit interventions. A large investment of 
about 13 M€ was realized to renovate the building, combining private investment, 
grants from local government and subsidies to make sure that some areas in the 
building have a social price for rental. Pakhuis de Zwijger programming generates 
social value, produces knowledge, insight, creates a larger network, contributes to 
enhance the local community, to enhance knowledge in the local community, and 
provides a platform to initiatives, voices, and narratives, which otherwise would not 
have a large platform. The platform and expertise of Pakhuis de Zwijger is offered 
to diverse initiatives so they can enhance their impact, bringing people together to 
come to creative and innovative solutions for urgent and present-day challenges. 
Pakhuis de Zwijger builds communities of practice, and works together with part-
ners to create programming on urgent matters concerning urban development.

The MUSIL (Museum of industry and work in Brescia, Italy) is a little system 
of 4 industrial museums. The project began in the 1980s and continued with the first 
collections at the beginning of the 1990s.The musil is the first Italian museum dedi-
cated to industrialization as a phenomenon that involves the whole of society, repre-
sented through a great variety of materials, conceptually organized in a unitary way. 
The Foundation, established in 2005, has the task of jointly managing the 3 existing 
museums and coordinating the activities for the construction of the headquarters in 
Brescia city. Specifically, the Foundation is responsible for setting up the Museum 
Headquarters. The museographical path is linked to water, from its formation in the 
atmosphere to its fall on the earth—its condensation on ice, its gathering in the 
alpine lakes, the harnessing in artificial dams until the arrival in the hydroelectric 
power station, where it is turned into electricity. The communication of scientific 
contents is offered takes through a dialogue with technological artifacts full of his-
tory. The voice if workers, technicians and ordinary people provide the social frame 
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of this epic history. In 2015, the museum was recognized as an anchor point of the 
European Industrial Heritage Route, the European “road” that collects the main 
sites of the continental industrial heritage. The project is fully funded and managed 
by public bodies and hosts 4000 visitors per year, educational and cultural activities. 
The public oriented governance model guarantees the functioning of the site, even 
if the generativity of the reuse intervention remains limited.

Toolbox industrial building was built starting in 1915 and is part of a much larger 
complex of about 51,000 square meters hosting industrial and manufacturing activi-
ties in Torino, Italy. The company marked an important activity for the city on a 
national and international level and collaborated in the expansion of Turin linked to 
the presence and success of the FIAT group’s automotive industry. In addition to the 
phase of maximum building development of the area, 1962 represented the begin-
ning of the deindustrialization process that went through several steps and changed 
the ownership of the site, until reaching the abandonment and degradation of the 
entire area at the end of 2007. The Toolbox proposal of coworking managed to take 
shape by proposing, in a complex period of economic crisis, a valid alternative to 
the work difficulties of those years. Toolbox represented the first structured cowork-
ing created in Italy, capable of offering new working areas able to attract and wel-
come freelancers in a dynamic space, in which it was possible to meet similar 
people, oriented towards the future, with which to exchange ideas, dreams and prac-
tical advice to in the face of a limited expense for the workstation. Toolbox was in 
fact built through step-by-step investments, and its size has expanded with the 
increase in demand, thus allowing to limit investment risks. The various adaptive 
reuse interventions have made it possible to recover the large spaces of the former 
Carlo Garrone foundry, which are the new areas of the coworking stations sur-
rounded by “service boxes”, volumes of limited dimensions designed to encourage 
socialization. Inaugurated in 2010, with the first intervention of a thousand square 
meters, Toolbox today covers an area of 10,000 square meters with a total invest-
ment of 3 M€ (Bottero and Lerda 2019). The philosophy of Toolbox is centred on 
the “economy of relationships”, on values that enable the shifting from the sharing 
economy to the “caring economy”. Users co-create the meaning and atmosphere of 
the place, co-generating added social value and a self-sustainable business model 
led by a socially-oriented private entrepreneur.

EDIT is a former industrial site in the city of Torino, Italy, built in 1888 in a 
block that is now known as the former INCET area, a factory that for years pro-
duced and exported internationally the technological innovation products of the 
period, such as wires for transmission of electricity, cables for telephone and tele-
graph transmission and ropes for transportation. INCET was an industrial symbol of 
the city of Turin and it contributed to the urban expansion of the Barriera di Milano 
industrial district. The industrial production lasted until 1968 when it was then 
moved elsewhere and the buildings were abandoned, starting a period of decay of 
the entire urban area for over 40 years. Today the Barriera district of Milan is a 
symbol of urban rebirth and EDIT represents the latest reconversion and redevelop-
ment project that has allowed the old beauty of the industrial complex to be brought 
back to life, offering an innovative concept in the food and beverage sector. The 
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adaptive reuse works were completed between 2015 and 2017 and involved an area 
of 5000 square meters, with a total investment of almost 12 M€. Before the inter-
vention, the building consisted of an industrial volume with a rectangular plan in a 
severe state of neglect; this has been recovered in its entirety while maintaining its 
original volume. Internally, it was possible to exploit the height to insert a new slab, 
re-proposed in an industrial nature, in order to double the walkable surface. The 
original perimeter walls were covered with insulating panels, to improve the energy 
efficiency of the building, and walls and volumes were inserted from scratch to 
ensure the development of different areas but with a visual continuum, respecting 
the industrial heritage structure in a dynamic and flexible reality. The main func-
tions of EDIT include areas intended for bakery cafes, restaurants and pubs with an 
adjoining brewery also made available to external users who can use them to pro-
duce their own beers with the help of master brewers. The offer also expands with 
the presence of four kitchens for workshops and show cooking events. The EDIT 
project has made it possible to bring an old dilapidated building back to life, giving 
it the opportunity to host a new innovative function that can increase the attractive-
ness of the neighbourhood, together with the other adaptive reuse interventions in 
the same area (Bottero and Lerda 2019). The place promotes a local economy based 
on local food and beverage products, establishing relationships with high quality 
product enterprises.

Table 8.3 presents the key data summarizing the in-depth adaptive reuse case 
studies analysed and the impacts generated.

Some case studies analysed demonstrated that the adaptive reuse and valorisa-
tion of heritage resources was a driver for the entire neighbourhood revitalisation, 
stimulating residents and owners of commercial activities to invest in the refurbish-
ment/renewal of surrounding buildings, streets, green areas and public spaces. This 
was the case in particular for the “Catacombs of San Gennaro” in Naples, Italy, 
where a socially and physically degraded neighbourhood was substantially regener-
ated, enhancing the cleanliness, safety and beauty of the area and thus attracting 
more commercial activities and visitors nearby the heritage site. Thus, the indicators 
set proposed and the data collected through interviews with heritage site managers 
aim to capture the multidimensional impacts of cultural heritage adaptive reuse.

The relatively high number of “n.d.” (no data), especially in the section regarding 
environmental data and circular technologies, makes clear how difficult it is, even 
for the managers of heritage sites, to realize the information needed for their sus-
tainable management. Clearly, the sample of ten case studies is not representative of 
adaptive reuse projects, however a general lack of quantitative data was present also 
in similar studies, such as Cultural heritage Counts for Europe (2015), thus the dif-
ficulty in identifying quantitative data on several aspects related to the environmen-
tal dimension seems coherent with the CLIC results. The lack of skills and 
competences in environmental management could be probably a motivation for the 
lack of environmental data, even if common information such as the Building 
Energy Performance Level should be available for buildings in European countries. 
During the interviews conducted, it was observed a scarce attention of some site 
managers to the environmental circularity aspects of the adaptive reuse intervention, 
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related to energy consumption, water consumption, nature-based solutions, reduc-
tion of raw materials extraction, biodiversity and remediation. Northern and Central 
Europe case studies demonstrated higher awareness, however quantitative data 
remained difficult to collect.

Another reason for the scarce attention on environmental aspects can be identi-
fied in the conflict often arising between heritage preservation regulations and envi-
ronmental needs in view of higher building performances. In fact, renewable energy 
sources such as common photovoltaic panels, external walls insulation or change of 
windows and doors could not be applicable to heritage buildings, or determine 
higher costs to find alternative and more compatible solutions. It should be also 
noted that, since this in-depth assessment was conducted on case studies with a his-
tory of 5 or more years of activity, the environmental measures taken 5 or 10 years 
ago could be not updated. With the launch of the European Green Deal, it is likely 
that also heritage buildings will be object of careful environmental assessments, 
from basic energy assessment to more complex Life-Cycle Assessment of each 
intervention, however the issue of skills would need more attention.

As per the economic-financial performance, many sites investigated were suffi-
ciently self-sustainable, not receiving subsidies from the public sector in the opera-
tional phase, except from Villa Campolieto and Musil managers who declared to 
receive public support for the functioning of the heritage sites. Large public invest-
ments were present in three sites (Villa Campolieto, Musil and Pfefferberg), how-
ever public co-investment was also included in other cases, showing the central role 
of the public sector for heritage conservation, especially in the case of low or null 
short-term returns. Circular business models could support heritage owners and 
managers to develop more sustainable business models for the adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage, enhancing the attractiveness of investments in cultural heritage 
also for private and third sector actors, engaging the local community and stake-
holders in co-investment, and ensuring larger participation and collaborations in the 
operation phase.

The in-depth assessment highlighted also rare attempts to assess the cultural and 
social impacts of the adaptive reuse project. In many cases, the number of visitors 
per year can be seen as a relevant proxy of the appreciation of the heritage site. 
However, visitors’ numbers are influenced by the size of the heritage site, and by the 
management model, considering that not all places are open every day for the gen-
eral public and many do not provide guided visits as they are mostly working places. 
Therefore, it could be interesting to conduct more careful assessments of the heri-
tage appreciation after the adaptive reuse, investigating how people perceive the 
atmosphere of the place, its openness, creativity and vibrancy, as well as people’s 
perceived wellbeing, mutual trust, and general attachment to the place in relation to 
the collective memory, introducing the “intrinsic value” as a key aspect of heritage 
cultural diversity and uniqueness.

The following section presents the proposal of evaluation criteria and indicators 
selected from previous studies and integrated with the results and reflections of case 
studies research.

A. Gravagnuolo et al.
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3  Results: Circularity Criteria and Indicators for Ex-Ante 
Evaluation of Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse

According to the evidence-base built through the previous phases of literature 
review and case studies analysis, a structured set of operational criteria and indica-
tors of circularity for cultural heritage adaptive reuse was developed. These criteria 
and indicators represent a direction/orientation for heritage sites managers and deci-
sion-makers, as well as for investors, to take more effective choices towards heritage 
reuse circularity in the ex-ante evaluation phase.

The “lessons learned” and the observations deduced from previous studies and 
ex-post evaluation led to the identification of 11 criteria that can support a multidi-
mensional analysis:

• economic-financial indicators, necessary to assess the financial viability and 
self-sustainability of the proposed adaptive reuse intervention on abandoned and/
or underused cultural heritage;

• environmental indicators, used to promote ecological self-sustainability, through 
closed cycles of energy, materials, water in material cultural heritage, and avoid 
other environmental costs such as soil consumption, biodiversity loss, pollution, 
greenhouse gases emission;

• social indicators, necessary to set social goals and targets and estimate the social 
impacts of alternative interventions, such as citizens and people inclusion, new 
opportunities for cultural participation, access to social services, increased well-
being and quality of life; and last, but not least,

• cultural indicators, which are related to the conservation, regeneration and trans-
mission of cultural heritage values, both tangible and intangible, instrumental 
and intrinsic, in line with the “complex” notion of value of cultural heritage 
proposed in the CLIC project.

A set of 67 indicators was selected in coherence with the three general principles of 
adaptive reuse in Chap. 2 (Fusco Girard this volume) to be used in the ex-ante evalu-
ation stage to support decision-making processes towards circularity implementa-
tion in cultural heritage adaptive reuse (Table 8.4).

This set of indicators can be used by public, private and social investors, includ-
ing Investment Funds and Revolving Funds, to (1) take financing decisions in line 
with the EU Taxonomy and the European Commission guidelines for sustainable 
finance, and (2) to monitor the achievement of goals and targets. The indicators 
identified represent goals to be monitored during the development of the project, 
ensuring the achievement of the proposed objectives, in particular in case of imple-
mentation of financing mechanisms based on “pay for result” and “pay for success”, 
including revolving funds.

8 The CLIC Multidimensional Impacts Assessment Framework: Criteria and…
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Table 8.4 Circularity dimensions and indicators groups

Circularity dimensions Criteria

Regenerative/autopoietic 
capacity

1. CULTURAL CAPITAL REGENERATION
2. FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC CAPITAL 
REGENERATION
3. NATURAL CAPITAL REGENERATION
4. HUMAN CAPITAL REGENERATION
5. SOCIAL CAPITAL REGENERATION

Symbiotic capacitya 6. HISTORIC URBAN LANDSCAPE QUALITY 
REGENERATION
7. ACCESSIBILITY OF THE URBAN AREA
8. PARTNERSHIPS AND SYNERGIES

Generative capacity 9. EMPLOYMENT GENERATION
10. LOCAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND INNOVATION
11. QUALITY OF LIFE, WELLBEING AND HEALTH
12. ECONOMIC IMPACTS

aSystemic relationships in the context where the heritage asset is localized

3.1  Regenerative Capacity Indicators

The regenerative capacity includes 33 indicators divided into five groups: regenera-
tion of cultural capital (tangible and intangible), financial capital, natural capital, 
human capital, social capital.

This regenerative/“auto-poietic” capacity is here expressed as the capacity of 
economic-financial self-sustainability of the cultural heritage site intended in its 
management model, the capacity of self-regenerating the resources needed for its 
“life” in the long term, such as energy, materials, water resources, and the capacity 
of self-regenerating its cultural value over time. The “human-centred” perspective 
introduces also the capacity of regenerating the “human capital”, including people’s 
skills, knowledge, entrepreneurial attitude, and “social capital” as the capacity to 
support each other as a cohesive community and build the “heritage community” as 
defined in the FARO Convention (Council of Europe 2005) (Table 8.5).

3.2  Symbiotic Capacity Indicators

The symbiotic capacity (also in terms of symbiotic exchanges with the context) 
should be expressed through the relationships of the cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
project with the “context” in which it is realized. The concept of circular metabo-
lism (i.e. circular and symbiotic exchanges with the context) can be applied at the 
“meso” level of the heritage area/neighbourhood, or even city/region.

This concept can be better understood through a simple example: the same adap-
tive reuse project with the same characteristics and same management model (e.g. 
the reuse of an abandoned church as location for community hub and cultural 
events) could have different performances in terms of overall circularity if placed in 

A. Gravagnuolo et al.
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Table 8.5 Regenerative capacity indicators

Criteria Indicator Assessment procedure

CULTURAL 
CAPITAL 
REGENERATION

Authenticity and integrity 
conservation of heritage 
values

Expert evaluation, based on a Likert scale 1–5 
and/or list of measures adopted/not adopted

Intangible heritage values 
regenerationa

Expert evaluation, based on a Likert scale 
1–5, and/or assessment of community’s 
perceptions

Intrinsic values 
regenerationb

Linguistic evaluation including expert and 
non-expert assessment

Accessibility of cultural 
heritage site

Expert evaluation, based on a Likert scale 1–5 
and/or list of measures adopted/not adopted

FINANCIAL AND 
ECONOMIC 
CAPITAL 
REGENERATION

Net Present Value of 
investment (NPV)c

NPV is the difference between the present 
value of cash inflows and the present value of 
cash outflows over a period of time.

Internal Rate of Return 
(IRR)d

IRR is the discount rate that makes net 
present value (NPV) of all cash flows equal to 
zero.

Return on Investment 
(ROI)e

ROI is a performance measure used to 
evaluate the efficiency or profitability of an 
investment or compare the efficiency of a 
number of different investments.

Payback periodf The payback period refers to the amount of 
time it takes to recover the cost of an 
investment or how long it takes for an investor 
to reach breakeven. Shorter payback periods 
mean more attractive investments, while 
longer payback periods are less desirable.

Debt Service Coverage 
Ratio (DSCR)g

DSCR is a measure of the cash flow available 
to pay current debt obligations.

Loan Life Coverage Ratio 
(LLCR)h

LLCR is a financial ration used to estimate 
the ability of a borrowing organisation to 
repay an outstanding loan.

Project Life Cover Ratio 
(PLCR)

PLCR is the ratio of the NPV of the cashflow 
over the remaining full life of the project to 
the outstanding debt balance in the period.

Public Sector Comparator 
(PSC) and Value for 
Money (VfM)i

PSC and VfM calculation aims at verifying 
the opportunity and convenience of realizing a 
project under a project financing scheme 
rather than a traditional tender.

Share of public and private 
contribution

% equity, % debt; % public contribution (for 
construction and/or operations and 
maintenance)

Local co-financing Percentage of local co-financing on total 
investment, including crowdfunding, local 
co-investors, financial participation in 
community foundations and other local 
co-investment forms

(continued)
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Table 8.5 (continued)

Criteria Indicator Assessment procedure

NATURAL 
CAPITAL 
REGENERATION 
(Circular solutions)

Energy generated on site 
through renewable sources

Percentage of KWh generated on total 
estimated energy need (Energy assessment)

Energy performance level 
upgrade

Number of levels upgrades in Energy 
performance levels (e.g. from level G to level 
A = 7 levels)

De-impermeabilization of 
soils

Percentage of permeable outdoor surfaces

Heat island effect 
reduction

Percentage of surfaces interested by 
interventions of heat island reductions

Reduction of freshwater 
consumption

Quantity of freshwater consumption avoided

Rainwater recovered Quantity of rainwater recovered through 
water filtering and recovery systems

Reduction of raw materials 
consumption

Percentage of materials from reused and 
recycled products (volume)

Green surfaces Percentage of green surfaces including 
buildings (green roofs, green façade)

Nature-Based Solutions Use of Nature-Based Solutions in the adaptive 
reuse of the heritage building or site

Environmental remediation Percentage of soils remediated, and/or 
elimination of pollution causes and unhealthy 
materials

HUMAN 
CAPITAL 
REGENERATION

Traditional skills and 
construction techniques

Number of people employing traditional skills 
and construction techniques involved in the 
adaptive reuse intervention

Entrepreneurship 
enhancement

Number of activities stimulating 
entrepreneurship and self-entrepreneurship, 
such as incubators, accelerators, co-working 
spaces)

Education and training 
activities

Number of people educated and trained

SOCIAL 
CAPITAL 
REGENERATION

Social capital Number of associations for 10,000 inhabitants
Support to weak and 
marginalised social groups

Number of people from weak and 
marginalised social groups target of activities 
and services included in the heritage site 
reused

aAs humanistic foundation of European culture, of the acknowledgment of human scale, the sense 
of beauty that is regenerated through adaptive reuse
bFusco Girard and Vecco (2021)
cTo calculate NPV, it is necessary to estimate future cash flows for each period and determine the 
correct discount rate. If the NPV of a project is positive, it means that the discounted present value 
of all future cash flows related to the project will be positive, and therefore attractive.
dWhen comparing investment options with other similar characteristics, the investment with the 
highest IRR would be considered more desirable to undertake.
eROI is expressed as a percentage and is calculated by dividing an investment’s net profit (or loss) 
by its initial costs. ROI does not take into account the holding period or passage of time, and so it 
can miss opportunity costs of investing elsewhere.
fThe payback period is calculated by dividing the amount of the investment by the annual cash flow.

(continued)
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gThe formula for the DSCR requires net operating income (EBIT) and the total debt servicing for 
the project (interest and principal payments that are due in the coming year). A DSCR less than 1 
means negative cash flow, which mean a borrower will be unable to cover or pay current debt 
obligations.
hLLCR is calculated by dividing the net present value (NPV) of the money available for debt repay-
ment by the amount of outstanding debt. LLCR is similar to the DSCR: the DSCR captures a single 
point in time, whereas the LLCR addresses the entire span of the loan.
iPSC may be defined as the risk-adjusted cost for the Public Administration for an infrastructural 
project to be realized in a project finance scheme. PSC is especially useful to assess the conve-
nience of the project financing considering the correct allocation of risks among the Public and the 
private partners. The PSC is defined as the sum of the following variables:
 Present value of construction costs;
 Present value of O&M costs;
 Present value of the risks transferred to the private subject in case of project finance.
It is necessary to calculate the PSC for the realization of the project in a project finance scheme on 
one side, and with a traditional tender on the other side. The difference between the two indicators 
(tender vs project finance) is the Value for Money (VfM): if VFM is positive, then the activation of 
a project finance is convenient for the Public Administration

Table 8.5 (continued)

different context (e.g. rural vs. urban, metropolis vs. village, high-income liveli-
hoods neighbourhood vs. marginalized neighbourhood, young ‘hipster’ neighbour-
hood vs. elderly residential area, etc.).

The symbiotic capacity includes 13 indicators divided into two groups: the 
capacity of stimulating partnerships and synergies between diverse territorial actors 
and multi-level policies, and the contribution to the reconnection of fragmented 
landscape through enhanced accessibility, public and green space integrity, quality 
and safety (Table 8.6).

3.3  Generative Capacity Indicators

The generative capacity is expressed by the capacity of the cultural heritage adap-
tive reuse intervention to generate resources for the local context, which in turn 
provide new financial, cultural, social and environmental resources for cultural heri-
tage regeneration, in a circular perspective.

The generative capacity includes 17 indicators divided into three groups: employ-
ment generation, attractiveness for new businesses and entrepreneurs, enhancement 
of quality of life, wellbeing and health. It includes the “spillover” effects at regional 
level, the revitalisation of the local economy in the urban/rural area, the overall 
attractiveness for new businesses, commercial activities, residents, innovators, 
entrepreneurs, creative workers, thus in general the generation of a desirable envi-
ronment turning a “dead” site into a vibrant “place” (Table 8.7).
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Table 8.6 Symbiotic capacity indicators

Criteria Indicator Assessment procedure

HISTORIC URBAN 
LANDSCAPE QUALITY 
REGENERATION

Historic Urban 
Landscape quality 
regeneration

Expert evaluation, based on a Likert scale 
1–5, and assessment of community’s 
perceptions also through visualizations and 
simulations

ACCESSIBILITY OF THE 
URBAN AREA

Accessibility 
enhancement

Distance on feet from the nearest public 
transport node

Public and green 
space accessibility

Percentage of public and green space 
recovered/regenerated or made more 
accessible

Pedestrian mobility Percentage pedestrian areas on total 
intervention surfaces

Sustainable mobility Percentage of surfaces dedicated to 
sustainable mobility such as bicycle routes

PARTNERSHIPS AND 
SYNERGIES WITH THE 
CONTEXT

Stakeholders 
involvement in 
decision-making

Number of organisations involved in the 
decision-making phase of the adaptive reuse 
process

Stakeholders 
involvement in the 
management phase

Number of organisations involved in the 
management phase

Third sector actors 
involved

Number of third sector actors involved in all 
phases of the adaptive reuse process

People involvement Involvement of people in the decision-
making process, such as through 
consultation and co-creation

Marginalised social 
groups involvement

Involvement of minor and marginalised 
social groups in the decision-making 
process, such as through consultation and 
co-creation

People collaboration Number of collaboration agreements and 
pacts signed for the collective care of 
cultural heritage

Businesses 
collaboration and 
symbioses

Number of collaboration and symbioses 
contracts, such as through circular supply 
chains models and localisation of 
complementary businesses in the area

Synergies with 
higher level policies

Assessment of the contribution to the 
realisation of regional, national and 
international policies, and/or local 
ecosystems policies

Trust levels Trust levels (e.g. Edelman trust survey)

A. Gravagnuolo et al.



257

Table 8.7 Generative capacity indicators

Criteria Indicator adopted Assessment procedure

EMPLOYMENT 
GENERATION

Jobs creation Number of direct and indirect full-time 
equivalent jobs generated in sectors such 
as: professional and consulting activities, 
construction works, circular economy, 
research and development, creative and 
cultural activities, sustainable tourism

Regional economy 
spillovers

Number of indirect jobs created through 
the adaptive reuse intervention 
(calculation of spillover effects)

Local economy Number of new businesses localised in 
the urban area, such as commercial 
activities, cultural and creative activities, 
circular economy activities as repairing 
and recycling, sustainable cultural 
tourism, and other sectors

Jobs/Investments ratio Number of jobs generated per 100.000 
euro of investment

LOCAL 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
AND INNOVATION

Enterprises localisation Number of enterprises localised in the 
heritage site reused

Entrepreneurs and 
self-entrepreneurs 
localisation

Number of entrepreneurs and self-
entrepreneurs localised in the heritage 
site reused

QUALITY OF LIFE, 
WELLBEING AND 
HEALTH

Beneficiaries of adaptive 
reuse intervention

Number of final beneficiaries target of 
the adaptive reuse intervention who are 
likely to enhance their quality of life, 
wellbeing and health

Proximity activities Number of new proximity activities 
localised in the area, such as commercial 
activities, neighbourhood services

Cultural activities Number of cultural activities likely to be 
activated in the area

Cultural participation Number of people estimated to 
participate in cultural activities per year

Arts, craft, making and 
repairing activities

Number of arts, traditional craft, making 
activities (such as fab labs), and repairing 
activities localised in the area

Creative and innovative 
spaces

Percentage of surfaces dedicated to arts, 
craft, innovation, culture

Urban art Percentage of surfaces equipped with 
urban art

Public space and 
socialization

Percentage of surfaces dedicated to 
socialisation, such as squares, parks, 
community hubs, bars and restaurants, 
and other types of activities promoting 
gathering and socialisation

Green space Percentage of publicly accessible green 
spaces, including roads and streets 
equipped with green surfaces

(continued)
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4  Discussion and Conclusions

The multidimensional indicators about impacts of cultural heritage conservation/
regeneration were initially classified on the base of the 4 pillars of sustainability: 
cultural, economic, social, environmental. The development of the theoretical 
framework lead to the identification of three principles of circularity: the regenera-
tive/autopoietic capacity, the symbiotic capacity, and the generative capacity. These 
three principles include indicators expressing sustainability dimensions, integrated 
in a systemic perspective, overcoming the “pillars” approach. The related criteria 
and indicators are both quantitative and qualitative and they are referred to different 
scales (micro, meso and macro scales). Indicators in each dimension were deduced 
from the analysis of best practices and from national and international sources. 
They represent a grid able to ensure that the assessment reflects all values and 
dimensions to be considered. They are a basis of information and, at the same time, 
allow developing a common language about impacts and benefits of cultural heri-
tage adaptive reuse.

Criteria Indicator adopted Assessment procedure

Heritage Community Number of people involved in the care of 
cultural heritage as common good

Perceived aesthetic 
quality of landscape

Percentage of people perceiving a 
enhancement of landscape aesthetic 
quality

Use of regional resources Percentage of materials from reduced 
distance (<50 km) (volume)

Recovery of natural 
resources potential linked 
with the capacity to 
enhance wellbeing 
perception

Capacity of adaptive reuse solution to 
recover the potential benefit of local 
natural resources linked with the capacity 
to enhance wellbeing perception (e.g. 
thermal resources)

Carbon emissions per sqm 
indoor area

Life Cycle Assessment, CO2 eq/sqm of 
the adaptive reuse intervention

Social sustainability:
   Diversity
   Capacity for 

self-organization
   Common meaning
   Capacity for learning
   Trust

Expected contribution of the adaptive 
reuse project to Social Sustainability, 
including: Diversity, Capacity for 
self-organization, Common meaning, 
Capacity for learning, Trust
(see: Domaradzka, Chaps. 10 and 11 in 
this volume)

ECONOMIC IMPACTS Real estate market values % of increase of average market values of 
residential units in the heritage area (€/
sqm)

Increase of fiscal revenues 
for public administrations

% of increase of fiscal revenues for 
public administrations

Attractive capacity of 
commercial activities

Number of new commercial activities in 
the heritage area

Table 8.7 (continued)
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Indicators in the ex-ante evaluation phase represent specific “objectives” and 
targets of circular “human-centred” adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, to be 
assessed and monitored before, during and after the realisation of the intervention. 
They support specifically “result-based” financing instruments and governance 
models, building a framework of useful data which can inform choices of owners, 
managers and the local communities.

Moreover, criteria and indicators are an important tool to be used in participatory 
ex-ante co-evaluation processes to trigger evidence-based analysis and informed 
decisions, taking into account the point of view, needs and desires, costs and bene-
fits of diverse stakeholders. Through prioritization techniques, weights can be 
assigned to criteria and indicators to build preferences matrices and analyse syner-
gies and conflicts between stakeholders, in a evolutionary process in which prefer-
ences are not static but can change through discussion, reflection, understanding of 
impacts and simulations.

The matrix of criteria and indicators, adapted and “weighted” according to the 
specific contexts and preferences/needs, can be integrated with context-specific 
additional indicators, which can be linked to the specific heritage typology and con-
ditions, as well as to the specific activities, stakeholders, beneficiaries and final 
users involved.

The proposed CLIC evaluation framework was developed to provide a flexible, 
adaptable but still usable set of indicators for ex-post and thus, also, ex-ante evalu-
ation reliable for diverse heritage typologies, contexts, scales, and adaptive reuse 
phases. It should be used and tested extensively by diverse stakeholders to ensure its 
wide usability, adapting and refining it according to further findings achieved 
through extensive testing. However, the reflections developed and the space for 
experimentation was an opportunity to develop a coherent, first-tested and validated 
framework which can potentially work to assess the real contribution of cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse to sustainable development, in Europe and beyond.

The assessment of impacts is more and more necessary especially in view of the 
implementation of sustainability policies such as the European Green Deal, the New 
European Bauhaus, and the Sustainable finance initiative with the EU Taxonomy. 
Sustainable finance and sustainable policies should be grounded in careful assess-
ment of impacts/results obtained, both in the public and in the private sector. The 
Third sector, including social enterprises, foundations, philanthropy, civic associa-
tions and other organisations with a “social” mission, already started the process of 
better accounting for the activities carried out. Third sector actors are more used to 
carry out impacts assessments, based on diverse methods and tools and mostly using 
ESG (Environmental, Social, Governance) criteria and indicators (Zamagni et al. 
2015; Venturi and Perra 2018). Circular Economy policies are supported as well by 
a set of clear indicators which provide evidence base of the impacts of investments, 
projects, programmes and initiatives (Ellen MacArthur Foundation 2015a; 
Gravagnuolo et  al. 2019b; Circular economy network 2021; EUROSTAT 2021; 
OECD 2021).

The cultural heritage sector, and especially the initiatives related to cultural heri-
tage adaptive reuse, does not use a specific set of indicators to assess the impacts of 
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diverse conservation, regeneration and reuse projects. It still remains difficult to 
assess the contribution of cultural heritage to territorial development (Lykogianni 
et al. 2019). It was therefore considered timely and useful to develop a set of criteria 
and indicators that, according to the CLIC circularity framework, can practically 
suggest sustainable directions for cultural heritage adaptive reuse, and contribute to 
enhance the quality of interventions (ICOMOS 2019) and the accountability of 
management bodies that “care” for cultural heritage as common good.

Based on the research conducted, a particular issue was raised about skills in 
cultural heritage accounting. The public and private sector managers interviewed 
were rarely aware of environmental impacts of cultural heritage adaptive reuse, and 
in some cases they were not able or not interested in accounting for social impacts. 
On the other side, third sector/grassroots organisations and more “spontaneous” 
groups of citizens who “take care” of cultural heritage as common good in the frame 
of the FARO Convention (Council of Europe 2005) have usually less capacity for 
business modelling, financing and economic accounting, resulting in difficulties to 
develop sustainable business and management models starting from bottom-up ini-
tiatives. On this base, a call should be raised to policy makers to develop new train-
ing and educational programmes to enhance skills in the cultural heritage sector, 
including skills related to circularity management. Specialised and multi-sectorial 
competences are needed to implement the proposed impacts assessment framework 
for circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, as well as higher collaboration and 
cooperation capacity between diverse specialists, and between diverse territorial 
organisations. These new capacities are strongly needed to enhance heritage-led 
local innovation ecosystems based on “collaborative attitude and capacity” at dis-
trict/regional, national and European level. Moreover, issues of data availability and 
data management can be overcome through the inclusion of the right skills which 
are currently lacking in the cultural heritage sector.

The circularity indicators matrix for ex-post evaluation used for the analysis of 
case studies represents a tool to create evidence-base of cultural heritage impacts, 
allowing comparison and benchmark between diverse adaptive reuse practices, thus 
providing useful information to enhance choices for new adaptive reuse interven-
tions. Heritage sites managers and owners, in the public, private and third sector, 
can use the indicators to orient adaptive reuse circular solutions and monitor results 
in a systematic way. However, the assessment of some indicators requires specific 
expertise and skills to be conducted, calling for multidisciplinary knowledge and 
new capacities of managers that should be able to coordinate diverse aspects of 
circularity, from environmental measures for the “circular building” to sensitiveness 
for historic-cultural and “intrinsic” values of cultural heritage, to economics and 
financial assessments, to aspects related to social cohesion, participation, engage-
ment, inclusion.
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Chapter 9
A Multicriteria and Multi-scalar Decision 
Support System to Implement Circular 
Economy in Cultural Heritage Adaptive 
Reuse

Simona Panaro, Salvatore Greco, and Alessio Ishizaka

1  Introduction

Although sustainability approaches to the urban environment have been recognised 
as needed, implementing them is not an easy process. Indeed, the current environ-
mental, social, economic, and health crises are proving the inability of cities to 
endure those pressures in the long term. On the other hand, effects of climate change 
(e.g. heat waves, floods, and droughts, etc.) and other threats such as the Covid-19 
outbreak make evident the need to re-think the city environment and the urban life 
(housing, mobility, working, education, free time, health, and wellbeing).

In this context, the circular economy approaches, aimed to prolong materials life 
cycle and reduce waste and pollution, have sparked a new interest. Circular systems 
are always more frequently associated with policies for climate change, energy, 
reduction of waste. However, the circular approaches have shown several limita-
tions in their applications and request more accurate research for including sustain-
ability issues  in a comprehensive manner (Nakajima 2000). Indeed, the circular 
economy has seemed more focused on economic and environmental issues, ignor-
ing often social inclusion, cultural dimensions and decision-making processes 
(Geissdoerfer et  al. 2017). The most recurrent applications of circular principles 
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concerned changes of forms of consumption (e.g. sharing, second hand, and deliv-
ery services) rather than the way to produce and manage resources. The hardest task 
to accomplish seems to start up interrelated cycles to reclaim the value of unused 
resources (materials already headed for the landfill, abandoned spaces, etc.).

The recent Mission Board for Climate-neutral and Smart Cities of the EU com-
mission (European Commission 2020) underlines the need to innovate the forms of 
participatory governance and economic and funding models and promote integrated 
urban planning.

In that sense, in the CLIC project, the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage offered 
a testbed to consider the circular economy principles in the larger perspective of 
urban sustainability (including social inclusion, cultural heritage dimensions, and 
citizens’ wellbeing). Indeed, cultural heritage has been identified as a resource for 
the sustainable development of Europe (Council of the European Union 2014) and 
has been added to urban agendas and local development strategies for sustainability 
(Blake 2000). Several studies have argued that actions on cultural heritage are able 
to generate economic, environmental, cultural and social benefits altogether. 
However, those benefits are not easy to identify and quantify and often require high 
financial costs of restoration or restrictive regulatory requirements, which did not 
encourage the adaptation and the reuse of cultural sites or historical urban areas.

In this respect, the development of methodologies and procedures able to support 
more informed decisions on the reuse of cultural heritage could be beneficial.

Indeed, the Multiple Criteria Decision Aiding (MCDA) methods (Greco et al. 
2016; Ishizaka and Nemery 2013) have been already used in the cultural heritage 
sector (Hong and Chen 2017; Dutta and Husain 2009; Giove et  al. 2010). What 
came out from those experiences is that the complexity of the heritage problem 
requested often the integration of methods and appropriate frameworks.

A versatile framework for the evaluation of alternative regeneration interventions 
of the cultural sites has been proposed by Ferretti and Comino (2015). The authors 
considered qualitative and quantitative dimensions to support the development of 
urban strategies and stressed the importance to interact with different stakeholders 
to improve the transparency and inclusive choices. Indeed, in line with national and 
international recommendations, it is needed to explore and include the points of 
view of the different actors involved in the transformation/reuse process of cul-
tural sites.

On the other hand, the need to reduce public expenditure and make better use of 
scarce resources available suggested considering the adaptive reuse of the heritage 
also as a resource allocation problem. This kind of problems usually has been asso-
ciate with the Portfolio Decision Analysis (PDA), used in situations with budget 
limits to direct better financial resources. In particular, to respect budget constraints 
and multidimensional criteria, Nesticò et  al. (2018) have integrated a linear pro-
gramming model with multi-criteria analysis (weighted sum of criteria) to identify 
the subset of interventions to be made starting from a larger list of projects.
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In this perspective, the Portfolio Decision Analysis can be integrated with many 
other Multi-Criteria methods to analyse a larger spectrum of heritage problems. The 
methodology of the Decision Support System (DSS) developed within the CLIC 
project experimentation entails a new procedure to consider several criteria, budget 
restrictions, restrictive constraints, and interlinked issues to implement integrated 
strategies. In addition, it can be implemented in multi-stakeholder environments, 
aiding to make informed decisions and shared visions.

Indeed, the interactive approach, the opportunity to use different multi-criteria 
methods and considering both qualitative and quantitative information make it very 
flexible in different contexts and stages of the reuse process. It aids the development 
of well-structured comprehensive strategies also in deficiency of information as at 
preliminary phases of the reuse process. In the next section we provide an overview 
of the issues of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. We then present the DSS meth-
odology developed in the CLIC project, accompanied by a brief description of  
its implementation in the Italian city of Salerno and the Croatian city of Rijeka 
(Boxes 9.1 and 9.2).

Box 9.1: Implementation of DSS in Salerno (Italy)

 1. Context
The city of Salerno has four historical buildings called “Edifici mondo” com-
plex in its uptown, significant for the city’s history, which are nowadays aban-
doned and run-down.

Within the Heritage Innovative Partnerships (HIP) participatory process 
activated in the CLIC project, the City of Salerno has opened an exchange 
with the local community and stakeholders in order to identify local needs and 
objectives and develop circular strategies for the reuse of those buildings.

In this context, an idea generation process for the reuse of “Edifici mondo” 
was opened looking at the circular economy prospective. In this direction, it 
was organised the “CLIC Business Model Workshop” by the Municipality of 
Salerno, ICHEC Brussels Management School, and CNR. In this workshop, 
four different reuse proposals have been generated.

 2. DSS implementation
In that context, the implementation of the DSS aimed to explore in a  
structured way relevant points of view for the adaptive reuse of the historical 
complex “Edifici Mondo” and to analyse the four reuse proposals in  
terms of capacity to regenerate cultural, human, environmental, and social 
capital, to promote cooperation and synergies, and to improve the territorial 
vitality.

(continued)
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The assessment of the reuse proposals aimed to inform the future design of 
a circular reuse strategy for “Edifici mondo” complex.

 

 3. Output
The output of the DSS is the ranking of the four reuse proposals and identifi-
cation of strong/weak points of each one providing useful elements for the 
reuse of “Edifici mondo” complex in a circular economy perspective.

Box 9.1 (continued)

Box 9.2: Implementation of DSS in Rijeka (Croatia)

 1. Context
During the Heritage Innovative Partnerships (HIP) participatory process acti-
vated in the CLIC project, experts of the city of Rijeka and local stakeholders 
have developed the concept of a Cultural Corridor for the old industrial area 
of the city, located on the edge of the city centre and back-boned by the 
Rječina River, aiming to improve the liveability of this area and the city.

During the HIP meetings, the following objectives have been identified: 
improving the liveable and accessible of the Rječina River and the city, reus-
ing existing cultural assets of the area, preserving the historic cultural heritage 
of the city. In addition, in the “CLIC Urban Seeding workshop” organised by 
the University of Nova Gorica in collaboration with the University of Rijeka, 
several projects and interventions to develop the Cultural Corridor strategy 
have been developed.

(continued)
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 2. DSS implementation
In that context, the implementation of the DSS aimed to support the definition 
of a complex adaptive reuse problem, helping to consider and manage at the 
same time elements, conditions and constraints listed in the figure below. It 
shows how the identification of satisfying portfolios of projects/interventions 
can be carried out in the step by step procedure of the DSS.

 

 3. Output
The output of the DSS is the identification of a portfolio of projects and inter-
ventions more suitable to contribute to the definition of a circular regeneration 
strategy for the area of the Cultural Corridor. Those have been identified 
through the exchange with the group of local experts involved in the study and 
taking into account all the conditions and the budget scenarios explored 
with them.

Box 9.2 (continued)

2  Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage 
from a Circular Perspective

Nowadays the cities begin to look at the possibilities offered by the circular econ-
omy in order to try to reduce their negative impacts on the environment. Indeed, the 
built environment has a prominent role in the consumption of global resources and 
generation of waste. In the last decades, the urban sprawl has determined an impov-
erishment of urban landscape, generating land consumption and abandoned areas. 
For its high impacts, the construction industry should contribute more to the devel-
opment of urban sustainability strategies. Several studies have underlined the ben-
efits to shift from new-build to reuse or refurbishment vision.
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Indeed, the renewed use of buildings could address the need of new places for 
activities, without increasing energy consumption, land use, and waste for new con-
structions. In enhancing spaces and changing their functions, the adaptive reuse 
allows obstructing buildings obsolescence, recovering economic value and use the 
embodied energy still available in the existing building stock.

However, the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage has several limitations (e.g. his-
torical significance) to be respected and, for this reason, it has seemed, sometimes, 
more difficult to realize (Hein and Houck 2008). On the other hand, effecting on 
cultural values and places identity, the reuse of cultural heritage is able to attract 
many actors and interests as proved from several ongoing experimentations in 
which different stakeholders are directly involved in the reuse process (Mangialardo 
and Micelli 2018).

Indeed, in the last few years, the spending capacity of public authorities has 
completely changed. More and more the public owners have not been able to man-
age and fund alone the reuse of cultural sites. Consequentially, actions of organiza-
tions and groups interested in reusing abandoned property have become more 
recurrent, showing as the cooperation among public, private and non-government 
sectors is crucial not only to start and carry out reuse projects but also to sustain the 
reuse over time (Macdonald and Cheong 2014).

In this perspective, to make the most of existing resources, adaptive reuse should 
be considered in a larger urban vision adopting more strategic and integrated 
approaches. Indeed, the current urban challenges (urgent needs, quick changes, 
scarce resources) cannot be dealt with traditional planning.

Circular and sustainable solutions should consider a bigger scale than a single 
intervention, exploring possible interactions among new uses, context, current, and 
future city programs. Therefore, the conceptualizing of circular reuse actions/strate-
gies of cultural heritage must meet several issues and becomes a very articulated 
process that needs specific support.

In this direction, the DSS can help the reuse process of cultural heritage in differ-
ent stages as shown in the next paragraph.

3  Decision Support System Methodology

The DSS developed in the CLIC project proposed a step-by-step procedure to help 
to make transparent and informed decisions at different stages of the reuse process 
(defining proposals, projects assessing, interventions programming, monitoring of 
reuse actions). It has been developed to take into account the diverse points of view 
of actors involved (public authorities, experts, civic society, citizens), and integrated 
several approaches to manage the complexity of the circular reuse challenges.

Firstly, multicriteria approach has been used to take into account the different 
aspects of the problem (economic, environmental, cultural, social) including those 
intangible and difficult to quantify (e.g. heritage perceptions and significances). 
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Indeed, trough the multicriteria analysis, economic aspects (Wang and Zeng 2010) 
can be analysed together with environment and territorial issues (Veldpaus et al. 
2013), and qualitative dimensions of the heritage, as the place identity, intrinsic 
values, well-being and life quality of citizens (Tweed and Sutherland 2007).

Nowadays, there are several multicriteria methods and the one selected should be 
in relation to the features of the specific problem. In Sect. 3.1.2 it has been discussed 
some arguments to support the identification of opportune methods in heritage reuse 
problems.

However, because currently decisions are often made in situations marked by the 
lack of resources, a multicriteria perspective alone is not sufficient to make effective 
decisions. In that case, it could be beneficial to consider also budget limitations and 
the larger benefits of combined reuse interventions. In other words, the reuse actions 
should not be analysed individually, but in relation to the synergies that are able to 
generate with other actions.

Indeed, the adaptive reuse problem from a circular perspective needs to be anal-
ysed as a portfolio problem. This kind of problem is explored thanks to a portfolio 
decision analysis that aims to identify the set of actions to be implemented with 
respect of several constraints as the budget limitations. In the DSS, a multimethod-
ological approach has been developed to combine the portfolio analysis with several 
multicriteria methods. In addition, different kinds of constraints have been modelled 
to explore possible synergies among actions in an urban context.

In the DSS, both multi-criteria approach and portfolio approach has been 
designed to be implemented in an interactive way. It represents an additional inno-
vation and has been planned to facilitate the contribution of several actors in the 
decision process for the adaptive reuse of cultural sites. Indeed, according to the 
recent recommendations on the heritage (Council of Europe 2005), the activities 
that regards the cultural heritage need to take into account the diverse points of view 
and to promote inclusive processes (Dutta and Husain 2009). In this direction, pro-
cedures oriented to facilitate the interactions with stakeholders are of particular 
interest (Fusco Girard et al. 2014). The literature on the stakeholder engagement is 
very rich and different methods have been tested in participatory processes. 
However, the current interest in multi-stakeholders environments is focused on co- 
management processes of cultural and natural assets. In this kind of processes, the 
different actors are affected in a direct way by the decisions. In that case, the interac-
tive process should aim not only to explore the diverse points of view (as in tradi-
tional participatory processes), but also to include them in the decision, keeping 
high interest of people involved and improving transparency of decisions. In this 
direction, the DSS used simple interactions to create a mutual-learning environment 
for the local actors and improve their awareness on adaptive reuse opportunities 
thanks to exchanging among the expert and common knowledge. During the pro-
cess, those interactions helps to clarify the problem, discuss and validate results, 
and in some cases to generate new solutions in a collaborative way. The interactive 
process of the DSS has been described more in depth in the Sects. 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.1.3, 
and 3.1.4.
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Compared with other procedures, the DSS, combining different approaches and 
methods, allows making a comprehensive decision on several reuse actions, identi-
fying a satisfying project or portfolio of actions with the actors involved.

3.1  How to Implement the DSS

The DSS is a procedure that helps to identify a satisfying reuse project or set of 
reuse projects. Through a step by step process, several points of view and impacts 
of the new uses are explored, developing an integrated knowledge on the reuse 
opportunities of specific cultural sites. The DSS consists of four main stages:

 1. Description of the reuse problem.
 2. Problem modelling and application of a multicriteria method.
 3. Generation and selection of portfolios of actions.
 4. Robustness analysis and validation of results.

The procedure has been designed to be interactive and in each stage, one or more 
interactions with the actors involved can be conducted. These interactions are 
important to explore because key information of a specific decision problem are 
collected and allow the system to be adaptable at different contexts.

It requires expert knowledge for managing process, conducting interactions with 
local actors, collecting and processing the data. The team should include at least one 
specialist on the cultural heritage, one analyst, and one facilitator.

3.1.1  Description of the Reuse Problem

This stage regards the identification and description of the reuse problem through its 
key elements: stakeholders involved, aims and points of view to be considered, pro-
posals and criteria to assess them, and eventual constraints to reuse cultural sites 
(e.g. requirements/performance to be respected, etc.). It is a crucial phase because it 
regards the problem statement and strongly influences subsequent stages of the 
procedure.

As underlined in the literature, many mistakes in the choice and application of 
decision support tools came from a non-right definition of the problem (Cinelli et al. 
2022). Usually, to address messy or wicked problems, Problem Structuring Methods 
(PSMs) are suggested to improve situations characterised by uncertainty, conflict, 
and complexity. Fundamentally, PSMs (for example Stakeholder Analysis, SWOT 
analysis, Scenario Analysis, Soft Systems Methodology, Strategic Options 
Development, and Analysis, etc.) requires to analyse a problematic situation from 
different perspectives, facilitating the synthesis and good organisation of informa-
tion collected (Mingers and Rosenhead 2004).

It has been proved that exploring in a structured way the perspectives, values, 
and preferences of actors responsible for and impacted by the decisions facilitates 
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the right identification of the problem especially in the multi-stakeholders environ-
ments, and consequentially allows to carry out more robust analyses.

In any cases, to have an effective stakeholder engagement in the problem defini-
tion and description stage, several techniques and recommendations can be used. 
The literature on group involvement is large, many studies underlined as effective 
communication is important for managing discussion or conflicts while the engage-
ment approach to be used (e.g. Pull communications, Push communications, 
Consultation, Participation, Partnership) should be selected according to the fea-
tures of the specific situation.

In the CLIC project the exploration of objectives and issues relevant for the local 
actors have been conducted within the Heritage Innovation Partnerships process 
(HIPs) where several interactions with them took place. The main outputs of this 
process (e.g. identification of local adaptive reuse issues, general and specific objec-
tives, exploration of points of view of diverse actors involved) have contributed to 
define the local problems for the CLIC pilots cities.

Another important point in the definition of adaptive reuse problem is the scale 
of analysis, which can interest a single building, a set of buildings considered as an 
unique element/project, or a portfolio of buildings/cultural sites to be analysed as 
distinct elements/projects. In the first two cases, the DSS supports the definition of 
a satisfying reuse project taking into account benefits for a larger community and 
the several issues explored. In the third case, the DSS supports the definition of a 
satisfying portfolio of projects to be implemented together. This could be the case 
of the design/development of regeneration/reuse strategies of large historical urban 
areas in which different kinds of sites/projects/interventions and synergies among 
the different actions need to be considered.

3.1.2  Problem Modelling and Application of a Multicriteria Method

At this stage, the problem is modelled according to the elements defined in the pre-
vious stage. Firstly, it is important to identify the type of problem (choice, ranking 
or sorting problem) and measurement scale of criteria. The identification of the 
problem also infer how the decision recommendations system should be built  
(e.g. elicitation of preference, features of the aggregation, etc.).

In general, the cultural heritage features and the adaptive reuse issues explored in 
the CLIC project suggest choosing a multi-criteria method that allows:

• to work with the qualitative and/or quantitative criteria,
• to handle criteria with heterogeneous scales,
• to take into consideration imperfect knowledge of data,
• to model and detect the preferences through exchange with the actors involved.

With respect to the last point of this list, the DSS procedure uses the Simos-Roy- 
Figuiera method (SRF) (Figueira and Roy 2002) to explore the relative importance 
of criteria thanks to direct interaction with actors or decision makers. Indeed, the 
SRF method works in this way: firstly it is asked to order the criteria according with 
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their relative importance and then to identify the smaller or bigger differences of 
importance among them. The method has been tested in the CLIC pilot cases. These 
tests gave a good response in relation to the interaction with actors involved and 
outputs provided.

In case the scale of the reuse problem is a single building, the results of multi- 
criteria analysis provide a solution and the robustness analysis should be conducted 
immediately after.

3.1.3  Generation and Selection of Portfolios of Actions

This stage needs to be considered only in case the reuse problem has been defined 
as a portfolio problem. It means that the diverse actions must be considered as a part 
of a comprehensive program of interventions. In that case, the output of the DSS is 
represented by a portfolio of reuse actions able to respect the recommendations 
identified in the previous step (ranking/sorting of the actions conducted with multi-
criteria analysis) and a coherent set of constraints explored (e.g. synergies among 
the actions, budget limitations, etc.).

More in depth, in order to identify a satisfying solution, several scenarios, differ-
ent for budgets and constraints configurations are generated and a binary linear 
programming model is applied. For each scenario, a portfolio of actions is identified 
that respects the ranking/classification of the actions and do not violate constraints. 
In this way, more portfolios are generated which should be shown to the actors 
involved in the process. After the discussion with them, a satisfying portfolio of 
actions should be identified. In case no solution is accepted, the set of constraints 
should be reconsidered and new solutions generated in order to support the identifi-
cation of a compromise solution.

The opportunity to integrate different ranking/sorting multi-criteria procedure 
into a portfolio decision analysis (PDA) approach represent an original contribution 
of the DSS along with the integration of an interactive process in PDA. Indeed, usu-
ally, in PDA the solution is not determinate through the exchange with participants 
involved or decision-makers. In this perspective, the DSS allows to explore and 
solve a portfolio problem in very complex situations integrating different approaches.

3.1.4  Robustness Analysis and Validation of Results

This stage regards the stability of the DSS recommendation, testing their adherence 
to the preferences system of actors involved. Basically, it is verified if the results 
obtained are sufficiently stable with respect to the variations of some parameters 
(e.g. the importance of the criteria, the formulation of some of the constraints, etc.). 
In this way, several scenarios are considered to realize whether the solution is con-
sistent and the actors still agree with it.
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4  Conclusions

The DSS developed in the CLIC project  is a multimethodological procedure that 
allows using of the scarce resources available in a more accurate way improving 
transparency to the choices related to the transformation of the natural, built and 
historic environment.

The procedure helps to explore the opportunities to reuse cultural heritage 
through the interaction with different actors in order to consider larger benefits for 
the city, the citizens and the stakeholders. Indeed, reuse processes interest a multi-
plicity of cultural, economic, environmental and social features and heterogeneous 
objectives. For that, the procedure proposed is strongly interactive in order to take 
adequately into account the plurality of points of view involved in the decision 
process.

During the different stages of the DSS, different interactions are carried out to 
identify and model the key elements of a specific reuse problem. For example, it is 
suggested implementing a multicriteria method in a constructive way for the rank-
ing or sorting of actions. In case of a portfolio problem, conditions, budget con-
straints and satisfying solutions can be defined in an interactive way, promoting a 
dialogic and learning perspective and facilitating the contribution of different actors 
at the design of the most appropriate solutions.

In this way, during the process, new knowledge is developed that helps the  
formulation of useful justifications and argumentations for acknowledging the 
goodness of the proposed solutions and supporting the adopted decisions towards  
a third party and public opinion.

From the technical point of view, the integration of different approaches and 
methods represents the most innovative part of the work.
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Chapter 10
Social Sustainability Framework 
for Measuring Socio-cultural Impacts 
of Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse

Agata Żbikowska, Magdalena Roszczyńska-Kurasińska, Bartosz Ślosarski, 
and Anna Domaradzka

1  Introduction

In this chapter, we argue that the successful implementation of circularity frame-
works, especially in cultural heritage projects that relate to local identity, shared 
history, and place attachment, might require long-term monitoring of the socio- 
cultural context in general and social sustainability in particular (Roszczyńska- 
Kurasińska et  al. 2021). This importance stems from two primary reasons: first, 
certain aspects of the socio-cultural context affect the adaptation process that aims 
to introduce change in built environment as well as in a mindset of local society; 
second, the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage impacts the socio-cultural context of 
local communities by offering new solutions and information. This feedback loop 
can operate in both directions. It might either strengthen the local community and 
make adaptive reuse a successful endeavor, or it could lead to insignificant changes 
or even negative impacts on the neighborhood.

Our past research shows that many investments in circular re-adaptation have 
resulted in unforeseen positive outcomes and spillover effects that increased the 
well-being of local communities (Roszczyńska-Kurasińska et al. 2019). However, 
there have also been projects that failed to meet the needs of local communities. In 
these cases, existing habits, attitudes towards change, and traditions (Eagle 1999) 
were often not carefully considered during the implementation of circular solutions, 
leading to lack of acceptance by the community. An unrecognized social context has 
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caused these projects to grow in isolation from the local community, hindering their 
potential positive impacts. This issue is particularly visible in projects which are 
driven by single goals, such as economic or cultural, where a more complex long- 
term goal, like social sustainability, is not considered. While socio-cultural factors 
are crucial for the overall success of the circular economy, they are also the most 
elusive and understudied. This presents an interesting challenge, which we address 
by defining the scope of potential social impacts and identifying specific features of 
local communities that may be decisive for successful circular project 
implementation.

This chapter focus on combining existing theoretical framework for social sus-
tainability (Missimer et  al. 2017) with well-being indicators to propose a  valid 
approach for assessing the socio-cultural impact of adaptive reuse investments in 
the cultural heritage field. We begin with a review of the existing and widely used 
macro level measures of well-being to identify potential indicators related to cul-
tural heritage. Further examining the specificity of adaptive re-use, we focus on 
the  relation between adaptive reuse projects and local communities,  keeping in 
mind that the prosperity of any community depends on its ability to adapt to an ever- 
changing environment. We explore the potential features of sustainable community 
and test possibilities of measuring them.

2  Cultural Heritage in the Well-Being Indexes

The importance of cultural heritage in shaping local identity, place attachment, and 
economic development is well established. However, its role in the formation of 
well-being is less recognized, partly due to the way in which well-being is defined 
and measured. In this chapter, we explore this issue from a historical perspec-
tive. The concept of the life well-lived and the overall happiness of an individual 
has been important to philosophers since ancient times. There have been two main 
trends in the conceptualization of well-being (Oishi 2010). One trend, deriving from 
Aristotle, defines well-being as encompassing “not only life satisfaction and posi-
tive affect, but also purpose in life, a sense of autonomy, self-acceptance, connect-
edness, and a psychological sense of vitality” (after Oishi 2010, p. 37), the other 
trend is more closely associated with the idea of happiness derived from pleasure 
and the absence of pain, thefulfillment ones’ wishes, and the attainment of good 
health and relationships.

However, the  measurement of  well-being is a relatively recent develop-
ment, emerging at the beginning of the 20th century and gaining momentum after 
World War II. Initially, well-being was primarily assessed through economic indica-
tors of  living standards. One of the first tools used for this purpose  was Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP), developed around 1934 in  the United States by 
Kuznets (1934).

Around the same time, Maslow (1943) offered a somehow different approach to 
understanding of well-being. This renowned psychologist view  well-being as a 
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combination of both physical and psychological dimensions. In his understanding, 
the feelings of physical and economic security, good health, and lack of pain must 
be complemented by opportunities for self-development, a sense of connectedness, 
and autonomy. However, his work did not lead to the creation of any particular mea-
surement tool. 

In social sciences, one of the first indexes developed for measuring well-being at 
the national level was the Physical Quality of Life Index (PQLI), proposed in 1970 
by Morris Davis Morris. This index considered statistics such as literacy rate, infant 
mortality and life expectancy at age one. The PQLI employed a rather utilitarian 
approach relying on quantitative data, and not accounting for individuals’ subjec-
tive impressions. However, later developments in social science sought to accom-
modate the subjective perception. In 1985, Diener, Emmons, Larsen and Griffin 
published a paper introducing a tool called Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS). 
This scale measured life satisfaction by asking respondents to report their level of 
agreement with five statements on a seven-point response scale. The SWLS, which 
was later used as a national index (Diener 2000), included statements such as “So 
far I have gotten the important things I want in life” or “If I could live my life over 
again, I would change almost nothing” which focused on the respondent’s subjec-
tive views. These two approaches—objective, relating to health and living condi-
tions and subjective, relating to individual feelings of happiness remain the main 
frameworks for creating tools and indicators for measuring life satisfaction.

In the earliest discussion on wellbeing, there was almost no reference to cultural 
heritage, however some developments have been made in the recent years. Our 
investigation into the most popular and innovative well-being indexes revealed that 
cultural heritage, although infrequently, is sometimes included in the measurement 
of well-being. Altogether, we analysed 15 indexes: Canadian Index of Wellbeing, 
Human Development Index, Happy Planet Index, World Happiness Index, Gallup 
World Survey, Genuine Progress Indicator, Index of Individual Living Conditions, 
JFS Sustainability Vision and Indicators, UN Sustainable Development Goals, 
Better Life Index, UK National Well-being, Social Progress Indicator, Quality of 
Life (Eurostat), BES Equitable and Sustainable Wellbeing, and Gross National 
Wellness. The selection of wellbeing indexes was based on the number of scientific 
publications citing each index from 2000 till 2019. The search was conducted using 
the Google Scholar search engine. The main aim of this analysis was to verify 
whether cultural heritage is represented in wellbeing indexes and, if so, to iden-
tify which aspects of cultural heritage have been most recognized as important factor.

The analysis revealed that very specific aspects of cultural heritage are measured 
in the listed indexes: loss of cultural heritage, public spending on cultural heritage, 
cultural participation, and total production of traditional crafts. Other aspects of 
cultural heritage, like accessibility or its importance to local or national community, 
are not reflected in the indexes. Our analysis shows that only 4 out of 15 well-being 
indexes analysed and 9 out of 890 indicators that compose those indexes, took into 
account indicators related to the cultural heritage field. Therefore, we focused our 
reserch on  these four indexes  that acknowledge the cultural heritage: United 
Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals, Canadian Index of Wellbeing, Italian 
BES index, and JFS Indicators of Sustainability.
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The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (UNSDG) index was intro-
duced by United Nations as a part of their worldwide Agenda 2030, which aims to 
achieve a sustainable future for the global population and eradicate global poverty. 
The index includes seventeen factors of well-being, encompassing structural, eco-
nomic, environmental, and social indicators of life quality. Despite covering a broad 
range of aspects of contemporary human life, only one indicator within the entire 
set directly pertains the cultural heritage field. This indicator was defined as “direct 
economic loss to cultural heritage damaged or destroyed attributed to disasters”, 
and it is measured by the United Nations in millions of current United States dollars. 
This indicator focuses on the economic aspects of cultural heritage sites, quantify-
ing the economic loss due to armed conflict, climate change, and natural disasters in 
a given area. While this can be informative to planning of sustainable reconstruction 
(Guarnacci 2012) it does not fully capture the broader issue of the destruction of 
cultural heritage sites. Moreover, the losses resulting from top-down decisions are 
not accounted for.

The UNSDG index is frequently used in adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and 
within the public policy field. However, the index is more often applied as a guide 
for setting goals and directing the transformation of cultural heritage assets rather 
than as an analytical tool or a basis for cultural heritage studies. Several studies have 
demonstrated this purpose. For example, Fatorić and Egberts (2020) introduced the 
term UNSDG “climate change actions” in an explorative study of perceived heri-
tage benefits for leveraging climate change policy in the Netherlands. Similarly, 
Wong (2019) discussed opportunities to achieve UN sustainability goals within the 
Malaysian heritage industry by using a self-developed cultural heritage refurbish-
ment framework.

The second index was Canadian Index of Wellbeing (CIW), a composite index 
predominantly focused on the Canadian population. The  CIW covers eight 
areas related to both tangible/objective and intangible/cultural factors, such as com-
munity vitality, democratic engagement, education, environment, health, leisure, 
living standards, and time use. In the context of  cultural heritage and associated 
fields, the CIW can be used to measure culture-related activities of citizens through 
cultural indicators such as the “average percentage of time spent on the previous day 
in arts and culture activities” and the “average number of hours volunteering for 
culture and/or recreation organizations”. The index also references historic heritage 
sites, specifically in terms of “average visitation per site to all National Parks and 
National Historic Sites”. While the index provides valuable insights into the impor-
tance of culture in the everyday life of the studied population, it offers a limited 
information about the role and significance of specific heritage sites.

The third index –  BES index (Benessere Equo e Sostenibile = Equitable and 
Sustainable Well-being) is a national-scale composite subjective well-being 
index associated with the Italian National Institute of Statistics. The BES index is 
broader in terms of cultural heritage and its structural background. Inspired by the 
Happy Planet Index, the BES index comprises eight dimensions that describe three 
different areas: personal well-being, social well-being, and well-being at work 
(Iacus et al. 2020). It covers issues of cultural policy, such as “current expenditure 
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of municipalities in the cultural sector (€ per capita)” and “cultural participation” 
understood as a number of active users of cultural goods and assets. It also includes 
the “density and relevance of museum heritage (values for 100 km2)”. Among all 
the reviewed indexes, the BES index most significantly addresses cultural heritage 
positing it as a common good of a non-renewable nature that is crucial to general 
well-being (Costanzo and Ferrara 2015).

The last index, which we included in our review as a national index that addresses 
issues of tradition and cultural heritage is the Japan for Sustainability (JFS) index, 
called “Indicators of Sustainability.” Regarding cultural heritage, the JFS index pri-
marily focuses on traditional skills that are considered part of intangible cultural 
heritage. One of its indicators is strictly centred on the “production volume of tradi-
tional crafts” which measures the economic potential of traditional manufactur-
ing areas.

The presented review of well-being indexes reveals that cultural heritage has not 
yet been widely recognized as an important indicator of wellbeing. Only the most 
recent indexes, such as the Italian BES index and the Canadian Index of Wellbeing, 
consider the value of cultural heritage as a potential contributor to  well-being. 
Notably, the intangible effect of cultural heritage on local community are often 
overlooked. The important relationship between built cultural heritage, particularly 
the circular adaptive reuse of it, will be the focus of the next section.

3  The Social Aspect of Adaptive Reuse of Built Heritage

The adaptive reuse of built heritage process, which involves reorienting production 
and consumption patterns towards sustainability through Circular Economy mod-
els, requires focused action at all levels, from local communities to organizations. 
This is an enormous challenge that entails identifying and sharing common values 
(the ‘mission’ or ‘purpose’) as the change-enabling factor. As pointed out by 
LeMille: “Value is important or lasting beliefs shared by the members of a culture 
about what is desirable or undesirable” (Lemille 2017). Value is therefore recog-
nized as a key element in driving the development and success of “Circular Economy 
2.0”, where profit-oriented businesses are replaced by purpose-oriented ones 
(Lemille 2017), creating shared value for all stakeholders (Kramer and Porter 2011).

Closing the loops, changes the traditional logic of both economic and social 
development towards one driven by sustainability. The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development (Desa 2016) highlights the role of cultural heritage as an enabler of 
social cohesion and inclusion by developing places and spaces that foster the build-
ing of a shared identity, therefore enhancing place attachment and the integration of 
newcomers. In its documents, the ICOMOS Task Force underlines the importance 
of cultural heritage and creativity as a driver for equity and inclusive economic 
development in urban context (e.g. heritage places as incubators of creativity, cul-
tural capital and sustainable tourism). It also underlines the role of cultural heritage 
in improving the quality of life, sustainability, and resilience in urban areas through 
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implementation of practices such as walkability and compactness, the adaptive re-
use of existing built fabric, and the embodiment of traditional skills and knowledge 
(ICOMOS 2017).

Similar inspiration comes from the recent works on the concept of the human- 
centred city (Landry 2019; UNESCO 2016). As stated in the UNESCO Global 
Report on Culture for Sustainable Development (2016):

Culture lies at the heart of urban renewal and innovation. (…) Creativity and cultural diver-
sity have been the key drivers of urban success. Cultural activities can foster social inclu-
sion and dialogue among diverse communities. Tangible and intangible heritage are integral 
parts of a city’s identity, creating a sense of belonging and cohesion. Culture embodies the 
soul of a city, allowing it to progress and build a future of dignity for all. (…) A human- 
centred city is a culture-centred space. (…) We must strengthen the cultural assets of cities, 
the heritage that provides a sense of meaning and identity to their inhabitants, and the cre-
ative opportunities that enhance the vitality, liveability and prosperity of our cities.

In their latest report, Landry (2019) emphasizes the need for fostering innovation 
through the physical urban setting, where “there is history, character, distinctive-
ness, diversity and vitality, with high levels of liveability and all the necessary sup-
port facilities, from health and education to culture and public spaces.” All of these 
factors have the potential to generate a rich civic life and make our cities more 
human-centred, where “citizens become city-makers and shapers, makers and co- 
creators of their evolving urban development” (p. 18).

Scientists are increasingly recognizing that profit-maximization actions taken by 
business entities often have negative impacts on communities, cities and regions. 
This is because business activities frequently infringe upon basic principles of 
social, environmental, ethical, and human rights. As a result, there is growing inter-
est within the public, private and social economy sector in conducting business in a 
more sustainable way, with a focus on improving community quality of life and 
generating  positive social impacts through for-profit actions (Gidron and 
Domaradzka 2021). We propose linking indicators related to the social economy 
and impact investing with the final measurement tools of community well-being to 
reflect the shared value and inspire a different approach to corporate social respon-
sibility practices.

We also believe that effort to measure the socio-cultural impacts of cultural heri-
tage adaptive reuse can draw inspiration from the Theory of Change, which is widely 
applied in evaluation studies. Theory of Change focuses on providing a comprehen-
sive description of how and why a desired change is expected to happen, particu-
larly by mapping out the “missing middle” between activities and achievement of 
desired goals. In looking for a comprehensive framework for conducting circular 
interventions in the cultural heritage field, it is essential to understand the features 
that make a community more predisposed to desirable change. Marginalization of 
the role of society in the circular economy could severely impede the implementa-
tion of this new economic logic. Communities should not be seen merely as end 
users or beneficiaries of a transition but rather as active players who can enforce 
change, either by pressuring companies to adopt new technologies or by introducing 
change themselves. In many cases, the adoption of new ideas, products, and 
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solutions starts with local activists who demonstrate to their neighbours that alterna-
tive forms of conduct are possible and more beneficial in the long term (Brandsen 
et al. 2016).

A similar problem was diagnosed earlier in the sustainability domain (Colantonio 
et al. 2009). Although many interventions aiming at achieving sustainability have 
social consequences, the social dimension of sustainability remains vaguely defined 
and barely examined (Dempsey et al. 2011; Vallance et al. 2011). Numerous adap-
tive reuse projects have called for an investigation into which measures should be 
employed to support an effective transition toward sustainability (Johnston et  al. 
2007; Marsden et  al. 2010).  These projects,  particularly, strived to assess  which 
solution work under specific conditions and what makes a social system 
sustainable.

In response to these challenges, Missimer, Robèrt, and Broman (Missimer et al. 
2017) proposed a universal framework for studying social sustainability. Building 
on the study of complex adaptive systems, they developed a distictive profile of a 
sustainable social system – one that is capable to prosper amid uncertainty and con-
stant change. They list altogether five key characteristics of a social system that are 
essential for achieving sustainability: diversity, common meaning, trust, capacity 
for learning, and capacity for self-organization.

The first aspect of the adaptive capability of social systems is diversity (Norberg 
and Cumming 2008). This concept encompasses  diversity of knowledge, skills, 
opinions, beliefs, and values. Anything that contributes to the variety within a com-
munity enhances its preparedness for the unknown (Folke et al. 2005). Heterogeneity, 
which reates creative tension and encourages out-of-the-box thinking, is believed to 
facilitate innovation. The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage has a significant poten-
tial to strengthen this aspect of local communities. Therefore, measuring the level of 
diversity is crucial for assessing both the opportunities for embracing the change and 
the impact of the projects on the diversity of the local community.

The inner heterogeneity of society interacts with the second aspect of resilient 
social systems—common meaning. Common meaning is the ability of people to 
make sense of their situation and actions (Cacioppo et al. 2005). It helps them to set 
goals, establish rules of conduct, and agree on values as a community. In the context 
of a circular economy, the existence of common meaning an facilitate transition, but 
only if the shared understanding within a community aligns with the principles of 
the circular economy. For instance, if a local community perceives its environment 
as an unlimited resource (what could be their common meaning) they might be 
reluctant to invest extra time and money in recycling, refurbishing, or reusing. In 
such circumstances, the likelihood of grassroots circularity emerging spontaneously 
is very low. The introduction of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in communities 
with  low ecological consciousness can have a  particularly significant impact. 
Circular adaptive reuse of built heritage can resonate within the local community, 
teaching them new practices. Over time, a society can even learn to value circular 
solutions, although the path to this goal may be challenging.

What helps a community to achieve a new understanding of reality are trust and 
the capacity for learning, two additional aspects of a sustainable social system. 
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Communities vary in their ability to learn; some adjust quickly to changing environ-
ments; while others require more time to adapt. Societies with a high capacity for 
learning are considered  more resilient because they sense change fairly quickly, 
gaining extra time to react when the change actually occurs (Scheffer et al. 2001). 
The diverse experience of society members enhances their learning potential, par-
ticularly through learning-by-doing, which is an effective way to aquire skills and 
knowledge (Schank et al. 1999). The circular economy demands innovation and 
experimentation, which can be more easily achived  in a society that is well- 
prepared for attaining new skills and knowledge.

In a social environment, the safety and ease of introducing new projects can also 
be described by the level of trust among its members. When people trust each other, 
they focus on potential opportunities rather than perceived threats, and they do not 
waste time and effort on verifying others’ trustworthiness (Roszczynska-Kurasinska 
and Kacprzyk 2013). Instead of protecting themselves against potential mistrust, 
they can concentrate on developing shared meaning and creating better solutions 
(Nowak et al. 2019).

A high level of trust facilitates open-minded interaction and the  exchange of 
opinions, which can serve as foundation  for self-organization. The capacity for 
self-organization is the final aspect of a resilient social system highlighted by 
Missimer et al. (2017). To respond quickly and adequately to unpredictable shocks 
and changes in the environment, communities need to process the potential for self- 
organization at different levels and across varying scope (Levin 1998). This capabil-
ity allows them to create new structure or enhance existing ones, enabling collective 
action, disseminating of information, and collaborating to ensure sustainability of a 
given project.

4  Measuring Social Sustainability

Dividing the concept of social sustainability into five clearly defined dimensions 
enhances strategic planning and enables the introduction of innovations within the 
field of the circular economy. It is also a crucial step in developing a better measure-
ment framework for assessing the social impacts of the adaptive reuse intervention. 
To fully leverage this concept, policymakers and decision-makers need to be 
equipped with tools that can effectively capture these five dimensions. In this con-
text, we examine the composition of existing well-being indexes from the perspec-
tive of social sustainability to test their usefulness for impact  assessment. To 
acomplish this, we extracted all the indicators related to any of the dimensions of 
social sustainability by assigning them specific codes. Our analysis included all five 
dimensions of social sustainability.

The results revealed that five dimensions of social sustainability are not equally 
represented in existing well-being indexes (Fig. 10.1). Moreover, not all indexes 
take into account all dimensions in the same proportion. For example, Gallup World 
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Fig. 10.1 Number of indicators measuring individual dimensions of social sustainability based on 
890 indicators from 15 indexes of well-being

Survey covers four dimensions –  capacity for learning, common meaning, trust, 
and capacity for self-organization – while Better Life Index only one – capacity for 
learning. The most highly represented dimension in well-being indexes is the capac-
ity of learning, with 8% of indicators measuring this aspect. In contrast, common 
meaning is the least measured dimension of social sustainability. Other dimensions, 
like diversity, trust, and capacity for self-organizations, are only superficially pres-
ent in the indexes.

In the studied indexes, the measurement of capacity for learning  primarily 
focuses on the level of education. The education rate has been a part of many well- 
being indexes for some time. Is is often measured by mean years of schooling or 
proficiency in different areas of education. It also considers inequalities in educa-
tion, such as gender, socio-economic status, and rural to urban disparities.

Indicators measuring diversity, capacity for self-organization and trust are 
much less visible in these indexes with their representation being three times lower 
than that of capacity for learning. Out of 890 indicators, only 24 are dedicated to 
trust, 22 to self-organization, and 16 to diversity. Trust in well-being indexes is often 
measured by the level of trust in local and national authorities (such as the judicial 
system, members of parliament, etc.). The capacity for self-organization is under-
stood as the ability to act in the non-private sphere, expressed through indicators 
such as past experiences of volunteering and involvement in environmental organi-
zations. Diversity is captured in two specific ways: first, economic inequalities mea-
sured by income and outcome indicators or income gaps expressed by the Gini 
coefficient, and second, gender inequalities based on different types of power asym-
metries in private, public, and professional sphere.

The least represented factor is common meaning, with only two indicators out 
of 890 classified as capturing this dimension. The aspect considered under common 
meaning include voicing one’s opinion publicly and having a sense of belonging to 
the community.
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5  Socio-cultural Indicators

The above analysis shows that questions related to sustainability in social systems 
are scarce in global and local well-being indexes. Therefore, in this part of the arti-
cle, we propose more adequate measurements of socio-cultural impact in the con-
text of cultural adaptive reuse. We have created questionnaires designed to evaluate 
these aspects for the proposed project within three groups: users (all people who 
visit or will visit  the renovated site), the local community (people leaving in the 
vicinity of the site), and stakeholders (public and private actors included in the pro-
cess of adaptive reuse). Ideally, the questionnaires might be used before renovation 
as a means of evaluating the direction of changes in planned work and after the 
project is completed to assess the influence of the adaptation process on a given 
neighbourhood.

We propose to measure the aforementioned aspects in two main areas—at a per-
sonal or grassroots level, where the needs and opinions of individuals  can be 
assessed; and at the institutional level, where the influence of actions taken by local 
governments or institutions  can be estimated. Some aspects will be more easily 
measured at the individual level, while others require a broader view, thus necessi-
tating the inclusion of questions that allow for both types of assessment.

As mentioned above, we assumed that diversity, capacity for self-organization, 
common meaning, learning and trust are key elements in creating a sustainable 
society – one that is resilient and capable of change. Therefore, the measurements 
proposed in our questionnaires are designed to account all these elements.

5.1  Diversity

In the context of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, it is important to assess the 
diversity of the local community as well as ability of the transformed built heritage 
to not only accommodate but also enhance this diversity. The diversity of local com-
munity can be measured by asking respondents how they perceive others who live 
in the area. For example, a statement like “Our community is highly diverse in terms 
of skills/professions” can provide insights into perceived diversity. Alternatively, 
rather than measuring the current level of diversity in the community, one could 
assess the community’s potential to embrace a higher level of diversity. This poten-
tial can be indirectly measured by statements such as “I see myself as someone who 
enjoys meeting new people” or “I see myself as someone who enjoys new ideas” as 
openness to new people and ideas is essential for embracing diversity. The assess-
ment of a built heritage site’s ability to accommodate a diverse population typically 
involves measuring its accessibility and safety with statements like “This is a place 
accessible for everybody”, “This is a place where people feel safe”. However, these 
questions alone are insufficient, as various groups of people may perceive diversity, 
safety, and accessibility differently due to factors such as age, sex, or health. 
Therefore, we propose that the questionnaire also include statements that assess the 
project’s influence on social diversity in the area. Such measures could provide 
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valuable information to key stakeholders, including directors of local institutions 
and municipal officials involved in the project. For instant, asking whether the 
access to certain public services has improved or worsened can directly indicate 
whether the project has (or is likely to have in the future) a positive or negative influ-
ence on diversity in the area. Specifically, questions about public spaces (e.g. 
squares, patios, pavements), green and blue areas (parks, bodies of water), social 
services, public transport, recreation and culture sites are very informative. From an 
economic diversity perspective, monitoring and systematically analysing rental and 
property prices can provide a good approximation of inequalities in the neighbour-
hood. If prices are very low or very high, it is more likely that the area is less varied. 
Since adaptive reuse can, in some cases, contribute to higher recognition of the area 
and potentially lead to gentrification, it is important for policymakers to consider 
measures to counteract these effects where possible.

5.2  Capacity for Self-Organization

The capacity for self-organization within a local community can be captured either 
by asking direct questions such as “How many of your friends are active in civil 
society organizations/volunteering?” or “Did you vote in the last local elections?”. 
It can also be assessed through analysis of existing data on political or social activ-
ity, like voter turnout in general elections, levels of volunteerism, participation 
in local decision-making, and engagement in public consultations. Additionally, the 
number of Civic Society Organizations (CSOs) operating in the region serve as a 
good approximation of self-organization. An increase in the number of CSOs fol-
lowing the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage can indicate that a new investment has 
sparked collective agency, encouraging the use of social ties to achieve shared goals. 
Questions such as “If there is a problem in this community, people who live here can 
get it solved” or “In this neighbourhood, there are many people who participate in 
community/civic activities” might provide a good indication of the level of per-
ceived agency or collective efficacy (Sampson 2013). However, if self-organization 
is a desirable outcome of the investment, the leaders of the project should ensure 
there is space where people can easily meet, preferably free of charge. Therefore, a 
question such as “If you wanted to organise a community meeting, is there a space 
in your neighbourhood you could use free of charge?” should be included in the 
questionnaire.

5.3  Common Meaning

For an adaptive reuse project to succeed, it is crucial to properly identify the ele-
ments that local residents find particularly important and consider them when plan-
ning the adaptive reuse process. Institutions responsible for the change should have 
a comprehensive understanding of the place’s significance in the context of the local 

10 Social Sustainability Framework for Measuring Socio-cultural Impacts of Cultural…



290

community, as this significance can be both positive and negative. A place attach-
ment scale can be used to evaluate the importance of the place to the residents. We 
propose using statements such as: “This place is special, one of a kind”, “People 
who live here are/should be proud of this place”, “This place means a lot to the his-
tory and culture of the community” (see also Lewicka 2011).

When planning an adaptive reuse process, it is also important to understand 
whether residents feel part of a community and share similar values. Statements 
such “I feel l am part of a community, not just a resident” or “My vision of the neigh-
bourhood and community is similar to the vision of my neighbours” are examples of 
questions that should be asked to assess the level of common meaning within the 
area. Common activities help to develop a sense of shared reality and meaning 
within the community. Therefore, it is advised to assess how many cultural events 
are organized in the neighbourhood and how many residents participate in these 
events. Example questions include: “Have you participated in the cultural/social 
event organised in your neighbourhood in the last year (concert, picnic, sport 
event)?” or “Do you regularly search for information regarding your neighbour-
hood, the place you live e.g., on Facebook, in Wikipedia or community newsletter?” 
However, it is important to not only determine whether the local community shares 
values but also to assess whether these values are connected to sustainability, ecol-
ogy, circularity, and cultural heritage. We suggest asking questions such as “I see 
myself as someone who preserves nature for future generations” and “This commu-
nity is conscious about saving natural resources” to assess this aspect. A community 
that is not particularly interested in environmental issues but is interested in history, 
may be less inclined to appreciate circular solutions in the adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage, especially if these investments alter the original appearance of the building.

5.4  Capacity for Learning

There are two main aspects to capacity for learning in the context of cultural adap-
tive reuse projects. The first aspect relates to the willingness and potential of indi-
viduals to learn and develop. The more people enjoy learning new things, the more 
likely they are to adopt new ideas and embrace change. Capacity for learning can be 
measured with questions such as: “How often do your work or other activities 
require learning new things?”, “Have you gained any new skills during the last 
year?”, “It’s easy to bring new ideas to this community”, “Members of this com-
munity learn from each other”, “This is a place to learn something new”, and “I see 
myself as someone who likes learning new things (yes/no).” However, as in eco-
nomics, the supply of learning opportunities needs to meet the demand. It is not 
enough for people to be willing to learn; there also need to be learning opportunities 
available to them. An adaptive reuse project should provide such opportunities for 
diverse groups of people while also being closely connected to the needs of the 
particular community. Local institutions, before staring an adaptive reuse project, 
should consider whether it would create new opportunities for education and 
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lifelong learning, enhance the development of new skills (technical, traditional etc.), 
and promote healthy, ecological lifestyle and behaviours. Conducting such evalua-
tion before and after the implementation of the project would allow for verification 
of whether it broadened the opportunities for development and growth in the neigh-
bourhood, thereby contributing to its sustainability. 

5.5  Trust

The process of change requires trust, making trust between citizens and authorities 
crucial for the smooth adaptive reuse of cultural heritage initiatives. When the level 
of trust between these two groups is low, introducing new solutions becomes much 
more difficult. In some societies and neighbourhoods, trust level may generally be 
low due to historical, cultural, and economic factors. However, a low level of trust 
is not a reason to abandon adaptive reuse projects. Instead, measuring trust before 
the project is launched allows for better preparation for potential difficulties and the 
design of counter-strategies to address distrust among local actors. Trust can be 
measured with following questions: “Can local authorities be trusted?”, “Are local 
authorities skilful and competent?, ”Can local business owners be trusted?”, “Are 
local business owners skilful and competent?”. Additionally, understanding the 
level of trust within the neighbourhood might prove to be very important for plan-
ning change. For example, if trust among residents is high but trust in institutions is 
low, finding a community leader to help implement change in a bottom-up manner 
might be an effective strategy. Trust within a group also affects the sense of security; 
people who feel unsafe are less likely to embrace change because they already feel 
they have little control. A set of additional trust related questions might include: “Is 
this a place where people feel safe?”, “Can people in this place be trusted?”, “Can 
people in this neighbourhood/community be trusted?”, “Are people in this neigh-
bourhood skilful and competent?”, “Do you believe this community is a good place 
for kids to grow up (yes/no)?”, “Would you recommend this place to entrepreneurs 
looking for a place to set a business?/others?”.

To evaluate existing projects, we propose asking whether the place enables 
greater social integration (new relations within the community, people getting to 
know each other), higher trust within the local community, and increased coopera-
tion between local government and entrepreneurs (e.g. public-private 
partnerships).

6  Summary

In CLIC project we strived to define a framework for assessing the socio-cultural 
impact of cultural heritage adaptive reuse. Our starting point was the assumption that 
to facilitate the transition to a circular economy, we need to understand how the intro-
duction of this new model may influence the wellbeing of people and communities. 
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First, by revising existing measures of well-being, we were able to indicate the blind 
spots in current quality of life indicators. Second, we explored the issue of social 
sustainability and applied it to adaptive reuse projects in the cultural heritage field, to 
better understand the factors behind their positive and negative impacts.

We conclude by proposing practical tools to evaluate  the social sustainability 
potential of specific communities and stakeholder groups. We began by gathering 
the most widely used  methods used for measuring wellbeing and analysed their 
potential for capturing the social and cultural impact of circular economy imple-
mentation, particularly in adaptive reuse. We investigated the presence of five 
dimensions of social sustainability in highly regarded indexes of well-being: diver-
sity, common meaning, capacity for learning, trust, and capacity of self- organization. 
Our analysis revealed that while all these dimensions play an important role in com-
munity formation and the successful implementation of adaptive reuse projects, the 
existing quantitative indexes are not well-suited for the job of impact measurement. 
Therefore, we proposed measures to collect data on the sustainability of local  
community. We explored various parameters of community relations, including the 
strength and density of ties between members, the  level of trust (understood as 
general trust, in-group and out-group trust), openness, and diversity of members and 
their competences.

Our basic assumption is that people are inherently social beings, and their iden-
tity is formed not only through internal cognitive processes but also by external 
influences, including the places and spaces where they spend time and live their 
lives. For example, in a recent study conducted in Warsaw  (Realizacja 2017), 
Warsaw residents indicated that their sense of identity is shaped by their place of 
residence (75%) a similar extent as by gender (77%), family (76%), and hobbies 
(76%). Interestingly, only 62% of respondents identified their job as a significant 
source of identity. This data illustrates high capacity of built cultural heritage to 
impact the identity formation of local residents. In other words, we must recognize 
that changes to cultural heritage or the landscape can have a profound impact on 
the people living in the area.

Special attention has to be paid to the long-term impact of the intervention on the 
local community. Understanding the social aftermath may help to assess the hidden 
qualities that make a place attractive or significant, going beyond aesthetics or phys-
ical quality to capture the intrinsic value and meaning attached to a specific place, 
building, or landscape.
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Chapter 11
Grassroots Social Sustainability 
Framework and Intrinsic Value Measures 
for Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse 
Projects

Anna Domaradzka and Magdalena Roszczyńska-Kurasińska

1  Introduction

This chapter illustrates the results of pilot implementation of the grassroot social 
sustainability framework (GSS) to study specific cases of adaptive reuse projects. 
The framework is based on the ideas described in detail in another chapter of this 
book (Żbikowska et al. 2024, Chap. 10, this volume). Here, we present the results 
of three pilot studies to demonstrate how concepts of social sustainability and intrin-
sic value can be linked to create a practical methodological framework. Its pri-
mary purpose is to enable the analysis of the social surroundings of cultural heritage 
sites as well as the qualities of these sites, to identify opportunities and threats for 
achieving long-term grassroots sustainability.

As there is a growing literature on the topic of sustainability (Nosratabadi et al. 
2019) and social sustainability in particular (Afshari et al. 2022; Cope et al. 2022; 
Kyttä et al. 2016), we used these concepts as our starting point to develop practice- 
oriented tools for the evaluation and planning of adaptive reuse investments. Our 
focus was mainly on the potential of local communities  to embrace and uphold 
changes concerning cultural heritage, with focus on circular economy approach (see 
Roszczynska-Kurasinska et al. 2019). Learning from existing conflicts around simi-
lar projects (Roszczynska-Kurasinska et al. 2019), we wanted to highlight the fun-
damental importance of community response and engagement in such investments. 
We believe that a careful diagnosis of strengths and weaknesses from a social sus-
tainability perspective allows for better planning, faster implementation, and long- 
lasting positive effects of similar project in the future. By introducing new 
functionalities to a built heritage, it is possible to stimulate specific traits of the local 
community that  are necessary for attaining and maintaining resilience and long- 
term social sustainability. As a result, we propose a new concept of grassroots social 
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sustainability that underlines the importance of local actors and their relations for 
obtaining desired impacts of adaptive reuse projects. We also highlight the intrinsic 
social value of heritage sites as an important aspect to assess when designing suc-
cessful interventions (Roszczynska-Kurasinska et al. 2021). The intrinsic value of 
the place sets certain constrains on the range of potential interventions in the built 
heritage. Due to the specificity of the place, not all kinds of interventions are equally 
welcomed by members of the local community.

Using three pilot cases, we will also suggest how the tools described in Chap. 10 
for diagnosing the interplay between the grassroots potential of local communities 
and intrinsic value of the site could help to plan and execute further interventions 
that engage and strengthen the community, creating positive feedback loop of social 
sustainability. Moreover, conducting studies in three different locations allowed us 
to test the universality of the approach and interpret the results in relation to differ-
ent national contexts and site functions.

Our empirical pilot study was divided into two lines. Firstly, we wanted to learn 
about different qualities of the communities living in close proximity of the cultural 
heritage sites: what are the residents’ experiences of living in this particular neigh-
bourhood, how they perceive their neighbours, and how they assess the opportuni-
ties for fulfilling their needs in the area. The information gathered in this line of 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage allowed us to compile the grassroots social sus-
tainability index.

Secondly, we wanted to explore the intrinsic value of the built heritage. This 
involved seeing and evaluating the site through the users’ eyes. Therefore, we asked 
visitors of each site to describe how they perceive the site, what are the motives for 
visiting it, and what changes they would recommend to increase the social value of 
the space.

As a result of both studies, we were able to explore the intrinsic value and test the 
grassroots social sustainability framework, which we see as a useful diagnostic tool 
for all adaptive reuse interventions.

2  Description of Cases

We conducted our study in three local communities surrounding cultural heritage 
locations in Italy, Poland, and Sweden. The sites differ in terms of history and char-
acter and include: (A) a  botanic medical garden in a southern Italian city, (B) 
a wooden housing settlement surrounded with greenery in the centre of a Polish city, 
(C) a post-industrial site in northern Sweden. Each of these heritage sites has under-
gone adaptive re-use process in recent years, changing its function and opening it up 
to visitors, activists, and artists, who are engaged in shaping the new future of previ-
ously neglected places. Sites A and B are located in urban environment, while site 
C is situated in a rural/wooded setting. In sites A and B, the greenery/landscape is 
an important aspect of the cultural heritage and local engagement, while sites B and 
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C are home to civil society organizations and regular residents. All three sites host 
artistic or educational initiatives on a regular basis.

3  Method

The study was carried out among community members residing in the neighbour-
hoods of three cultural heritage sites, as well as with visitors to these sites, in 2020. 
We used two questionnaires: one concerning the quality of life around heritage site 
(for both community members only) and one about the heritage site itself (for com-
munity members and outside visitors). The respondents’ opinions on different 
aspects of the community and the cultural heritage site are presented on the scale 
from 1 to 5, with average scores noted in brackets throughout the text.

Due to the Covid-19 pandemic, we decided to conduct surveys online. We sent 
emails to people familiar with the studied places and advertised the study online. 
Only in the case of post-industrial site (C), it was possible to conduct the survey face 
to face1.

Altogether we gathered data from 119 residents and 143 visitors across three 
locations. While the samples in each location differ (Table 11.1), they represent the 
density of the local population and the popularity of the site. The density of the local 
population is lowest at site C and highest at site B.

The demographical structure of our respondents also reflects the different char-
acteristics of the local communities. In Italy, the majority of respondents in group of 
residents were adults above 55 years, while in Sweden, the most represented group 
were adults aged between 35 and 54 years. Only 9% of respondents in Sweden were 
under 34 years old (Fig. 11.1a).

Studied places vary in terms of visitors: A is an attractive tourist location in 
a small town, B is centrally located in a pedestrian area in a big city, and C is located 
in a forested area, a 20-minute drive from the closest city. The demographic profile 
of surveyed  visitors shows additional differences among sites (Fig.  11.1b). In 
the Swedish case the most represented group of visitors and users of the place were 
adults between 34 and 54 years. The group of adults over 55 years was the most 

1 We would like to thank Antonia Gravagnuolo and Vera Telemo for conducting questionnaires in 
Italy and Sweden. Moreover, we would like to thank Luciano Mauro and the organisation of 
Garden of Minerva for supporting us in process of data collection.

Table 11.1 Number of respondents per study

(A) Botanic garden 
in Italy

(B) Urban garden in 
Poland

(C) Post-industrial site in 
Sweden

Local 
community

33 64 22

Visitors 75 47 18
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Fig. 11.1b Age of respondents—users of the site

numerous in the Italian location. The Polish urban garden attracted visitors of all 
age groups at the similar level.

In all three cases, the respondents were relatively well-educated, at least half 
of the visitors to each site had a Bachelor’s, Master’s, or doctoral degree. This may 
be  a by-product of the fact that all three sites organize cultural and educational 
activities popular with certain target groups. Our data collection method could also 
have led to a certain self-selection bias, resulting in lower participation of less edu-
cated users. However, this type of bias seems unavoidable in most adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage projects, and the Covid-19 pandemic made it impossible to engage 
directly with on-site users. In future adaptive reuse projects, sample characteristics 
should be carefully studied to ensure representativeness. For the purpose of 
these pilots, however, we considered our sample to be sufficient.
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4  Grassroots Social Sustainability Framework

Data collected in all three locations allowed us to test our grassroots social sustain-
ability framework approach and compare our sites on each of the six dimensions: 
diversity, openness, common vision, trust, capacity for learning and capacity for 
self-organization. Those dimensions constitute the GSS Index, based on the theo-
retical review conducted by Missimer et al. (Missimer et al. 2017) and developed in 
the work of Roszczyńska-Kurasińska et al. (2019).

One of the main aims of the study was to assess the grassroots social sustain-
ability potential in three communities surrounding re-adapted heritage sites. We 
strongly believe that social sustainability is measurable as a combination of several 
characteristics concerning the people living in the area and their relations with each 
other, such as diversity of residents, trust between people and organizations, com-
mon understanding of the community’s challenges and goals, ability to learn and 
ability to self-organize. According to the literature (Missimer et al. 2017) this com-
bination of characteristics is a good predictor of the social readiness to embrace 
changes. Therefore, the socio-economic impact of cultural heritage sites interven-
tions should take them into account.

As a result, we formulate recommendations for counteracting potential gaps and 
risks and enhancing local communities’ potential to embrace cultural adaptive reuse 
projects. This pilot study also allowed us to further adapt our measures to ensure 
they build a universal tool for evaluating communities and sites from a social sus-
tainability perspective.

4.1  Diversity and Openness

According to the literature (Curșeu and Schruijer 2017; Folke et al. 2002; Missimer 
et al. 2017), the potential for social sustainability in a given neighbourhood lies in 
the diversity of its community members and their openness towards other people 
and experiences. In a diverse community, the distinctive needs of its members can 
be addressed locally by people with different skills and knowledge. Residents of 
such communities do not have to spend much time and effort searching for provid-
ers of know-how, services, or goods they need.

In case of low diversity, rich social relations outside of the neighbourhood can 
compensate for the lack of skills and knowledge within the community itself. The 
needed knowledge can be easily brought into the community through the personal 
links of its residents, as long as the community is open enough to accept new infor-
mation and ideas.

The analysis of gathered data revealed that respondents in all three studied loca-
tions felt that they live in communities where the  diversity of skills is high and 
everybody has rather sociable attitudes. However, the differences were found in 
openness to newcomers and the breadth of social relations.
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Fig. 11.2 Diversity and openness

As illustrated by Fig. 11.22, the majority of respondents in Italy (70%) agreed 
that their community is diverse in terms of skills (M = 3.7). They have a rather 
sociable attitude towards others when it comes to meeting new people—76% of 
respondents enjoys meeting new people (M = 4.2). However,  they perceive their 
neighbourhood as less welcoming to newcomers—only 24% of respondents 
declared that the newcomers might feel welcomed in their neighbourhood (M = 3). 
People living in this community are perceived by respondents also as rather lacking 
wide social relations (55%); only 18% of respondents declared that people there 
have many social relations (M  =  2.6). This result suggests that there is relative 
agreement among respondents that while they enjoy meeting new people, and have 
diverse skills and expertise from which the local community can benefit, they per-
ceive their neighbours as not having very dense social relations.

Similar to the Italian case, members of the community living around the urban 
garden in Poland see themselves mostly as sociable people, who enjoy meeting new 
people (M  =  4)  and find  their community diverse in terms of skills (M  =  4.0). 
Contrary to Italian respondents, Poles perceive their neighbourhood as rather wel-
coming to newcomers (M = 3.6). People living in this community are also believed 
to have fairly wide social relations (M = 3.5).

Respondents from the Swedish location also thought that their neighbourhood 
community is diverse in terms of skills (M  =  4). They have a sociable attitude 
towards others when it comes to meeting new people (M = 4.2), and they perceive 
others in the community as open to newcomers (M = 3.8). However, people living 
in this community are considered to have weaker social relations—survey partici-
pants reported that the members of the local community have some links with others 
but not many (M = 3.2).

2 The average values for each indicator are shown in brackets and represent the mean value of the 
indicator for the respective community (M) on a scale from 1 to 5.
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In our view, the observed differences may reflect important cultural differences 
among locations.

4.2  Common Vision

For a diverse community to generate a socially sustainable reaction to change, it 
must have the ability to develop a common vison among its members (Missimer 
et al. 2017; Roszczynska-Kurasinska et al. 2019). Effective cooperation and engage-
ment requires a clear vision that is shared by all involved. Without a common vision, 
members of local communities tend to focus on their own interests, which can 
often be contradictory. In such a situation, members of the community will find it 
difficult to collaborate in the long run. We used five measures to evaluate the com-
mon meaning in our three communities: shared vision, shared values, sense of 
belonging to the community (see Fig. 11.3).

Additionally, to see how much respondents feel part of the local community and 
are attached to the place they live in, we measured their place attachment and place 
identity. Place attachment informs about the emotional bond between respondents 
and their place of residence, how much they like living in their neighbourhood and 
how much they feel “at home” there (Lewicka 2008). Place identity is related to the 
concept of community formation and indicates how much respondent feels part of 
his/her community (Hernández et al. 2007).

The data from site A shows that residents of the botanic garden area felt that they 
do not share a unified vision of their neighbourhood with other residents (M = 2.6). 
Only 15% of respondents agreed with the statement that they had a similar vision of 
the neighbourhood with their neighbours, while 48% did not agree with the 
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Fig. 11.3 Common vision, place attachment, and place identity
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statement. Moreover, only 9% of respondents agreed that their neighbours share the 
same values (M = 2.2). Despite the perceived low similarity of views among neigh-
bours, they seem to feel somewhat  like part of the local community (M  =  3). 
However, one-third of respondents did not agree with the statement that they are 
part of the local community. These findings are consistant with results concerning 
place attachment and place identity. On average, respondents declared being only 
slightly attached to the neighbourhood they were living in (M = 3.5) and did not 
seem to feel strongly that they are a part of this neighbourhood (M = 2.9). In other 
words, living in the area of the botanic garden did not significantly influence their 
sense of belonging or identity.

In the community B, 31% of the residents felt that they share common vision of 
their neighbourhood with other residents (M = 2.9) and 27% of respondents agreed 
with the statement that their neighbours shared similar values as their neighbours (M 
= 2.9). Moreover, respondents did not feel very much like a part of the local com-
munity (M = 3.1).

Despite the differences in values and visions, respondents declared being 
attached to the neighbourhood they were living in (M = 4.1), and they identified 
with the area (M = 3.7). This suggests that the bond might be formed more on the 
relationship with the character of the place rather than with people living there.

According to the respondents from community C, the residents of the studied 
area seldom share the same values (M = 3) or a common vision (M = 3). Half of the 
respondents felt that the community neither agrees nor disagrees on common 
visions, while 27% of respondents felt that people in the community shared a com-
mon vision. Moreover, only 19% of respondents felt that the residents have the same 
values. Vision and values appear not to be a strong bonding agent of this commu-
nity. Despite this, the sense of belonging to the community itself was relatively high 
(M = 4.1), as were place attachment and place identity. Respondents reported feel-
ing strongly attached (M = 4.3) to the neighbourhood where they lived, and they 
expressed a sense of belonging and identification with the area (M = 3.7).

These results should be interpreted in relation to the characteristics of the sites. 
Site A is closed to visitors after operational hours and requires an entry fee, which 
may create a sense of detachment between the residents and the site. Meanwhile, 
visiting sites B and C is free of charge and the events organised there are often open 
to visitors as well as community members. Site B is also where grassroots protests 
against demolition of the settlement took place, which increased awareness of the 
place’s value and strengthened the attachment of involved persons, although more 
to the site than people leaving there.

While investigating common vision, we also looked closer at the communi-
ties’ attitude toward nature. We assume that the successful implementation of circu-
lar economy and sustainable development goals requires that the members of a 
community are sensitive to matters connected with ecology and nature. Therefore, 
their common vision should reflect the need to protect the environment as well as 
a shared perception of the benefits stemming from preservation of natural resources.

As presented in Fig. 11.4, the studied communities differed in terms of attitudes 
towards nature and its benefits. According to respondents from the Italian site, the 

A. Domaradzka and M. Roszczyńska-Kurasińska



303

1

2

3

4

5

Protecting natural
resources

Local jobs depend
on nature

Culture depends on
nature

Italy

Poland

Sweden

Fig. 11.4 Attitude toward nature

community’s awareness of the need to protect natural resources is relatively low 
(M = 2.1) (Fig. 11.4). This might be explained by the fact that local jobs are not seen 
as dependent on natural resources (M = 1.7), and the local culture does not seem to 
relate to natural resources such as rivers, forests, and local animals (M = 1.9). This 
shows a certain disconnect between the botanic garden’s natural resources and the 
general perception of nature’s benefits in an  otherwise not-so-green 
neighbuorhood.

The Polish site’s community’s awareness of the need for protecting natural 
resources is average (M = 3). The variation of answers is high, with 38% of respon-
dents disagreeing with this statement and 33% agreeing with it. The ambivalent 
attitude toward nature preservation might be an aftermath of the fact that local jobs 
are not seen as dependent on natural resources (M = 1.9), and the local culture does 
not seem to relate to natural resources such as rivers, forests, and local animals 
(M = 2.1). This can be explained by the modern urban setting in which green areas 
have mainly recreational or decorative value.

In contrast, the Swedish site’s community is quite conscious about protecting 
natural resources (M = 3.5). The majority of respondents (55%) declared that the 
community is aware of the need to protect natural resources, while only 9% of sur-
vey participants held the opposite view. This might stem from the fact that respon-
dents perceive local culture as being somehow related to natural resources such as 
rivers, forests, and wildlife (M = 3.5). Moreover, 55% of respondents felt that the 
local culture is directly related to local nature. The situation is less clear when it 
comes to the issue of dependence of local jobs on natural resources. Only one-third 
of respondents felt that the local jobs are related to natural resources, 27% did not 
see such a relation between jobs and nature (M = 3.1). The high level of recognition 
of the cultural value of nature may result in Nordic cultural patterns, which are very 
deeply rooted in respect and symbolism of nature. The location of site C is also 
close to the lake region, with many forests and waterways. While the history of the 
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postindustrial heritage is very much related to the proximity of those resources, they 
are not crucial for local economy at the moment.

4.3  Trust

Trust is one of the crucial aspects of social processes as it ensures smooth and fast 
interactions between people (Hardin 2002; Sztompka 1999). It makes things work 
without the need to implement costly and time-consuming measures of control. In 
that way, trust strongly contributes to social sustainability (Missimer et al. 2017). In 
this context it is important to look at both in-group and out-group trust, which allows 
us to grasp the potential strengths and weaknesses of relations within local com-
munity, which is seldom homogenous (Roszczynska-Kurasinska et  al. 2019). 
Therefore, we asked respondents to comment on their level of trust  in particular 
groups and institutions (other residents, local businesses and local authorities). 
Figure 11.5 illustrates the differences in trust among studied locations.

In the studied community A, the level of trust is comparatively low—almost half 
of the respondents (43%) do not believe that people in this neighbourhood can be 
trusted, compared to 27% that claim people from their community can be trusted. 
As much as 30% could not decide whether other members of their community could 
be trusted or not (M = 2.8). The trust towards local business owners is also low—36% 
of respondents do not perceive owners of local business as trustworthy, 33% declare 
that they neither can be trusted or not, and 30% agree that local business owners can 
be trusted (M = 3).

The perception of trustworthiness of local administration is similarly low. Almost 
half of the  respondents (42%) do not agree that local authorities can be trusted, 
and only 15% judge them trustworthy (M = 2.5).
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Fig. 11.5 Trust in neighbours, business owners, and local administration
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This result can be better understood when we compare it to the data from 
the World Value Survey Wave (WVS) 7 (2017–2020) conducted in Italy (N = 2282) 
(Haerpfer et al. 2022). When respondents were asked to indicate whether they trust 
their neighbours, 73% declared that they trust their neighbours completely or some-
how; while only 26% indicated that they do not trust their neighbours very much or 
at all their neighbours. However, when respondents of WVS in Italy were asked if 
they trust people they meet for the first time, only 27% of them declared that they 
trust people they just met a lot or somehow; the majority (72%) do not trust strang-
ers very much or at all. The results from our site A indicate that either the trust 
level there is lower than the average for Italy due to some past conflicts, or that the 
residents of this area perceive other residents more as strangers than neighbours.

In case of site B, the level of trust in the studied community was average 
(M = 3.4). Over half of the respondents (52%) believe that people in their neigh-
bourhood can be trusted, while 27% claim that people from their community can’t 
be trusted. The remaining respondents could not decide whether other members of 
their community could be trusted or not. This is in line with WVS results according 
to which 23% of Poles do not trust their neighbours, while 70% do not trust people 
who they meet for the first time.

The trust towards local business owners is at the average level (M = 3.5), similar 
to trust in neighbours, but the perception of trustworthiness of local administration 
is much lower (M = 2.5). Half of the respondents do not agree with the statement that 
local authorities can be trusted, with only 21% judging them trustworthy. Distrust 
towards local government might origin from the plans to demolish the site, which 
was championed by the local government at one point and stopped thanks to the 
collective efforts and protests of local residents and supporting organizations. 
Difficult relations with the municipality continue as the site is located on the high- 
value land, which could reap great profits for investors and the administration.

In the Swedish case, the level of trust is high in the studied community, specifi-
cally when it comes to the trust in other residents. On average, respondents declared 
that people in the community are trustworthy (M = 4.3). This is in line with WVS 
results according to which only 10% of Swedes do not trust their neighbours, and 
25% do not trust people they met for the first time. The trust in local business repre-
sentatives is similarly high. On average, respondents reported that businesses own-
ers in the community can be trusted (M = 4.4). The perception of the trustworthiness 
of the local administration is relatively lower than other groups in the community, 
but significantly higher than in other locations. On average, respondents agreed that 
the local government can be trusted (M = 3.5). This high level of trust is typical for 
Nordic countries.
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4.4  Capacity for Learning

According to several sources (Folke et al. 2002; Missimer et al. 2017; Nelson 2007), 
social sustainability means that a society is capable of adapting to changing condi-
tions. The adaptation cannot happen without acquiring new knowledge and skills, 
making the capacity for learning (Olejniczak et al. 2014) an important indicator in 
assessing the potential for social sustainability. We found that there are differences 
between individual learning capabilities and structural as well as social constraints 
that shape learning capacities in local communities (Fig. 11.6).

Respondents  from the  Italian site A declared that they enjoy developing new 
ideas (M = 4.2) and learning new things (M = 4.9). However, they rated the learning 
opportunities in their neighbourhoods rather low (M = 2.4)—which could indicate 
either a lack of such opportunities or that residents are unaware of them. The matter 
requires further investigation, as rare learning opportunities could affect the neigh-
bourhood’s opennes to new ideas. Indeed, on average, respondents declared that it 
does not seem to be easy to introduce new ideas to the neighbourhood (M = 2.2), 
and they do not perceive people in their neighbourhood as being willing to learn 
new things (M = 2.0).

In the case of Polish urban garden, respondents declared that they like develop-
ing new ideas (M = 4.0) and learning new things (M = 4.6). They also view their 
neighbourhood as a conductive place for learning new things—they rated the learn-
ing opportunities in their neighbourhoods highly (M = 4.4), and stated that it is not 
too difficult to bring new ideas to the neighbuorhood (M = 3.1). Other community 
members are also seen by respondents as fairly eager to learn (M = 3.3), with 40% 
of respondents believing that  people in the neighbourhood willingly  learn new 
things, while only 17% disagreed with this statement.

Respondents from the Swedish site also declared that they very much like learn-
ing new things (M = 4.5) and rather enjoy developing new ideas (M = 3.4). The 
structural opportunities for learning were rated as average (M = 3.4), with 45% of 
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respondents reporting that there are opportunities to learn. Only 18% felt that learn-
ing opportunities in the community were poor. The same is true for bringing new 
ideas to the community. On average, respondents agreed that it is relatively easy to 
introduce new concepts into the community (M = 3.4). Particularly interesting is the 
positive assessment of other community members in terms of their willingness to 
learn from each other (M = 3.8), which is higher than in other studied locations.

Comparing results for all three communities, we can see that individual learning 
capabilities were evaluated highly in all three locations, while on the community 
level this assessment was not as optimistic and univocal. The results indicate that 
Swedish respondents have a better vision of their neighbours than Polish or Italian 
respondents and assess members of local community more optimistically. The dis-
crepancy between self-description and the  description of others is lowest  at the 
Swedish site. When it comes to opportunities for learning, the Polish site received 
the highest rating, reflecting the character of grassroots activism that is developing 
the site as a place for workshops, meetings, and new social and artistic endeavours.

4.5  Capacity for Self-Organization

The final component of social sustainability is the capacity for self-organization. 
This factor relates directly to social capital (Putnam 2001) and civil society organiz-
ing capabilities,  which are crucial for collective efforts and community efficacy 
(Sampson 2012). Figure  11.7 illustrates significant differences in terms of self- 
organization capabilities among studied sites.

Site A’s respondents rated opportunities for social activity and civic self- 
organization relatively low compared to other locations. Most notably, respondents 
evaluated  opportunities for social activism in the neighbourhood as very low 
(M  =  2.0). Additionally, half of the  respondents indicated that other 
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community members do not participate in civic activities (M = 2.3). Respondents 
also lacked confidence in the local community’s ability to address potential difficul-
ties in the near future, rating the community resilience as rather low (M = 2.2). More 
than half of the respondents (58%) denied the existence of local authorities’ support 
for local organizations and civil initiatives, while only 21% view local authorities as 
supportive (M = 3).

In site B, respondents rated opportunities for social activism in the neighbour-
hood rather high (M = 4.2). They perceived the level of volunteering among their 
friends and acquaintances as average (M = 3.2), and 40% of respondents agreed that 
other community members participate in civic activities (M = 3.2). However,  the 
respondents were not convinced of the local community’s ability to address poten-
tial difficulties in the near future (M = 2.7). Only 23% of respondents believed in the 
local community’s ability to solve problems, while 42% of respondents was con-
vinced otherwise. One third of respondents (35%) did not agree that local authori-
ties supported local organizations and civil initiatives, while 31% saw local 
authorities as supportive (M = 2.8).

In the case of site C, respondents rated opportunities for social activity as rather 
high (M = 3.8), and 67% of respondents hold a believe that the local community has 
the ability to solve potential future problems (M = 3.7). Opportunities for environ-
mental activities were particularly well-rated (M = 3.8). Respondents also declared 
that their friends are active in volunteering (M = 4). Participants believed that local 
authorities support local initiatives (M = 3.4) with one-third of respondents holding 
a strong positive view on this issue. 

To summarize, community resilience in the face of problems was rated highest in 
the Swedish location, which may stem from higher trust and perceived support for 
civic initiatives from local authorities in Sweden. This aligns with Sweden’s high 
level of social engagement and developed policies supporting civil society. However, 
it was the Polish site that scored highest in terms of opportunities for social activ-
ism. As mentioned above, this is likely a result of the social mobilization related to 
protests against demolishing of the settlement, which evolved into continued social 
engagement.

5  Socio-cultural Impacts of Cultural Heritage

Our study of the characteristics of the local community where adaptive re-use proj-
ects took place was complemented by an analysis of the sites themselves. The aim 
was to diagnose the traits of the sites and users’ perception of their value and 
friendliness.

In terms of traits, we inquired about the place accessibility, their openness to dif-
ferent groups of users, their functionalities, and the activities available at the site. 
The personal evaluation of the site focused on its perceived value to users and wider 
community, as well as the emotions evoked by the site. By assessing users experi-
ences at cultural heritage adaptive reuse sites, we aim at gathering information that 
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should guide the further development of site functions, open them up to new groups 
and activities, and ultimately increase their value to society – while respecting the 
current functions and needs they satisfy.

As with previous measures, respondents’ opinions concerning the sites were 
measured on a scale from 1 to 5, with average value presented in brackets and 
on graphs.

5.1  Accessibility and Diversity

All three sites were evaluated as being rather accessible and important for the diver-
sity of the neighbourhood (Fig. 11.8). The Italian site A was considered a place that 
enhances the diversity of what the city has to offer (M = 4.5). At the same time, it 
was perceived as a place only moderately accessible to everyone (M = 3.3). This is 
connected to the fact that the garden is open six days a week, and only during work-
ing hours (from 9:30 am  till afternoon or evening, depending on the season). 
Additionally, parts of the garden are not accessible by wheelchair (due to stairs), 
and educational activities requires a fee for both tourists and community members. 
Despite these limitation, the potential activities visibly contribute to the diversity of 
the neighbourhood’s character.

In case of site B, the urban garden and settlement of wooden houses are consid-
ered to be a place very much adding to the diversity of local offer (M  =  4.3). 
Simultaneously, it was perceived as a place accessible to everyone (M = 4.2). This 
is the result of community’s collective efforts to open the area for artistic and civil 
society endeavours, leading to the plethora of potential activities happening in the 
garden free of charge and accessible for anyone.

The post-industrial site C in Sweden is considered as a place that substantially 
expands the diversity of local offer (M = 4.9). At the same time, the site is perceived 
as a place only moderately accessible to everyone (M  =  3.4). Although the site 
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offers numerous interesting experiences, including post-industrial architecture, art 
and artists’ workshops, organised tours, a handicraft shop, and a café, it is still per-
ceived as not easily accessible. This perception might stem from the site’s pri-
mary function of providing artists with space for their projects, making the main 
user group relatively small and requiring specific skills.

5.2  Preferred Activities on the Site

Heritage sites are associated with different forms of activity: some are seen as place 
of work and business meetings, while others are perceived as cultural spots where 
friends meet. To capture the character of each site, we asked visitors to list the 
activities they usually engage in at the site (Fig. 11.9).

The  Italian garden is appreciated mostly for two aspects and available activi-
ties—it allows users to experience nature and scenic beauty (83%) and it creates 
opportunities for education and learning (64%). Respondents also cherished the fact 
that it provides a safe haven for animals and birds that can be observed there (59%), 
as well as offering fresh air and opportunities to gaze at bodies of water. The garden 
is also considered as a good place to relax. Meanwhile, the garden is not perceived 
as destination for recreation or spending time with friends, nor for engaging in hob-
bies or discussing community-related issues. Apart from educational activities, 
respondents see it as a place to enjoy solitary activities.

It is worth analysing these results in light of the grassroots social sustainability 
index. Considering that opportunities for learning, capacity for self-organization 
and trust are not the highest at the location A, it might be important from a resil-
ience perspective to create more opportunities for citizens to interact at the site.

The polish urban garden and wooden settlement area are appreciated mostly for 
aspects connected to community activities and social meetings (72%), experiencing 
nature and scenic beauty (70%), enjoying fresh air (66%), relaxation (66%) and 
leisure activities (62%). Respondents also liked educational activities offered and 
the opportunity to observe animals and birds (54%). Many respondents thought it 
was a good place to meet with friends and family (50%). The area was also consid-
ered a good place to engage with cultural heritage (44%). However, the site was 
rarely perceived as suitable for work or business-related activities.

The Swedish site is appreciated mostly for three aspects: community activities 
associated with discussions and social meetings (83%), activities related to work 
(78%), and spending time with family and friends (72%). Respondents also valued 
the fact that it provides business opportunities and a space to indulge in hobbies 
during leisure time.

The site offers dual opportunities—on the one hand it is a space for relaxation 
and socializing with family and friends, on the other it is a space to work and develop 
own businesses by resident artists. In both cases, the place provides opportunities 
for networking and building social relationships with other people.
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5.3  Learning Opportunities

The individual capacity for learning is strongly connected with the previous and 
current experience of learning. However, for learning to occur, people first need to 
find themselves in a situation where acquiring and processing knowledge is possi-
ble. We believe that heritage sites are unique places where learning can take place, 
so  we decided to ask visitors to evaluate the educational  efforts of these heri-
tage sites.
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Most respondents evaluated the botanic garden as a good place for learning. It 
was considered an area that inspires creativity (M = 4.5) and is intellectually stimu-
lating (M = 4.7). In the case of the Polish urban settlement, most of the respondents 
evaluated it as an area that inspires creativity (M = 4.5), is intelectually stimulating 
(M = 4.3) and in general is a good place for acquiring new knowledge (M = 4.4). In 
Sweden, the post-industrial site was also recognized as a good place for learning 
(M = 4.6), one that greatly inspires creativity (M = 4.9) and is intellectually stimu-
lating (M  =  4.3). All three sites rated highly in terms of offering users positive 
stimuli for inspiration and learning. The  Swedish site was assessed as most 
creativity- inducing, reflecting the fact that it is mainly the cultural centre with artists 
in residence and their art on display. Meanwhile, the Italian site offered the most 
intellectual stimulation, which relates to the botanical aspects of its flora and exist-
ing information and educational activities that allows users to increase their knowl-
edge on different plants.

5.4  Intrinsic Social Value

While cultural heritage sites can be important to people for different reasons, we 
wanted to establish which aspects of the places make them valuable to users. We 
assumed that while some people would appreciate the beauty of nature or buildings, 
others might focus on their ecological value or economic potential. Therefore, we 
asked our respondents whether the heritage site had a special value for them and if 
yes, why?

In the case of the botanic garden (Site A), respondents considered it both beauti-
ful and special (Fig. 11.10). The garden’s significance in their personal lives was 
evaluated quite high (M = 4), possibly because important events had occured there, 
giving them reason to value it as a special place in their lives. The garden certainly 
made people proud (M = 4.4) and for some it was an important part of their own 
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Fig. 11.11 Emotions evoked by the sites

history—they felt that the site connected them to their roots (M = 3.7). The garden 
also seemed to inspire reflection, with respondents often indicating that it is a spiri-
tual place (M = 4.3). Moreover, the garden reminded people of the history of the 
neighbourhood (M = 4.4), though less so the history of the country (M = 3.6), which 
is not surprising, considering that it is a lesser-known local landmark. In general, 
our respondents felt that the garden is a place worth protecting and that it evokes 
positive feelings. As shown in the Fig. 11.11, very few people felt uneasy there.

Respondents visiting the Polish settlement and garden area (site B) considered 
the place beautiful and special as well. The meaning of this cultural heritage in their 
personal lives was quite high (M = 3.9), possibly because local activists involved 
many users in actions to preserve the place. The site was making people proud 
(M = 4.4), and for some, the place was an important part of their own history (33%). 
Spending time in the area seemed to make people reflective; many considered it as 
a spiritual place (M = 3.6). The area reminded people mostly of the history of the 
neighbourhood (M = 4.4) and less so of the national history (M = 3.8), which is not 
surprising, giving that it is a lesser-known cultural heritage.

Visitor of the Swedish post-industrial site C declared that the place strongly 
affects their sense of local pride (M = 4.8), which may be related to the fact that they 
recognize this place as both beautiful (M = 4.7) and special (M = 4.6). On average, 
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survey participants emphasized that the place meant a lot to them (M = 4.1). Apart 
from its aesthetics and meaning, this place is also important to users for historical 
reasons—it reminds them of both the history of the local community (M = 4.2), and 
also brings back history in a general sense (M = 4). However, this historical signifi-
cance does not translate to individual or family history (M = 2). As many as 83% of 
respondents said that the site does not remind them of their roots, which may be 
related to the recent renovation or the fact that many users come from outside 
the area.

5.5  Emotions

Generally, people reported feeling positive emotions in each of the sites (Fig. 11.11), 
although some differences among the sites can be captured.

A visit to the botanic garden site elicited mostly positive emotions in our respon-
dents. As shown in the chart, people usually reported feeling relaxed, curious, and 
generally happy when visiting the place. For many, the visit was exiting or energiz-
ing, and they felt pleased. Almost none of the respondents experienced negative 
emotions.

Visiting the garden and wooden settlement area also generated mostly positive 
emotions in respondents. People felt relaxed, curious, and happy when visiting the 
place. They more frequently reported feeling pleased and engaged at this site com-
pared to others. Almost none of the respondents experienced negative emotions like 
boredom or frustration.

A visit to the post-industrial site also elicited mostly positive emotions in respon-
dents. When visiting the place, people felt mostly engaged, happy, curious, and 
entrepreneurial. For many, the visit increased their energy level, while others felt 
more relaxed. Compared to other sites, location C visibly triggered an entrepreneur-
ial attitude and high levels of engagement, which may relate to the fact that the site 
showcases the work of artists-entrepreneurs and invites others to engage in a similar 
way. Almost none of the respondents experienced negative emotions, but some 
mentioned feeling nervous or frustrated.

5.6  Things to Enjoy

By asking visitors what they enjoy most about the heritage site, we aimed to iden-
tify the unique added value of the place. We believe it is one of the best questions to 
reveal differences in the character of the sites.

At site A, respondents declared that they mostly enjoyed trees, greenery, sights, 
and quietness. Other enjoyable characteristics of the place included its history and 
landscape. As mentioned before, the generally pleasant atmosphere and historical 
character of the garden contributed to its positive reception (Fig. 11.12).
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Fig. 11.12 Thinks that people enjoy the most on the site. Only the items that were indicated by 
more than 50% of respondents are listed on the graph

Respondents declared that the most enjoyable characteristics of the place B were 
trees, greenery, atmosphere, quietness, and clean air. The landscape and shade were 
also considered important, but by less than 50% of respondents. Even fewer respon-
dents appreciated the company of other people and networking opportunities. The 
sights and contact with art were considered important by a few, as well as the fact 
that this is a place with history.

Visitors to site C declared that art, networking opportunities, food, and general 
atmosphere were the most enjoyable characteristics of the place. The company of 
other people, as well as entrepreneurial environment and space for work were also 
considered important. The generally pleasant atmosphere and the opportunity for 
networking and leisure added to the positive reception of this post-industrial site.

5.7  Recommendations

In the final part of the survey, we asked the users of the sites for their recommenda-
tions for the future development of the cultural heritage functions.
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Most respondents felt that the botanic garden (site A) could be further improved 
by offering new social and cultural activities open to a wider public. Adding ser-
vices such as places where visitors could eat or drink in or around the garden would 
be welcomed. Respondents suggested that the space could be expanded to allow for 
scientific activities and cultural events. Opening the site to the local community and 
involving its members in various educational and integrating activities (e.g., neigh-
bourhood gardening, study areas) were also often mentioned as ideas for 
improvement.

Importantly, respondents underlined the need to remove architectural barriers to 
enable access for older citizens or people with disabilities. Some respondents men-
tioned that the garden would be a good place for wellness-related activities such as 
tasting herbal teas and healthy products, participating in yoga classes, or attend-
ing seminars on health and the value of nature.

Upgrading the garden in terms of the quality of flora (making sure that plans are 
watered and taken care of), improving the paths design,  and the  clearly signage 
(possibly with translation into English) were also recommended. Some respondents 
suggested developing cooperation with schools (for educational projects for chil-
dren) and the Faculty of Medicine to make the garden more vibrant and attractive to 
the community.

For the urban garden surrounding the wooden settlement (site B), most respon-
dents believed it could benefit from expanded offer of social and cultural activities 
open to all. They recommended renovating the houses in the area (many which are 
in poor shape) and better maintaining of  the whole area (with more  cleanliness, 
pavements, and benches, etc.). Upgrading the site with additional plants and ensur-
ing that information on activities is clear and well-displayed were also mentioned.

Adding services, like places where visitors could eat or drink (for example veg-
etarian food) in or around the area, would be welcomed at site B. Respondents sug-
gested that more information about both the history of the place and  the events 
happening there should be provided. Some respondents felt the space should host 
more cultural and educational events for different age groups, facilitating opportu-
nities to meet new people.

The question of finance stability was also raised by some respondents, who sug-
gested development of a new financial model for social activities or allowing more 
tax revenue to be directed to the area.

Visitors to the post-industrial site C wanted the site to be further improved by 
offering new entrepreneurial and networking spaces. Adding services, like small 
shops, studios, or places where visitors and community members could eat or drink 
would be welcomed. Respondents would also welcome improvements to the space 
itself, especially workspaces, offices, and workshops—both in terms of heating and 
appliances (including a refrigerator). More importantly, respondents felt that the 
availability of the space could be significantly improved.

Many respondents commented on  the infrastructural aspects of site C, some 
pointing out that new opportunities for businesses to invest in the premises through 
long-term contracts would be beneficial for all parties. Others focused on the green-
ery, suggesting upgrades to both the outdoor space and the residential areas for 
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artists. Finally, respondents felt that the design of the old building should be 
enhanced, to emphasize its artistic values and increase the aesthetics of the place.

6  Summary

We conducted two studies at each of the three pilot sides to test the grassroots social 
sustainability framework and intrinsic value measures developed within the CLIC 
project.

The first study focused on the social context of heritage adaptive reuse and col-
lected data on the perception of community strengths and weaknesses in various 
aspects of social sustainability. We discovered that the sites differed in how com-
munity members perceived newcomers and each other. In some cases, national pat-
ters were reflected on the local scale— for example the high levels of trusts and 
capacity for organization observed in the Swedish location, compared to medium 
trust levels in the Polish location, which were paired with wider social relations.

All three studied communities exhibited a high diversity of skills and a generally 
sociable attitude, which can be seen as key to enabling the development of the site 
and attracting new ideas and people. However, the lower levels of openness to new-
comers and trust in the  Italian community could hinder cooperation and self- 
organization, lowering the community’s potential to work together on developing 
the site’s capacity to respond to various needs. Therefore, the adaptive reuse of the 
Italian site should be designed in a way that helps to boost grassroots social sustain-
ability elements such as openness, trust, and self-organization.

Our study highlights how many of the communities’ struggles can be either facil-
itated or hindered by the space characteristics. For example, the fact that the site A 
is closed to visitors after opening hours and requires a fee creates a sense of detach-
ment between the residents and the site, which may exacerbate problems with 
reaching out to newcomers and building trust. In contrast, site B which is free to 
visit and hosts many events, has  managed to create a community that extands 
beyond just the residents, serving as a hub for diverse initiatives. Site B is also the 
location where grassroots protests protecting the settlement took place, which both 
increased awareness of the site’s value as well as strengthened the attachment of 
those involved. In the case of site C, the perception of accessibility is just average, 
meaning that the accessibility of the place still has some potential to be fully real-
ized. Taking into account that residents rated the opportunities for learning in the 
area as average, enhancing services in this domain seems like a promising direction. 
Although the local community here is aware of its diversity and shares a common 
vision only to a slight degree, they still trust each other a lot and look toward the 
future with optimism. Our additional observations reveal that despite the site’s rela-
tive openness to visitors, there is a division between the heritage site community 
and the surrounding village community, reflecting the divide between newcomer 
urbanites and rooted locals. While popular with external visitors coming from 
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further away, site C faced the challenge of connecting with the local community and 
realigning different stakeholders’ visions for the sites’ future.

While investigating common vision, we studied the community’s attitude toward 
nature, as an important part of circular adaptive reuse projects. For the successful 
implementation of circular economy and sustainable development goals, a certain 
openness and sensitivity to environmental  and ecological  matters are essential. 
Therefore, we examined whether local community’s vision reflects the need to pro-
tect the natural environment and if there is a shared understanding of the benefits 
stemming from natural resources. We found that our sits varied in terms of com-
munity’s awareness of the need for protecting natural resources, which might be 
explained by the level of economic and cultural dependence on natural resources. At 
site A there is a certain disconnect between the botanic garden’s natural resources 
and a general perception of nature’s benefits in otherwise not-so-green neighbour-
hood. In contrast, site C, which is close to lakes, forests, and waterways, we noted a 
high level of recognition for the cultural value of nature. Visitors to site B expressed 
an ambivalent attitude toward nature, which can be explained by the modern urban 
setting where green areas are primarily valued for recreational or decorative 
purposes.

Last but not least, we studied the trust levels within the communities to identify 
patterns  that facilitate cooperation and found that two of  our sites could greatly 
benefit from increased trust. Site A’s residents were generally careful of each other 
and seemed unaware of opportunities to develop positive local bonds. In case B, the 
main challenge related to the lack of trust towards city authorities, stemming from 
the negative experience with demolishment plans. These trust deficits were men-
tioned as significant barrier to further developing the potential of the site. Therefore, 
we identified trust-building efforts as key to building grassroots sustainability in 
both these locations.

Moreover, we posit that trust relations strongly influence community resilience 
in the face of challenges. While resilience was rated highest at our Swedish location, 
we suggest that it correlates with higher generalized trust and perceived support for 
civic initiatives from local authorities. This aligns with Sweden’s high level of social 
engagement and well-developed policies supporting civil society. However, it was 
the Polish site that scored highest in terms of opportunities for social activism. As 
mentioned earlier, this is likely a result of social mobilization related to protests 
against demolishing of the settlement, which evolved into continued social engage-
ment. However, this engagement has not yet translated into empowerment and opti-
mism that the local community has enough resources to face a potential crisis. We 
believe that the Italian site has the highest potential to develop new functions and 
attract new users, which should meaningfully increase grassroots social 
sustainability.

Learning from our pilot studies allowed us to delve deeper into various aspects 
of what makes adaptive reuse projects more succesful and how they relate to the 
characteristics of both the site itself and the local community. Our key takeaways 
from applying the grassroots social sustainability framework are as follows:
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First, we emphasize the importance of studying both the “social health” of 
the neighboring community and the “social perception” of the site itself. Only by 
combining these two perspectives we can fully anticipate reactions to change and 
potential conflicts around new investments. Second, we see the proposed question-
naires and the GSS framework as easy-to-use tool for all potential stakeholders, 
enabling better-informed planning and implementation processes. Third, we believe 
that the proposed framework can be used not only to evaluate cultural heritage adap-
tive reuse projects but also a wide range of investments in public places and spaces. 
Its greatest potential, however, lies in the empowering the local community by plac-
ing it at the centre of various planning and evaluation processes.

We believe that the joint study of community characteristics and the perceived 
intrinsic value of the site allowed us to elevate the evaluation framework to a differ-
ent level. By underling the interaction between the value attributed to a place and 
grassroots social sustainability, we sought to highlight the relationship between 
openness to change in a given location and the grassroots sustainability of the local 
community, particularly in places with high intrinsic value. As part of the CLIC 
project, we developed an approach to adaptive reuse projects that views not only as 
opportunities to preserve the historical or artistic value of the cultural heritage but 
also as a means to enhance sustainability and resilience within the local community.

Our methodology underlines the responsibility that stakeholders planning and 
performing adaptive reuse project bear, not only for the material value of the heri-
tage site but also for less tangible factors like the wellbeing of its users and the social 
resilience of its neighbours. If hastily planned and executed, adaptive reuse projects 
may merely preserve or even deteriorate important aspects of community potential 
and social sustainability. However, if done correctly, by strategically address-
ing the strengths and weaknesses of the grassroots context, such interventions can 
bring numerous social, cultural and economic benefits.
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Chapter 12
Multidimensional Spillovers of Cultural 
Heritage Through Regional Development 
and Circular Economy

Jermina Stanojev and Christer Gustafsson

1  Introduction

In the phase of the advancement of conservation as a science and process, defined 
as Conservation 3.0, conservation of historic environments is observed as a source 
for development and shall be envisaged as a production factor, and as investments 
that are anticipated to be central to the returns in the future (Ost 2009). In line with 
that, an enlarged significance has been determined in evaluating social environmen-
tal and economic spillover effects of cultural heritage that could be understood as a 
vector with focus on development and continuity (Janssen et al. 2017). This indi-
cates that the consequence, or the spillover effects, from investing in cultural heri-
tage are comprehended as contributors to sustainable development and are used as 
starting points for planning the priorities for cultural heritage management 
(Gustafsson 2019). The importance for the cultural heritage sector is no longer 
solely on preservation and protection- to be able to identify new actions to take 
place in historic buildings has become more essential. Adaptive re-use is defined as 
“any building work and intervention aimed at changing its capacity, function or 
performance to adjust, reuse or upgrade a building to suit new conditions or require-
ments” (Douglas 2006). These activities and actions are expected to bring spilovers 
at the regional level.

Investments in cultural heritage are not only planned out from heritage values. 
Instead, it has the demand from the society in general, as expresses in the sustain-
able development perspective and smart specialisation at regional level in particular 
as a starting point (Gustafsson 2019). On the other hand, region’s specific needs, 
problems, opportunities and challenges are presented and cultural heritage is main-
streamed into these (Fig. 12.1). The spillover effects from investment in cultural 
heritage as well as from the new activities in the historic buildings are understood as 
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Fig. 12.1 Region’s specific needs, problems, opportunities and challenges

contributing to the aims presented in, for example, sustainable development goals 
and smart specialisation strategies. The adaptive reuse could therefore be planned to 
also improve and strengthen innovation-driven growth in the field of creative force 
and creative clusters, inclusiveness and social cohesion, as well as sustainability.

2  Regional Development and Cultural Heritage 
in the Context of Global Challenges

The global society of today is facing three major global challenges: climate change; 
global economic competition; poverty and social exclusion. The Global Risks 
Report 2021 has identified Climate action failure, Human environmental damage 
and Natural resource crises as three out of seven Top Global Risks by Impact (World 
Economic Forum 2021) all of them directly impacting cultural heritage too. The 
political response in various organizations to these challenges has been synthesized 
with the comprehensive concept of sustainable development through different mile-
stones.1 On the other hand, a failure of national governance (e.g. failure of rule of 
law, corruption, political deadlock) has been identified as one of Global Risks 2020 
and the regional development and regional governance have been identified as 
model to turn to. These two trajectories implies that solutions from global risks for 
cultural could be defined at the regional level.

In literature, and in debate, the concepts of region and regional development have 
been interpreted in many ways based on several epistemological frameworks. Often, 
regional development has been understood in terms of economic growth and 
employment. From the perspective of welfare economics, however, the regional 
development may be understood as increased welfare and this includes qualities 
influencing well-being, such as regional identity, democracy and ecology. Thus, it 
seems impossible to promote regional development without creating one single job, 

1 Such as the Brundtland Report (WCED 1987) the Rio Declaration (UNCED 1993) the Habitat 
Agenda (UN—Habitat 1996) the UN World Summit 2002 (UN—Habitat 2002) and the World 
Urban Forum (UN—Habitat 2012, 2009) etc.
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without attracting one single business or without any person moving into a region, 
but simply by stimulating identity and creativity within a region.

In the last decades, methods of territorial development and consequent physical 
and entropic transformations have represented a fertile field of research, e.g. for 
urbanists, architects, environment scientists, economists, geographers, anthropolo-
gists, sociologists etc. A creative relation between economy, society and territory 
has emerged from the analyses operated in these different research fields: this rela-
tion configures itself as a complex system able to generate growth and development 
(Hubbard 2006). Depending on consciousness about this linkage, it is obvious that 
the dimension of competitiveness increasingly shifts from the micro-level of single 
economic operators to the macro-level of territorial systems and this applies to cul-
tural heritage too—from a micro-level of single cultural heritage adaptive reuse to 
the macro-level of the regional territorial system. Here, the organization of the sys-
temic logic of resources and the creation of cooperation networks fed by huge levels 
of social capital become a necessary requirement for productivity and potential for 
territorial growth.

When applying this method of regional development, Sacco et al. draw on three 
different paradigms. Firstly, the creativity-based attraction model of Richard 
Florida, which emphasizes the role of quality of life and of technological infrastruc-
ture in the creation of a critical mass for the emergence of a knowledge-orientated 
economy (Florida 2002). Secondly, the competitiveness-based urban renovation 
model of Michael Porter, which is focused on the transition from an investment- 
based industrial orientation toward a self-sustaining innovation-based economy 
(Porter and Porter 1998). Finally, the capability-based model of Amartya Sen has 
been used, which underlines the central role of general social involvement in 
capability- building activities as a prerequisite for viable economic development 
(Ferilli et al. 2019). With the exception of Florida, none of these models was created 
to explain cultural and cultural heritage driver phenomena, since they rather high-
light post- industrial growth as an interesting field of application.

New approaches might be decentralized policy-making and decision-making, as 
well as elucidating the roles of politicians and civil servants, to promote the devel-
opment of innovations, entrepreneurship and cross-sectorial collaboration in rela-
tions to smart specialisations and cultural heritage, and to develop education and 
training programmes in relations to businesses, such as those promoted by the con-
cept of the KIC (Knowledge and Innovation Communities of the European Institute 
of Innovation and Technology). It might also imply the creation of horizontal multi- 
problem- oriented networks at the regional level, the development of project design 
and project management and the development of a systematic approach for process- 
oriented knowledge, as well as enabling better understanding of the role and possi-
bilities for the cultural heritage and its spillover effects in Europe and beyond.
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3  Smart Specialisations as the Framework 
for Regional Development

Smart specialisations are playing a key role in the concept of regional development, 
representing a new policy measure to overcome disorganised and weak parallel 
activities in countries, and offer support to those areas that have research, techno-
logical and production capacity to carry out particular activities. Smart specialisa-
tions, therefore, follow the socio-economic situation in countries and their integrated 
technological, institutional and business processes. This approach has a significant 
potential as an alternative measure to many currently present horizontal policies, 
mostly not orchestrated and even competitive. The latter may create a conflict 
between public institutions and programmes producing low level collaboration and 
therefore effectiveness of the legislative documents, slow implementation and 
development of new strategies and finally low impact on securing technology trans-
fer and economic growth. In respect to the principles of the Europe 2020 strategy, 
smart specialisations are constituted to ensure the most effective results through 
rational and strategic spending of public capital. The idea of smart specialisation is 
based on the notion that regions cannot achieve everything in science technology 
and innovation, and therefore it is crucial to follow a thoughtful process of prioriti-
sation, concentrating resources in certain domains of expertise based on the needs 
and available resources of each region.

A creative and cultural sector forms are most important growth factor in many 
cities and even regions. Integration of these cultural and creative sectors in innova-
tive regional strategies for smart specialisations represents the challenge. By that 
means, regions need to understand and take into account complexity of interconnec-
tions between traditional cultural assets such as cultural institutions, services and 
heritage, and on the other side the improvement of creative industries or tourism. A 
Guide to Regional Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialisation, published by the 
European Commission and drafted by the Smart specialisation platform—
S3Platform, has a purpose to support Member States and regions in creating, exe-
cuting and revising regional smart specialisation strategies, where one part is 
devoted to the cultural and creative industries.

Therefore, integration of cultural heritage into smart specialisations is mainly 
conducted through cultural and creative industries and cultural tourism (Stanojev 
and Gustafsson 2021). Some EU regions have recognised very well this vast poten-
tial in promoting socio-economic development supported by the EU structural 
funds. On the other hand, it seems that majority of others have not realised this 
potential (Stanojev and Gustafsson 2021).
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4  Cultural Heritage in Relations to Smart Specialisations 
and Circular Economy Strategies

The first EU action plan for the Circular Economy advocates that waste manage-
ment should not be the only issue tackled within the concept of circular economy, 
but that rather should be considered as a broader sustainable development strategy 
that also should “support Member States and regions to strengthen innovation for 
the circular economy through smart specialisations” (European Commission, Joint 
Research Centre 2015) (Fig.  12.2). Circular economy is now explicitly put forward 
in the European Commission’s legislative proposals for the 2021–2027 program-
ming period, and the European Commission has adopted a new Circular Economy 
Action Plan (European Commission 2020)—one of the major strengths of the 
European Green Deal (European Commission 2019). Having in mind the impor-
tance of regions in the EU policy it is essential to explore the regional level of cir-
cular economy implementation and the role of cultural heritage in these processes.

While concepts of adaptive reuse and circular economy are growing, circular 
economy design processes in the building sector are not advanced yet, neither well- 
articulated, despite the fact that circular economy models could greatly fit for cul-
tural heritage assets and construction sector in regions and cities. The concept of 
circular economy is rising its interest in different sectors, but also in different fields, 
in particular the ones that are not initially linked with circular economy, meaning 
fields beyond waste management, resource efficiency, low-carbon investments etc. 
(Bosone et al. 2021; Fusco Girard and Vecco 2021; Stanojev and Gustafsson 2021). 
This link opens up many niches of research for fields and sub-fields that could be 
linked and fit under circular economy and that could be considered as a recourse for 
its implementation. Cultural heritage and its adaptive reuse shall be considered as 
one of them. Having in mind enormous number of cultural heritage sites and build-
ing stock in Europe this subfield could be considered even as one of circular econ-
omy pillars. A large and growing body of literature (Pickerill 2021; Gravagnuolo 
et al. 2021; Acri et al. 2021) has investigated adaptive reuse and sustainability of 
buildings—definitions of adaptive reuse, the interest in adaptive reuse of buildings 
as an alternative to demolition for the benefit of the society, an analysis of the 
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Fig. 12.2 Smart specialisation strategies in relation to global and local challenges
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renovation process in terms of quality of intervention and investments, also in terms 
of impact on the environment, but some of them considering adaptive reuse as a 
strategy towards conservation of cultural heritage.

Although a circular economy monitoring tool has been set at the level of the EU, 
there have been circular economy related actions taking place not only at the EU 
level, but also at national and regional levels. Different European countries and 
regions have developed their own guidelines and documents related to circular 
economy and its actions. At the national level, the EU Member States have devel-
oped and adopted different strategic documents regarding circular economy, taking 
diverse approaches toward its understanding. Several countries developed their cir-
cular economy strategic frameworks, roadmaps or national plans2 (Greece, Italy, 
Denmark etc.) while some countries integrate circular economy aspects into their 
national strategies through waste management3 (Germany, Romania, Slovakia etc.), 
and Sweden does it through its bio-based economy. However, regions and cities 
(NUTS 2 and NUTS 3) have rather identified their circular economy strategies 
instead of spreading circular economy actions through different plans.4

In order to understand the state of the art regarding circular economy and cultural 
heritage at national and regional levels, the search was performed related to the fol-
lowing concepts in national, regional and city strategic frameworks, roadmaps or 
national plans related to “cultural heritage”, “cultural”, “culture”, “creative”, “heri-
tage”, “adaptive reuse”, “historic buildings”.

Although a small number of countries, regions and cities have officially adopted 
circular economy strategies and roadmaps, it should be taken into consideration that 
other national and local governments have also started implementing circular econ-
omy principles through other actions (a full list of good practices, European Circular 
Economy Networks and events is available at the European Circular Economy 
Stakeholder Platform—a joint initiative by the European Commission and the 
European Economic and Social Committee).

2 National Action Plan on Circular Economy of Greece; Roadmap towards the Circular Economy 
in Slovenia; Towards a Model of Circular Economy for Italy—Overview and Strategic Framework; 
Leading the Transition: Circular Economy Action Plan for Portugal; Circular Economy Roadmap 
of France: 50 Measures for a 100% Circular Economy; A circular economy in the Netherlands by 
2050; Danish Circular Economy Strategy; Spain—Circular Spain 2030; Leading the Cycle—
Finnish Road Map to a Circular Economy 2016–2025.
3 German Resource Efficiency Programme II: Programme for Sustainable Use and Conservation of 
Natural Resources; Luxembourg’s National Waste and Resources Management Plan.
4 Extremadura 2030: Strategy for green and circular economy; Strategy for the Transition to 
Circular Economy in the Municipality of Maribor; Strategy of the Government of Catalonia: 
Promoting Green and Circular Economy in Catalonia; Circular Flanders Kick-off Statement; 
Making Things Last: A Circular Economy Strategy for Scotland; Northern Irish Region—Circular 
Economy Strategy; Regional Plan for Circular Economy, Brussels Capital Region; Roubaix’s 
Circular Economy Route Map; Päijät-Häme Roadmap toward a Circular Economy; London’s 
Circular Economy Route Map; Circular Amsterdam, A vision and action agenda for the city and 
metropolitan area; White Paper on the Circular Economy of Greater Paris.
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Circular economy became an umbrella assembling strategies, but also practical 
solutions at different levels regarding economic transformations. However, at 
regional levels circular economy is also directed at the green and bio-economic sec-
tors, which implies that agriculture and biotechnology are prioritized, as is the case 
in Germany, Sweden and Portugal. On the other hand, some countries, such as 
Spain, France and Romania, integrate circular economy principles into their national 
strategies through waste management. Waste reduction and conversion is an essen-
tial part of circular economy; however, it should not be the only possible way to 
implement the circular model.

A search performed for “cultural heritage”, “cultural”, “culture”, “creative”, 
“heritage”, “adaptive reuse”, “historic buildings”, showed the results that “reuse” 
has been applied the most, but mainly in the context of “reuse of building materi-
als”, “material reuse”, “waste reuse”, “reuse by enabling reallocation of materials”. 
Even Amsterdam city, which manages the Seventeenth-Century Canal Ring Area of 
Amsterdam inside the Singelgracht designated as the UNESCO World Heritage 
Site, does not recognise the term “cultural heritage” or “adaptive reuse” in context 
of “historic buildings” in their document “Circular Amsterdam, A vision and action 
agenda for the city and metropolitan area”.

On the other hand, the “Regional Plan for Circular Economy, Brussels Capital 
Region” implemented through four sectors (construction, resource and waste, logis-
tics, retail business), in its construction sector clearly recognises “making use of the 
building stock—urban mining” as one of the main strengths, as well as “occupying 
empty buildings” and “building conservation”. In Brussels, with between 15,000 
and 30,000 buildings standing empty and with increasing numbers of people look-
ing for an affordable place to live or to carry out a wide variety of activities, the local 
government renovates these buildings and makes them temporarily available for 
social initiatives, with the idea to bring about a proliferation of urban activities and 
a laboratory illustrating creative potential which can intermix social, economic and 
charitable activities, while also accommodating cultural gatherings.

Päijät-Häme region in Finland included circular economy in its regional innova-
tion strategy for smart specialisation, thus defining circular economy as a priority 
sector for the region, but still not including cultural heritage as a part of its 
implementation.

No other region declared “cultural heritage adaptive reuse” in the context of their 
circular economy strategies and its understanding mainly remains in domains 
“Constructions” and “Waste management”.

As the European Commission’s monitoring frameworks on circular economy has 
not offered instruments for following the implementation of circular economy con-
cepts and effects at the local and regional level, the research of Stanojev and 
Gustafsson 2021 contributes to setting up a baseline for the monitoring of including 
cultural heritage in circular economy processes at regional levels through smart 
specialisations.
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Taking into account previously discussed, that study “Smart Specialisation 
Strategies for Elevating Integration of Cultural Heritage into Circular Economy” 
(Stanojev and Gustafsson 2021) evaluated the impact that cultural heritage and cul-
ture have on each specific region/city toward circular economy through smart spe-
cialisation strategies (Figs. 12.3 and 12.4).

These analyses have elaborated on main regional tendencies and to understand 
which of the regions have potentially have developed spilovers. This research also 
explores what are the existing and registered priorities and tendencies of the CLIC 
regions in order to give a support to how these priorities could serve to ensure eco-
nomic slipovers at regional level, being transformed and/or linked to adaptive reuse 
activities, which were explored in the development of Local Action Plans 
within CLIC.

None of the CLIC pilot cases includes cultural heritage and culture as a compre-
hensive part of their priorities and strategies.

Fig. 12.3 Graphical presentation of regions prioritising culture and cultural heritage with color- 
coding. (Stanojev and Gustafsson 2021)
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Fig. 12.4 Graphical presentation of regions prioritising cultural heritage with color-coding. 
(Stanojev and Gustafsson 2021)

5  Cultural Heritage Spillover Effects

The process that leads from the disclosure to the full cultural heritage service is 
rather straightforward, probably more than it may seems. Nowadays, regarding this 
aspect, there are two perspectives that make impact on cultural heritage policies in 
the EU. First one considered cultural heritage as a “territorial capital” that repre-
sents a potential for sustainable development of places taking into account institu-
tional setting, socio-economic organisations, knowledge, cultural and natural 
heritage and infrastructure (Camagni 2009, 2019). Territorial capital efficiency is 
assessed through the quantity of new investments, income and new jobs created. 
Moreover, specific creation of place image and identity may positively influence the 
creativity and spirit of new entrepreneurs across various sectors within local econ-
omy, for instance architecture, construction, fashion design, crafts, tourism, hospi-
tality, catering, etc. Nevertheless, according to the Richard Florida, who created the 
idea that commercial success happens in those cities that have embraced so-called 
“creative class”, the biggest influence on the creation of “creative city” have people 
of action, knowledge and energy who recognise issues and find solutions, who 
develop innovative products and amenities, and at the same time enrich and civilise 
the environment by the means of creativity and artistic sense, and finally define 
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society development to follow their visions. Yet, these people usually choose to live 
in an environment that has a beneficial cultural, social and technological influence 
on them (Florida 2002, 2004). The argument is found in the necessity of special 
devotion to the uniqueness of places that attract representatives of the creative class. 
This view of the cultural heritage as an element for commercial success is part of the 
general movement of the re-framing culture in EU and understanding that cultural 
heritage also involves innovation and improves the long-term competitiveness of the 
European economy (Gustafsson and Lazzaro 2021).

Preservation and adaptive reuse of cultural heritage have become a pro-active 
process, or a production factor, where historic buildings and related activities, can 
be used as an infrastructure for innovative initiative in the creative industries and in 
specific field of creative powers or platforms of innovations. The process targets 
long-term benefits, addresses economic spillovers and non-use values which are not 
immediately related to the use of cultural properties, but may give larger benefits to 
local systems in terms of increase of human and relational capital.

The European Commission, put spillover effects of the culture on the political 
agenda (COM 2012 537) by stating that “Being at the crossroads between arts, busi-
ness and technology, cultural and creative sectors are in a strategic position to trig-
ger spill-overs in other industries” and “The cultural and creative sectors need 
multi-disciplinary environments where they can meet with businesses from other 
industries. Any public intervention aiming to further develop them calls for cross- 
sectoral fertilisation. This requires the development and testing of better business 
support instruments and policies that aim to facilitate cross-sectoral linkages and 
spill-overs.”

Furthermore, one priority of the Agenda Europe 2020 was to promote spillovers 
from the cultural and creative sectors as well as A New European Agenda for Culture 
claims that “Culture and creative industries also have the power to improve lives, 
transform communities, generate jobs and growth, and create spill over effects in 
other economic sectors.”

However, research into our fundamental understanding of spillover effects are 
deficient (Vickery 2014). There are research gaps about the term and concept, as 
well as about methods of evaluations, both qualitative and quantitative as well as 
about their translation regarding adaptive reuse and local economy. Nowadays, the 
term “spillover” is mostly understood and used in the context of “impact”.

One definition of spillover was presented by the KEA as “(A) process by which 
the interactions between artists, creative professionals and industries and/or cultural 
organisations contribute to economic and/or social innovation in other sectors of the 
economy or society. The spillover process takes place when creativity originating 
from culture and creative professionals and industries influences innovation in sec-
tors where culture and creative professionals do not usually evolve.” Moreover, 
“Spillover is defined as benefits arising from the activities of CCIs including artists 
and creative professionals, which determine positive effects on other sectors of the 
economy or society. Those positive externalities result from processes through 
which culture-based creativity spreads out from the CCIs, across economic sectors 
and industries, thus contributing to innovation in the wider economy.”
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Jonatan Vickery provided one definition in the first issue of the publication series 
“to be debated “by ecce, 2015 as following “Spillover might involve: Complex 
interactions/effects/influences operating on different registers – not simply “cause 
effects”… A process of dialogue, interaction and engagement that might be place 
specific or place sensitive or optimised by drawing on the resources of place and 
contributing to the broad economic development of place… Crossing boundaries—
informal as well as formal jurisdictions, questions of agency and legitimacy.”

“Creative clusters and innovation” published by Nesta in 2010 tried to under-
stand innovation spillovers from a co-location basis of creative businesses to the 
wider economy perspective by mapping UK’s creative clusters, showing their loca-
tion, related sectors, and role within systems of innovation where they are embedded.

Another report “Creative Industry spillovers – understanding their impact on the 
wider economy”, published by Frontier Economics and prepared for the Department 
of Culture, Media and Sport in England, developed the necessary knowledge, prod-
uct and network economic framework that was massively used within the area 
by many.

On the other hand, in a 2015 study “The Ecology of Culture”, John Holden 
argues the “concentric circle” model of spillovers proposes that spillovers ineffec-
tively describe the processes because: “The notion of spillover defines a cultural 
“expressive” core that is then commercialised through the creative industries. As 
this report makes clear, no such division should be drawn—creativity and expres-
sion flourish throughout the cultural ecology and can be exploited for economic 
gain anywhere within it.”

However, scientific literature identified the issue of spillovers in a more systemic 
way that also corelates with adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and regional devel-
opment. The term “spillover”, often replaced with synonyms such as externalities, 
cross-overs, value-added or subsumed within a wider set of outcomes, impacts or 
values, etc., originates from the economic geography and cluster theory (such as 
Jacobs 1969 and Porter 1990). Its usage has later started spreading across fields, 
among others culture, cultural heritage and creative industries, and yet no common 
definition is adopted within scientific and professional community. Literature on 
spillovers shows two main cases, investigating growth and knowledge spillovers 
(Audretsch and Feldman 2004). However, in both cases, the process is unintentional 
and can be classified as externalities (Maier and Sedlacek 2005).

Extensive empirical studies explored multiple aspects of spillovers such as rela-
tionship between knowledge spillovers and regional growth (Döring and 
Schnellenbach 2006), estimating the effects of spillovers (e.g. Fritsch and Franke 
2004, Van Stel and Nieuwenhuijsen 2004) and their characteristics e.g. geographi-
cal area of influence, the maximum distance beyond which their effects are no lon-
ger significant (which Bottazzi and Peri 2003, estimate as 300  km). For the 
magnitude and quality of local spillovers, characteristics of internal networks play a 
big role. On a regional level, these internal networks differ as they are organised 
through different, more informal channels, e.g. governance, social capital, collec-
tive learning, productive interdependence and labour market integration to name a 
few of all the channels that are crucial for local spillovers to emerge.
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The amplification of agglomeration economies5 leads to “localized knowledge 
spillovers” effect that has been studied for its magnitude and importance (Breschi 
and Lissoni 2001). Significant case studies on US high-tech clusters (Saxenian 
1994), Italian industrial districts, and local innovation systems (innovative milieux) 
in Europe and elsewhere (Markusen 1996; Keeble and Wilkinson 1999) have dem-
onstrated importance of innovation opportunities as a locational factor. A claim that 
knowledge relevant for innovative and entrepreneurial activities is mostly tacit and 
that therefore knowledge transmission is a matter of face-to-face contacts and labour 
mobility appears as a linking theme for these contributions. Furthermore, as the 
access to relevant knowledge requires co-location, the expectation that the tendency 
for innovative and entrepreneurial activities for spatial clustering will be highest in 
industries in the early stages of their industry’s life cycle and where tacit knowledge 
plays an important role (Audretsch and Feldman 1996) which nowadays co-relates 
with the concept of a limited number of innovation hubs across Europe called “co- 
location centres” of KICs (Knowledge and Innovation Communities of the European 
Institute of Innovation and Technology), established also for thr EIT Culture & 
Creativity with cultural heritage playing an important role in it.

Spatial clustering of firms and their economic activities are one of the fruitful 
areas of research and interest over the last two decades by the economists working 
on all levels applicable to cultural heritage. It is believed that agglomeration econo-
mies, network effects and knowledge spillovers are the main factors for entrepre-
neurship and consequently territory growth and key engines of cluster development 
in the economic literature (Audretsch 2002; Acs and Audretsch 2003; Audretsch 
and Keilbach 2004).

Information and knowledge spillovers occur from the proximity to the knowl-
edge hubs, expertise and skilled labour which are critical for companies of all sizes, 
but especially for small ones that are more dependent on resources in their local 
environment (Feldman and Francis 2004). The growth of the regional and national 
economies relies on the knowledge spillovers and multi-regional and inter-regional 
linkage, as emphasized by the endogenous growth theory. Moreover, spillovers are 
responsible for emergence of dynamic externalities and agglomeration effects lead-
ing to the faster growth (Glaeser et  al. 1992; Griliches 1992; Smolny 2000, 
Fritsch 2000).

Technological externalities as defined by Hanusch and Cantner (1993) are the 
sum of intended and unintended spillovers, while broader definition of externalities 
involves aspects of public regulation, social costs of innovations and generally allo-
cation problems. Moreover, Woeckener (1993) noticed that externalities are far 
more present than simply the positive spillovers from an innovator to potential imi-
tators thus becoming foundation for analyses both in evolutionary and in neoclassi-
cal models of economic growth.

5 Agglomeration economies imply positive externalities, because bringing additional people or 
firms to an urban area increases the productivity of other individuals or firms in that area.
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Bakshi et al. 2013 reported “Creative clusters and innovation”, and outlined sub-
jective understanding of spillovers: “In addition to contributing directly to regional 
innovation processes through the innovative activities in which they engage, they 
could also do so indirectly, by generating spillovers that benefit the wider econo-
mies of the places where they are located.” These aspects are of extreme importance 
for the adaptive reuse processes, as they might introduce new functions and follow-
ing recognition from which types of activities different spillovers may occur, could 
facilitate a decision-making process on that (e.g. if the growth of the regional and 
national economies relies on the knowledge spillovers that occur from the proximity 
to the knowledge hubs, expertise and skilled labour that shall be an indication 
related to new functions expected to produce spillovers).

Starting from the report “Cultural Heritage Counts for Europe” (CHCfE 2015) 
the concept of cultural heritage as providing economic good can raise external fac-
tors that need to be considered. These are unintended benefits or costs (spillovers) 
generated by an economic good. They affect people who are not its direct consum-
ers and are not accounted for by market transactions (hence the name -they are 
external to the workings of the market). As benefits generated by cultural heritage 
are difficult to capture through conventional market mechanisms, there might be a 
tendency to undersupply this type of goods. There is also the “free-rider” problem 
related to cultural heritage, occurring in situations when people have access to a 
good yet do not pay for it. Private for-profit providers are not to be expected to sup-
ply enough of such goods. Therefore, it is the role of the government (or sometimes 
non-profit organisations) to provide the society with them (the same goes for other 
public goods, such as clean air).

When examining spillover effects of cultural heritage adaptive reuse and inter-
ventions, previous theories are applicable in a scaled and adjusted context, but it is 
fundamental to understand the significance of a holistic approach regarding the eco-
nomic value embodied in cultural heritage and activities around it, including adap-
tive re-use. This approach considers, both, use (value derived from actual “using”, 
consuming a given good) and non-use values (ascribed to goods that might not ever 
be “used” by a given individual), therefore two types of use values can be distin-
guished: direct and indirect (CHCfE 2015).

The direct use value generated by immovable heritage is usually lower than the 
financial return generated by a given object. In an era of tightly constrained public 
finances, this may lead to the conclusion that cutting financial support in this area is 
justified, as it only generates costs (Pūķis 2011).

Economic impact may be seen as an influence or as a result of changes brought 
about by either implementing a special programme, policy or a project, or the exis-
tence of a certain object or project. Various authors, including Bowitz and Ibenholt 
(2009), distinguish between direct and indirect impact. The direct impact refers to 
the effects of the cultural heritage project or a site itself and may be measured in 
sales (however, they tend to be inflated and difficult to interpret), added value or 
employment. The authors draw our attention to the methodology of measurement; 
namely, that it is important to include only fees from visitors from outside the region 
where a given heritage site is located (if the residents spend more money on cultural 
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heritage, it is at the expense of their other expenditure that if spent in the place of 
residence would contribute to the local economy anyway). Additional spending by 
residents could only be considered if it was possibly to prove that the spending 
would otherwise have been taken outside the community. Indirect impact refers to 
the influence of the heritage on the wider environment or to spillover effects. These 
are more difficult to measure, since it is not always clear whether there is a causal 
relation between the cultural heritage site, its adaptive reuse and the impact.

Effects arising from cultural heritage adaptive reuse may also be divided into 
direct, indirect and induced impacts. The induced impact concerns a situation where 
different cultural heritage benefits materialise when various associations to cultural 
heritage are used in other economic sectors, not related to heritage (that includes 
culture and creative industries, crafts and other production). To understand the effect 
cultural heritage might have on its environment one must also remember that a euro 
incurred on cultural heritage may stimulate actions and flows of financial resources 
in other areas or sectors bringing additional income or development to a given place. 
For cultural heritage to have impact on its local community through the multiplier 
effect, it is important to bear in mind that the effect is stronger when goods and 
services for the cultural heritage project or maintenance of a heritage site are bought 
locally and when it uses its local labour.

According to Seaman (2003), traditional economic impact studies usually focus 
on increases in short-run net local income and as such they are incomplete and 
could be misleading, especially if one tried to use them in public policy towards arts 
and heritage.

Finally, European Commission recognized the spillover effects of the arts, cul-
ture and the creative industries for the first time as “The process by which activities 
in the arts, culture and creative industries has a subsequent broader impact on places, 
society or the economy through the overflow of concepts, ideas, skills, knowledge 
and different types of capital.”

Following previous definitions and considerations, within the CLIC project, 
spillover effect is considered as the process where an adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage in one area has a subsequent broader impact on places, society or the economy 
through the overflow of concepts, ideas, skills, knowledge and different types of 
capital. Spillovers exist over fluctuating timeframes, intentionally or unintention-
ally, planned or unplanned, direct or indirect, negative as well as positive. In the 
framework of the CLIC research, the focus was on those spillover effects that 
emerge as a consequence of investment by public or private stakeholders in the 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage buildings.

The findings from literature suggest that there are several types of economic 
spillovers related and implied from the culture and cultural heritage, where follow-
ing three are the most represented typologies with rooting from economic literature, 
and featured in the European statistical system network on culture final report 
(ESSnet Culture 2013) and later used by (among others) Bakshi et al. (2013) and 
O’Connor and Gibson (2014).

The most common and persuasive of the three is the knowledge spillover consid-
ering the role of culture in developing social capital (OECD 2005), benefits to 
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individuals of long-term engagement with arts organisations (CEBR 2013, and 
Cuypers et al. 2011), the wide impact of large-scale cultural events (Rutten 2006), 
the importance of culture in improving cross-border co-operation (Interact 2014), 
the spillover between publicly funded and commercially funded arts and cultural 
heritage (Albert et al. 2013, and Tafel-Viia et al. 2011) and the linkages between 
cultural heritage creative industries and innovation (Rutten 2006).

Provided evidence is modest, implicating it falls short of proving causality, but 
still provides a straightforward argument while promoting the necessity for addi-
tional research, of the role of arts and culture in improving national productivity 
(CEBR 2013), the role for festivals in boosting professional development (BOP 
2011) the importance of heritage in connecting communities (Dümcke and 
Gnedovsky 2013), in the role of culture in boosting transferable skills (CEBR 2013) 
and social innovation (KEA 2009) and the importance of arts and cultural organisa-
tions in innovating new forms of organisation and ways of working (ECCE 2013). 
The role of culture in boosting academic attainment (CEBR 2013, and ACE 2014) 
falls within the same category, as well as the importance of culture as a form of 
participatory democracy (Rutten 2006), the role of culture in promoting social  
cohesion, the importance of the cultural capital of place (Krynica 2012) and the 
importance of cross-sector knowledge exchange as a driver for innovation  
(Tafel-Viia et al. 2011).

It links with new ideas, innovations and processes developed within cultural heri-
tage, culture and creative business, which spillover into the wider economy and 
society. However, it falls short of proving causality to scientifically accepted stan-
dards and evidence of knowledge spillovers that could be improved by exploring 
how experiencing and practising “creativity” in one sphere transfers into bringing a 
more creative approach to other spheres of activity. Includes also transfer of (culture 
and cultural heritage) skills, e.g. through labour flows, spillover effects of culture- 
related education on young people etc. Moreover, it could be reinforced by studies 
that track long-term engagement with culture and cultural heritage and its impor-
tance in personal development, a role of volunteering in developing social capital, 
impact and value of large-scale cultural events, the value of cross-border networks, 
and the impact of creativity throughout the value chain and beyond manufacturing.

The most evident cases representing industry spillovers are boosts of communi-
cations within organisations (Antal and Strauss 2013), cross-fertilisation occurs 
between commercial and non-commercial sectors (OCE 2014), culture-led regen-
eration has a positive impact (Rutten 2006), spillovers play a role in boosting uptake 
of new technology (KEA 2006), investment in design has an impact (Sternö and 
Nielsén 2013), and networks are important in spreading innovation (Schopen 
et al. 2008).

Further evidences might be visible if there was more analysis of the two-way 
relationship between culture and cultural heritage adaptive reuse and the wider 
economy in terms of innovation and entrepreneurship. Similarly, research covering 
the value of public sector investment in stimulating risk-taking, as well as exploring 
the role of social media and spillover effects that occur without the benefits of phys-
ical proximity through clusters, would be highly relevant. Industry spillovers relate 
to effects for the economic performance, for example, when activities from one 
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sector influence performance in another through a value chain between or within 
sectors (e.g. productivity, competitiveness or practice). Examples of evidence of the 
importance of cultural heritage in inspiring competitive markets in border regions is 
visible but less clearly articulated (Interact 2014), as in the reciprocal connection 
between technology and creative clusters (Chapain et al. 2010), in the case of the 
positive role that improved facilities can have on the property market (WWC 2014) 
and in the role of creative industries in the innovation process (Schopen et al. 2008). 
The evidence of reverse spillovers is weaker between productive industries and cre-
ative industries (Interact 2014), of the impact of large-scale events on the local 
economy (WWC 2014), of the negative impacts of culture-led regeneration (Evans 
2005, and Slach/Boruta 2013) and of the pathways that exist for spillovers between 
public and commercial culture. These spillovers are divided into more categories 
such as how culture and cultural heritage stimulate business cultures and entrepre-
neurship, property markets, private and foreign investment, productivity, profitabil-
ity and competitiveness, and innovation and digital technology.

The most structured and developed evidence of network spillovers is represented 
through numerous reports and papers as following: on the way that the process of 
social cohesion occurs (Goodlad et  al. 2002), in the impact of culture on social 
cohesion (KEA 2009, and BOP 2011) and community cohesion (Dümcke and 
Gnedovsky 2013), on the association between cultural activity and perceived health 
and satisfaction with life (Cuypers et al. 2011, and Billington 2010), on the indi-
vidual benefits of visiting museums (Fujiwara 2013), on the “creative milieu” effect 
and on the importance of creative entrepreneurs, on the role of culture in place- 
making and city-branding (ICC 2010, and Rutten 2006), among many others. 
Network spillovers are linked to the impact and outcome to the economy and soci-
ety that spill over from the presence of a high density of cultural heritage and cul-
tural activities in a specific location- effects associated with clustering.

Yet, improvement of the network spillover evidence might be improved by 
exploring complex relationship between art, culture, cultural heritage and wellbe-
ing, and by analysing complex interplay of factors through an ecosystem approach 
to back our understanding of the role of the cultural heritage for place attractiveness. 
Negative outcome, as exclusive gentrification, are also common.

Analysis and definitions of spillovers, represents one of the contributions to the 
CLIC understanding of multidimensional spilovers of the cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse. This discussion is also valuable for the current scientific and political debate. 
However, there is a lack of structured evaluations of the causality in the cultural and 
creative sectors against scientific standards such as Bradford Hill Criteria (Bakshi 
et al. 2013, and Cuypers et al. 2011). There is a growing need for more methods 
originated from the social sciences, particularly those testing hypotheses using 
qualitative research methods. Indicators for assessing the role and contribution of 
the heritage community to cultural heritage adaptive reuse are still in their infancy 
and only few attempts have been made to structure robust evaluations (Bosone 
et al. 2021).
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6  Learning from the Halland Model and Spillover Effects 
Through Trading Zone(S)

The case study of Halland model is still one of the best cases to demonstrate the 
spillover effects of cultural heritage adaptive reuse involving a complex network of 
partners, collaborators and co-creators. One of the reasons for this, is the timeframe 
that has ended and that has given us the closure of the complete cycle to understand 
all elements that brought spillovers at the regional level as well as detailed data col-
lection that has enabled clear spillover distinction.

The low unemployment rates traditionally enjoyed by Sweden have often been 
attributed to the country’s extensive system of active labour market programmes, 
and thus have often been regarded as a model for other countries to emulate (Sianesi 
2001). Research in abundance has been directed towards understanding the causes 
of unemployment. Unemployment implies economic costs and welfare losses on a 
societal level. On an individual level, unemployment entails immediate income 
losses and reduced future earnings capacity, as well as decreased physical and men-
tal well-being. The evaluation of macro-effects on labour market policy is to a great 
extent about studying how the supply of labour forces, employment and the mobil-
ity of the labour force are affected by the scope of and the direction of labour market 
policy (Hemström and Martinson 2002). According to Kenneth Carling and Katarina 
Richardson, labour market action programmes, in which the participants obtain sub-
sidized work experience and training provided by firms, have better outcomes than 
classroom vocational training (Carling and Richardson 2001). These effects can 
have intrinsic values or be instrumentally valuable. Everything of instrumental 
value is related directly or via other instrumentally valuable agents to something of 
intrinsic value.

The cooperation carried out with the different conservation objects may be 
described in different ways, depending on the angle from which the project was 
observed. For example, the projects might be regarded as: “Hallandic”, “labour 
market”, “cultural heritage”, “historic environment”, “building conservation”, 
“education”, “regional development”, “environment”, “youth”, “tourism”, “cul-
ture”, “regional identity” or “democracy” projects which also shows diversity of 
potential spillover effects rising from the project.

The process starts with planning procedures within each sector. In the trading 
zone, negotiations about different policies, values, facts, resources and activities 
result in the selection of conservation projects. Consequently, feasibility studies are 
realized, which provide the foundation for project planning, including surveys of 
quality and quantity, estimation of costs etc. After the finished conservation work, 
new activities were made available to take place in the improved premises. These 
activities were decided in the trading zone, while spillover effects have happened in 
related sectors (Fig. 12.5).

The Halland Model was organized to make priorities of specific meanings and 
needs. These were of cultural and local identity, cultural history, employment, train-
ing needs and the overall importance of sustainable development. These specific 
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Fig. 12.5 Flow chart of projects of the Halland Model and spillover effects

meanings were discussed and negotiated during the feasibility studies, where key 
words for the success of conservation projects, as well as for cross- sector and 
multi-problem-oriented approaches, were formulated as “flexibility among stake-
holders, trust for the partners, and transparent methods”.

How to cooperate in comprehensive projects was a new kind of experience for 
the representatives of the cultural heritage. The knowledge about the comprehensive 
structure in which the Halland Model was operating and the role of the historic 
environment in this context had led to the understanding of the importance of cul-
tural heritage to regional sustainable development.

From this perspective, the role of the Historic Environment Sector was not just 
building conservation and cultural tourism. The conservation and restoration works 
also improved the knowledge among the conservation officers in the region about 
traditional building techniques and the use of traditional building materials as well 
as craftsmanship in general creating knowledge spillover, indirect and non- monetary. 
The financial assets together with well-developed organization and increased 
knowledge among the participants implied that the quality of the conservation could 
be higher than in ordinary conservation works taking place at the same time in 
Halland (Fig. 12.6).

The objective was to increase the amount of construction projects in progress in 
the region, which would spread the public investments in the Halland Model to 
enterprises, and their sub-contractors and material producers and suppliers from the 
whole construction industry, also including consultants. One important aim was 
that, through this strategy, Halland would gain a rejuvenated labour force ready for 
construction works during the next period of prosperity (Fig. 12.7).

The labour market sector had the financial assets and available unemployed con-
struction workers, but was lacking in terms of working places. The construction 
industry offered training programmes for construction workers, and estate owners 
offered objects to be conserved. The main objective of training construction workers 
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Fig. 12.6 Trading between the historic environment and labour market sectors

Fig. 12.7 Trading between cultural heritage and the construction industry

Fig. 12.8 Trading between the labour market sector and the construction industry

was to prepare them to fit the expected demands of industry in future. Together, the 
labour market sector and the construction industry had the capacity to train a new 
generation of construction workers (Fig. 12.8).

In the Halland Model unemployed construction workers were trained in tradi-
tional building techniques by practising these skills on historic buildings at risk. It 
started 1993 as a building conservation and labour market policy project, but soon 
it developed to a regional cross-sectorial joint action network focused on adaptive 
re-use of historic buildings at risk aiming at sustainable growth.

The Halland Model was organized as a joint venture between construction indus-
try companies and the labour market and cultural heritage sectors together with 
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other actors at national, regional and local levels, aiming at sustainable development 
and regional growth. The multi-stakeholder collaboration also included representa-
tives from business and industry, academic society and the civic sector.

Halland is a region with approximately 300,000 inhabitants on the Swedish West 
coast. The Halland Model has had a considerable regional impact, e.g. on the 
employment and training in the construction industry and for the cultural heritage 
sector in the region. Of importance for the successful projects was the partners’ 
agreement for a common objective for the cooperation, their clear role in the part-
nership, trust between them as well as the flexible and multi-problem-oriented 
approach—“try to solve several problems within one project”. The co-operation has 
also implied considerable impact on other sectors of the society, i.e.:

• 100 historic buildings were saved and conserved
• approximately 1200 of the region’s 3600 constructor workers were employed 

and trained in traditional building techniques
• 350 new jobs were created on the improved premises

The labour market sector was the biggest financier and contributed with appr. 80% 
of the almost 50 million euros which was the project’s total turn-over. 10% came 
from the heritage sector and property owners respectively.

The total turnover in the Halland Model was approximately SEK 375 million. Of 
this amount the County Labour Market Board contributed with three quarters, the 
property owners with 15% and the cultural heritage sector with 10%. Each SEK 
from the cultural heritage sector had, in other words, been tenfold. The cost was 
divided between labour 37%; material and sub-contractors 28%; machines and 
equipment 22%; and project planning and administration 13%.

Before the conservation within the Halland Model half of the conserved build-
ings had no function. After completed conservation one-third was used for arts and 
cultural functions, one sixth as a conference centre in various sizes, and one-tenth 
as local meeting-places.

The actors of the Halland Model were operating simultaneously on several lev-
els, trying to solve specific conservation matters according to conservation princi-
ples, as well as designing conservation projects according to all-embracing regional 
development policy. The actors had to judge within the Halland Model, as well as 
within their own sectors. The Halland Model can be compared with a trading zone, 
where different actors present their values and goods to achieve the established goal. 
All the team members of the comprehensive consortium of the Halland Model had 
to understand and agree that historic buildings at risk were potential conservation 
objects, and as such are conveyors of intended and desirable meanings.

The conservation interventions, and the entire conservation processing, could be 
understood as circular, since conservation is about caring for existing resources 
from a long-term perspective, instead of degrading and demolishing them. Further, 
environmentally friendly construction materials were used together with renewable 
sources of energy in the conserved buildings.

The Halland Model projects are considered to be economic since they have 
resulted in an obvious return on the investments and guaranteed future income 
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covering the costs of maintenance, and they have moreover contributed to regional 
growth. Concerning social aspects, the conservation process involved regional 
cohesion and developed cross-sectoral networks and a multi-problem- oriented 
approach. Further, they increased the knowledge level and strengthened the local 
identity and democracy, as well as creating new jobs in the region. Finally, the pro-
cess was sustainable from an environmental viewpoint since conservation is about 
caring for existing resources instead of demolishing them, but also since environ-
mentally friendly construction materials were used together with renewable sources 
of energy in the conserved buildings. The results from the Halland Model have had 
a considerable impact, e.g. on employment, capability building, increased profi-
ciency of traditional building techniques and the preservation of historic buildings 
at risk, as well as planning the use of historic buildings, regional cohesion and 
regional sustainable development in general.

7  Discussion

A simple comparison between case studies, regions, communities and cultures can-
not be easily made as they are unique, dynamic and constantly changing. This con-
stant change of the cultural heritage systems represents a reality of the process of 
interaction and collaboration between regions, people and communities. Despite the 
difficulties in taking individual measurements, the main goal of taking these indica-
tors is to track their change over time. Cultural indicators usually work on the prin-
ciples of cultural participation and asses, being similar to the common mainstream 
measurement systems that assumes culture, like some other sectors, behaves like an 
independent eco-system, having boundaries and static existence. This is applicable 
in case of spillovers of cultural heritage adaptive reuse as evident from elaboratin on 
the complex natures of spilovers.

Overall, it is possible to state that only a very small number of regions include 
cultural heritage and adaptive reuse through smart specialisation in their regional 
strategies and this state of the art was very much needed in order to understand cur-
rent situation at the regional level. Findings from both the qualitative and the quan-
titative analysis, suggest the following: some NUTS entities have included circular 
economy in their regional innovation strategies for smart specialisation, thus defin-
ing circular economy as a priority sector for the region, but still not including cul-
tural heritage adaptive reuse as a part of its implementation. Adaptive reuse in 
relation to cultural heritage, as a term, has not been mainstreamed in circular econ-
omy strategies, neither in smart specialisation strategies. Nevertheless, the research 
shows that the significance and representation of cultural heritage and/or culture 
through circular economy strategies and smart specialisations strategies is very low. 
This data, with accurate percentages shall offer a starting point for further improve-
ments at both, academic research and policy improvements and act as a benchmark 
for set of indicators.
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Overall, these results indicate that, although creative and cultural sector forms 
are an important growth factor in many cities and regions, integration of these 
aspects in circular economy and regional development domains remains a challenge 
that national and supranational governments will have to address in the future. 
Regions need to recognize and take into account the complexity of interconnections 
between the traditional cultural assets, such as cultural heritage adaptive reuse, on 
the one hand, and the improvement of circular economy and regional development, 
on the other.

8  Conclusions

As previously highlighted, the society of today is facing major global challenges 
and a failure of national governance (e.g. failure of rule of law, corruption, political 
deadlock) has been identified as one of Global Risks 2020. The point of departure 
for this paper was differentiating main alternative option for governing cultural heri-
tage at different levels, such as smart specialisations, and how that relates to cultural 
heritage spillovers for unlocking the potential of adaptive reuse through circular 
economy. By focusing on distinguishing regional development, circular economy 
and different spilovers of cultural heritage adaptive reuse, the chapter presented 
various aspects through which the cultural heritage and its sectors and environments 
can address these matters at different levels also pointing out some criticalities. 
Through the review of the scholarly and other literature, one of the most relevant 
conclusions is how cultural heritage spillovers are difficult to be caught by simple 
indicators or quantifications when they are allowed to happen spontaneously. They 
are important drivers of economic innovation, but it highlights the interest in mov-
ing towards a cultural heritage approach that can catalyse spillover effects in various 
economic and social contexts.

Another conclusion of this chapter is the importance of public policy in support-
ing cultural heritage impact through circular economy and regional development 
offering an overview of latest major policy initiatives at the EU, national, and 
regional levels, with the focus on smart specialisation strategies. While the theoreti-
cal background of this instrument is known, research about the assessment of its 
application to circular economy and cultural heritage in the context of regional 
development is still too scarce, though promising.

Overall, the chapter stressed how cultural heritage has the potential to stimulate 
innovation, growth, sustainable development, welfare, jobs, income, and liveability 
of regional settings.
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Chapter 13
Towards Participatory, Dynamic, 
Co-evolutionary Evaluation for Circular 
Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage: 
The Experimentation of Salerno Circular 
City of Health

Antonia Gravagnuolo, Martina Bosone, Serena Micheletti, 
Mariarosaria Angrisano, and Luigi Fusco Girard

1  Introduction

Adaptive reuse describes the process of giving “new life to old buildings” through 
new uses and functions compatible with the existing building/site (Schmertz 1982; 
Marston 1982; Douglas 2006; Bullen and Love 2010). This process can be imple-
mented in cultural heritage sites that have lost their functionality for many reasons, 
and lay in a state of abandonment or underuse (Fusco Girard 2021a, b). The recov-
ery of the rich cultural heritage in abandonment, from religious heritage buildings 
not used anymore in today’s society, to ancient fortifications, civic buildings, light-
houses, commercial sites, can be a leverage for the regeneration of urban areas and 
rural landscapes, enhancing the attractiveness of cities and regions (Fusco Girard 
and Gravagnuolo 2017; Gravagnuolo et  al. 2019, 2021a; Gravagnuolo 2021). 
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Moreover, as discussed in this volume, the functional reuse of cultural heritage can 
be an opportunity to recover unused resources implementing the principles of the 
circular economy: reuse, recovery, refurbishing, restoration, regeneration 
(Gravagnuolo et al. 2017). Sustainable and circular adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage should focus on ecosystems regeneration, social and cultural regeneration, and 
economic benefits for communities (Fusco Girard 2021a, b). Attention to the forma-
tion of “heritage communities” caring for cultural heritage and contributing to its 
maintenance and conservation, a careful knowledge of the urban and territorial sys-
tem on which the assets insist, the sustainable valorisation of the intangible heritage 
as a tool for understanding the tangible one, represent tools that can reasonably 
orient the transformation processes in line with a virtuous operational practice 
(Gravagnuolo et al. 2021a). Consistent with these premises is the “circular” adap-
tive reuse model of cultural heritage, developed within the CLIC project (Fusco 
Girard this volume, Chap. 2). In particular, the circular adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage is oriented towards the construction of an ecological, safe, inclusive and 
multifunctional “spatial dimension”, in a circular economy perspective consistent 
with both the European Action Plan for the Circular Economy (European 
Commission 2020) and the Action Plan for the Social Economy (European 
Union 2021).

The study on “Cultural Heritage Counts for Europe” identified diverse domains 
in which cultural heritage conservation and regeneration contributes to sustainable 
development. Also, this study identified different evaluation tools used to assess 
cultural heritage projects in the ex-ante and ex-post evaluation phases, considering 
also participatory tools to engage stakeholders in the decision-making process. 
Multicriteria evaluation was described as a group of methods and tools able to sup-
port decisions in cultural heritage projects, as it allows to consider multiple objec-
tives, criteria and indicators, however it was not considered as a potential tool to 
support participatory processes (CHCfE consortium 2015). According to scientific 
literature, different studies support the use of multicriteria evaluation for participa-
tory decision-making, through the use of “weighted” criteria expressing the prefer-
ences of different stakeholders, elicited through different methods (Nijkamp 1977; 
Fusco Girard 1987; Fusco Girard and Nijkamp 1997; Garmendia and Gamboa 
2012; Seghezzo et al. 2017; Barinaga-Rementeria et al. 2019; Dean 2022). However, 
participatory processes for cultural heritage adaptive reuse can be particularly com-
plex due to conflicting interests and objectives, and they can proceed through differ-
ent phases and feedbacks that make it difficult to choose between alternative 
projects/solutions in a transparent and collaborative way. The process of identifica-
tion of suitable circular solutions for cultural heritage adaptive reuse can become a 
“learning journey” for all stakeholders involved in co-design and co-planning, in the 
search for new creative circular “win-win-win” solutions for the public, private and 
social sectors (Gravagnuolo et al. 2021b).

In the CLIC project, participatory co-design of circular adaptive reuse solutions 
was experimented, supported by multicriteria evaluation tools. The aim of this 
Chapter is to present the CLIC dynamic and co-evolutionary evaluation methodol-
ogy for participatory circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. The methodology 
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was applied in Salerno, Italy to support the adaptive reuse of four large historic 
buildings in a state of abandonment. The following sections present the methodol-
ogy adopted in Salerno and the results obtained in the different phases of the partici-
patory process. A critical discussion and conclusions highlight the innovativeness of 
the proposed methodology compared to the state of the art in cultural heritage stud-
ies, as well as the possible barriers and further research needs.

2  Methodology

2.1  Dynamic and Co-evolutionary Evaluation for Participatory 
Decision-Making in Cultural Heritage Adaptive 
Reuse Processes

Cultural heritage represents a “common good” able to enhance the attractiveness of 
cities and regions and generate positive impacts in multiple dimensions (European 
Commission 2014a, 2015; Licciardi and Amirtahmasebi 2012; Council of Europe  
2005; Rojas 2016; UNESCO 2016a, b). As common good, decisions on cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse should be taken ensuring engagement and participation of 
local communities, promoting participatory decision-making processes to enhance 
wellbeing. Adaptive reuse implies the identification of new functions for “old” 
buildings and heritage sites. In the circular perspective, the new uses/functions 
should promote people’s wellbeing, reaching multiple objectives such as cultural 
values conservation, ecological regeneration, new employment, urban and social 
regeneration, human capital enhancement. Circular and “human-centred” adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage is focused on the “wellbeing” of people and local com-
munities, considering not only present generations but also future ones (Fusco 
Girard 2021a, b, this volume, Chap. 2). Thus, it aims to reduce negative environ-
mental impacts such as climate-altering emissions and natural resources consump-
tion as a way of preserving resources and ecosystems ensuring equal opportunities 
for present and future generations (Foster 2020).

Circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage can be a very complex process, as it 
aims to reach multiple goals and combine often conflicting interest towards the 
“common good”. Multidimensional and multicriteria evaluation methods and tools 
can support the process of adaptive reuse, enabling participation of diverse stake-
holders in decision-making. Participation is not only expressed through assignment 
of specific weights to criteria and indicators, but should represents a dynamic, co- 
evolutionary process in which stakeholders have the opportunity to discuss, share 
ideas and visions, learn and change their mind at each step. Through participatory 
processes, stakeholders can learn about new concepts, examples, proposals, and 
develop a enhanced capacity to cooperate and collaborate towards a satisfy-
ing choice.
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The CLIC evaluation methodology proposed aims to promote stakeholders’ 
engagement, cooperation and dialogue, showing how transparent and participatory 
decision-making supported by multicriteria tools can substantially contribute to 
generate viable and effective circular solutions for cultural heritage adaptive reuse.

Starting from the CLIC theoretical framework of circular and human-centred 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, the methodology adopted in Salerno was defined 
into four main phases (Fig. 13.1):

Phase 1. Engagement and public debate.
Phase 2. Ideation of alternative adaptive reuse solutions.
Phase 3. Co-design of adaptive reuse solutions.
Phase 4. Satisfying solution identification.

According to the CLIC theoretical framework, the circular model in the territory is 
oriented towards the ability to regenerate different forms of capital (manufactured 
capital, natural capital, social capital, human capital, economic-financial capital). 
Circular reuse is aimed at transforming abandoned places into ‘living’ systems 
(Fusco Girard 2021a, b, this volume, Chap. 2). In this way, it is able to generate 
positive effects in the context and contribute to the resilience of the city/territory 
system over time.

The circular reuse is geared towards generating a community, in particular a 
‘heritage community’ as described in the FARO Convention (Council of Europe 
2005) that in turn cares for heritage and regenerates its meanings, in a virtuous cir-
cular process, increasing social capital and strengthening cohesion and cooperative 
and collaborative capacity in communities. In fact, circular reuse is characterised by 

Fig. 13.1 Methodological phases of the participatory adaptive reuse process in Salerno
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the search for synergies/synergies and cooperative activities between actors in the 
area that increase overall productivity.

The circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage also re-produces intangible val-
ues: cultural values (Hosagrahar et al. 2016; Fusco Girard and Vecco 2019, 2021). 
This reuse process should also be able to regenerate cultural values /meanings/hori-
zons, generating new meanings and new values linked to the original meanings and 
value. In summary, the circular reuse of cultural heritage aims at regenerating the 
tangible and intangible cultural, natural, social and economic resources of the terri-
tory, promoting symbioses/synergies and cooperation between public, private and 
civil society actors, and generating net positive economic, social, environmental and 
cultural impacts in the territory.

The ex-ante evaluation methodology experimented in CLIC was based on the 
theoretical framework and the dimensions, criteria and indicators developed through 
the research (see previous Chapters in this book). Main circularity goals/objectives 
are defined through the 3 dimensions framework: auto-poietic capacity, symbiotic 
capacity, generative capacity (Fusco Girard this volume, Chap. 2). According to 
these three dimensions, a set of evaluation criteria and indicators was defined, dis-
cussed and revised through stakeholders’ engagement and iterative feedback loops 
(Bosone et al. 2021). As showed in Fig. 13.1, the phases of the methodology are 
interconnected and recurrent: the final preferable solution results from a series of 
project alternatives development, assessed and discussed to search for further new 
creative solutions towards the “ideal” point. Through the phases of engagement and 
discussion, ideation, co-design and iterative evaluation processes, a final “satisfy-
ing” solution (Simon 1959) can be found, which was not even visible at the start of 
the process.

The CLIC methodology was implemented in the city of Salerno, through the 
case study of the so-called “Edifici Mondo”, a group of four large abandoned his-
toric buildings waiting for an adaptive reuse solution since more than 30 years. The 
following section presents the case study in the city of Salerno.

2.2  The Case Study: Edifici Mondo Abandoned Historic 
Buildings in Salerno, Italy

The CLIC evaluation methodology was experimented for the identification of a cir-
cular adaptive reuse solution of four historic buildings located in a large abandoned 
area within the city center of Salerno, in Southern Italy.

Four buildings were selected for the experimentation: the ex-Convent of “San 
Pietro e San Giacomo”, the ex-Convent of “San Francesco d’Assisi”, the ex- Convent 
of “Santa Maria della Consolazione”, and a historic noble palace called “Palazzo 
San Massimo”, all in state of complete abandonment and neglect. The four build-
ings lay in a large area of the historic city centre, and are so-called “Edifici Mondo”, 
for their size and complexity.
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The buildings and the entire urban area were in a state of degrade since 30 years 
despite a long series of tentative initiatives for their recovery and reuse (Lupacchini 
and Gravagnuolo 2019). Shows the size of the buildings and their current state of 
degrade, requiring a high level of investment. However, their localisation in the city 
centre could generate a high attractiveness, thus a solution able to blend financial 
and social returns, as well as environmental and urban regeneration, could be 
identified.

The challenge of the CLIC project in the city of Salerno was to identify a possi-
ble solution for the adaptive reuse of those iconic buildings in the historic city cen-
tre, which could generate social benefit for the local community, ecological 
regeneration, adequate financial return of the investment, while recovering a sym-
bolic cultural heritage for the city currently at risk of being completely lost for the 
future generations (Fig. 13.2—Historic architectural and arts details of Palazzo San 
Massimo).

The CLIC circular adaptive reuse model, expressed through well-defined circu-
larity goals/objectives, dimensions, criteria and indicators, represented a clear ori-
entation towards the identification of a satisfying adaptive reuse solution.

The participatory evaluation process experimented aimed at overcoming the bar-
riers to the adaptive reuse of the historic buildings, supporting the development of 
financially and socially viable project alternatives, which should also preserve cul-
tural values and regenerate environmental resources (multiple objectives and crite-
ria), engaging stakeholders in a structured co-evaluation process supporting 
participatory decision-making.

To support the co-development of project alternatives in Salerno, a process of 
envisioning and community engagement was implemented, starting from a phase of 
knowledge building and local stakeholders involvement. The following section 
presents the result of the evaluation phases towards the definition of a satisfying 
project/solution in the perspective of circularity.

Fig. 13.2 Historic architectural and arts details of Palazzo San Massimo, one of the Edifici Mondo 
buildings

A. Gravagnuolo et al.
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3  Results of Dynamic, Co-evolutionary Evaluation Process

3.1  Phase 1—Engagement and Public Debate

The first phase of the participatory adaptive reuse process consisted in a series of 
public meetings, workshops, surveys and debates on the future of the Edifici Mondo 
buildings, in which more than 50 local organisations participated, invited by Salerno 
municipality (Garzillo et  al. this volume, Chap. 15). During the six Heritage 
Innovation Partnerships workshops, four Peer-review meetings, an exploratory sur-
vey and additional focus groups with key interested stakeholders, the CLIC frame-
work for circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage was presented, discussed and 
adapted to the specific case study thanks to the feedbacks provided. This phase was 
particularly relevant to build trust, open dialogue and understand between public, 
private and civic stakeholders, acknowledging different levels of interest and power 
in the decision making process, as well as possible conflicting interests and objec-
tives. As cultural heritage is a “common good”, its management requires the interac-
tion of community actors (Ostrom 1990) to take decisions oriented to wellbeing. 
Thus, the phase of knowledge sharing, goals definition, and common vision identi-
fication represents a needed starting point for the subsequent phases of co-design 
supported by co-evaluation processes.

This phase resulted in the definition of specific objectives of circular adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage in Salerno, particularly in the area of the “Edifici Mondo”. 
Thus, the municipality of Salerno adopted the “Objectives of adaptive reuse of cul-
tural heritage in a circular economy perspective”1:

1 http://www.comune.salerno.it/allegati/30257.pdf

The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in the perspective of circular economy is oriented 
towards the ability to regenerate different forms of capital (manufactured capital natural 
capital social capital human capital economic-financial capital). Circular reuse is aimed at 
transforming abandoned places into “living” systems, and as such regenerative. In this way 
it is able to generate positive effects in the context and contribute to the resilience of the 
city/territory system over time. Circular reuse is configured as the regenerative reuse that 
helps to implement the transition to a local de-carbonized economy (green economy). It 
minimizes waste, negative environmental impacts, and ecological footprint; it reuses/recy-
cles waste, turning it into resources for new production cycles. It derives most of its 
resources from the surrounding area: it uses renewable energies as much as possible; it 
reuses rainwater and grey water; it contributes to regenerating the ecosystem services on 
which human activities and people’s well-being depend; it promotes the use of green and 
nature-based solutions. It contributes to transform linear metabolism (extraction- 
production- consumption-waste/emissions) into circular (reuse, recovery, recycling...), imi-
tating the wisdom of nature. In addition, circular reuse is characterized by seeking the 
ability to regenerate financial resources for its operation over time, minimizing subsidies 
from public/private sources. Circular reuse is a promoter of economic impacts in terms of 
locating new activities, also generating new direct, indirect, induced jobs. From the social 
point of view, circular reuse is oriented to generate a community, a “community of heri-
tage” convention of lighthouse that in turn takes care of the heritage itself, in a virtuous 
circular process. Circular reuse is characterized by the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage 
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This general description was further systematized through evaluation criteria, 
related to the three dimensions of circularity as expressed in the CLIC evaluation 
framework and adapted to the specific case study (Tables 13.1 and 13.2).

Then, 14 macro-criteria were detailed in 28 specific criteria, on the basis of cri-
teria used in Public Consultation.

The following phase was focused on the ideation of alternative solutions for the 
adaptive reuse of the buildings.

3.2  Phase 2—Ideation of Alternative Adaptive Reuse Solutions

Based on the shared definition of the “circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in 
Salerno”, the Municipality of Salerno launched a Public Consultation for the elabo-
ration of adaptive reuse proposals for the “Edifici Mondo” in the circular economy 
perspective.

The public consultation was considered an operational experiment and contrib-
uted first of all to the identification of the needs expressed by the local community 
about regeneration processes/projects, providing an opportunity to express ideas, 
points of view, opinions and proposals. The public consultation allowed individual 
or associated subjects, including private ones (companies, foundations, coopera-
tives, associations, individual citizens, etc.) to present and motivate their adaptive 
reuse proposals in a initial stage.

As per the public consultation call, the overall objective of the adaptive reuse 
project should be the activation of a circular and regenerative local economy centred 
on the valorisation of the historical and cultural heritage as a lever for local sustain-
able development: attraction of investments, creation of new jobs, increase in entre-
preneurship, increase and qualification of human capital, environmental, social and 
cultural regeneration.

The Public Consultation resulted in 14 different proposals of adaptive reuse, sub-
mitted by interdisciplinary teams. The 14 project ideas included functions oriented 
at increasing the attractiveness of the city through the enhancement of the intangible 
heritage of the ancient “Salerno Medical School”, introducing functions related to 
medical and pharmaceutical activities. Other project ideas were focused on new 
forms of innovative living (from co-housing to solidarity condominiums), musical, 
theatrical and artistic cultural productions, craftsmanship, including digital 

for synergies/synergies and cooperative activities between the subjects of the territory that 
increase the overall productivity of the intervention. The reuse of cultural heritage also re- 
produces intangible values: cultural values. The reuse of cultural heritage is also able to 
regenerate values cultural horizons and meaning, generating new contemporary meanings 
and new values related to the original meanings and value. In summary, the circular reuse 
of cultural heritage aims to regenerate tangible and intangible, natural, social and eco-
nomic cultural resources of the territory, to promote synergies/synergies and cooperation 
between public, private and civil society actors, and to generate net positive economic, 
social, environmental and cultural impacts in the territory.
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Table 13.1 The 14 macro-criteria defined for the evaluation of the adaptive reuse of the Edifici 
Mondo in Salerno

N. Macro-criteria Description

1 Regeneration of historical and 
cultural values

Ability to regenerate historical and cultural values through 
compatible interventions capable of transmitting the identity 
values of the heritage and of positively affecting the 
perceptual quality of the landscape.

2 Regeneration of human 
capital

Capacity to regenerate human capital through the provision 
of learning opportunities and the promotion of activities 
aimed at the recovery of traditional knowledge and the 
development of entrepreneurial skills.

3 Regeneration of 
environmental resources

Capacity to regenerate environmental resources through the 
use of circular technical and technological solutions (e.g. 
solutions for the recovery/reuse of water, reduction of waste 
and the use of non-renewable energy, nature-based 
solutions, ecosystem services) compatible with the historical 
fabric of the area.

4 Economic and financial 
self-sustainability

Ability to sustain itself over time with its own resources.

5 Activation of partnerships and 
collaborative networks

Ability to activate partnerships and collaborations with 
different stakeholders.

6 Local Symbiosis Ability to activate or promote a local network for the 
extension of the life cycle of materials and resources.

7 Citizens’ participation Ability to involve citizens in the implementation of the 
proposal.

8 Contribution to the 
implementation of the RIS3 
strategy of the Campania 
region

Consistency of proposed uses and functions with the smart 
specialization strategy of the Campania region.

9 Generation of jobs Ability to create full-time jobs.
10 Contribution to the cultural 

vitality of the city (cultural 
vibrancy)

Ability to contribute to the cultural vitality of the area 
through the promotion of arts and crafts, cultural activities 
and events, and the establishment of creative and cultural 
enterprises.

11 Contribution to the 
attractiveness of the adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage, 
development and innovation 
sectors

Ability to attract innovative/technology startups/enterprises.

12 Contribution to the 
attractiveness of the cultural 
tourism sector

Ability to attract activities in the field of cultural tourism 
and related services.

13 Contribution to the liveability 
of the area

Ability to improve the liveability of the area through the 
improvement of pedestrian routes and perception of safety, 
the maintenance of local stores and different social groups 
in the historic Centre.

14 Contribution to perceived 
health and wellbeing

Ability to enhance health and wellbeing
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Table 13.2 The 28 specific criteria for the evaluation of the adaptive reuse of the Edifici Mondo 
in Salerno

Macro-criteria
ID_
Criterion CRITERION

Regeneration of historical and cultural 
values

C1 Compatibility with the historical and 
cultural value of the asset

C2 Capacity to regenerate and transmit the 
identity value of the cultural heritage

C3 Ability to positively affect the perceptive 
quality of the landscape

Regeneration of human capital H1 Ability to provide formal and informal 
learning opportunities for the 
improvement of competences and skills

H2 Ability to promote activities aimed at 
recovering traditional knowledge

H3 Capacity to promote entrepreneurial 
skills

Regeneration of environmental resources N1 Capacity to implement circular solutions 
to extend the life cycle of materials and 
reduce waste production

N2 Capacity to implement circular solutions 
for the recovery/reuse of water

N3 Capacity to implement circular solutions 
to reduce the use of energy from 
non-renewable sources

N4 Capacity to implement natural-based 
solution

N5 Potential to generate environmental and/
or health risks

Economic and financial self-sustainability E1 Ability to sustain itself over time with its 
own resources

Activation of partnerships and 
collaborative networks

P1 Ability to activate partnerships and 
collaborations with different 
stakeholders

P2 Ability to include marginalised groups
Local symbiosis P3 Ability to activate or promote a local 

network for the extension of the life 
cycle of materials and resources

Citizen participation PE1 Ability to involve citizens in the 
implementation of the proposal

Contribution to the implementation of the 
RIS3 strategy of the Campania region

R1 Coherence with the smart specialisation 
strategy of the Campania region

Generation of jobs J1 Capacity to create full-time jobs
Contribution to the cultural vitality of the 
city (cultural vibrancy)

CV1 Capacity to attract creative and cultural 
enterprises

CV2 Capacity to promote arts and crafts
CV3 Capacity to promote cultural activities 

and events

(continued)
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Table 13.2 (continued)

Macro-criteria
ID_
Criterion CRITERION

Contribution to attractiveness for adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage, development 
and innovation (R&D) sectors

RD1 Attractiveness of attracting innovative/
technological start-ups/enterprises

Contribution to attractiveness for the 
cultural tourism sector

CT1 Attractiveness of attracting cultural 
tourism activities and services

Contribution to the liveability of the area L1 Ability to implement walkability in the 
historic Centre

L2 Ability to preserve local shops in the 
area

L3 Ability to favour the perception of 
security in the area

L4 Ability to contribute to the maintenance 
of different social groups within the 
historic Centre

Contribution to perceived health and 
wellbeing

HW1 Ability to enhance health and wellbeing

craftsmanship, and commercial activities linked to local typical products, as well as 
tourist and social functions, guaranteeing new and more functional services to citi-
zens, in terms of accessibility, sustainability and better liveability. Below a synthetic 
description of the project ideas submitted (Gravagnuolo et al. 2024) (Table 13.3).

The proposals were analysed and assessed according to the multiple evaluation 
criteria defined, in line with Multi-Attribute Utility Theory (MAUT) (Zeleny 
1982, 1983).

The TOPSIS method (Technique for Order Preference by Similarity to Ideal 
Solution) multicriteria evaluation tool was used in this phase. TOPSIS is a MCDA 
(multi-criteria decision analysis) method used in different fields of scientific 
research to support decision-makers to choose between different alternatives (Assari 
2012; Łatuszyńska 2014; Roszkowska 2011). This method was chosen for the par-
ticipatory decision-making process in Salerno because it allows to measure the rela-
tive performance of the alternatives through both quantitative and qualitative criteria 
and indicators, while its concept is easy to understand for non-experts (Kabir and 
Hasin 2012; Zanakis et al. 1998).

The application of multicriteria evaluation in the initial stage of public consulta-
tion was able to support the identification of the most valuable proposals, despite 
few and undefined information. In fact, multicriteria evaluation can be effective also 
with qualitative information (Zeleny 1983).

It is important to highlight that multicriteria evaluation methods are oriented to 
“support” decisions but not to “take” decisions instead than the decision-maker. 
They support stakeholders, owners and managers of cultural heritage by making 
explicit the rationale behind choices, through the discussion about objectives, crite-
ria, and their relative weights, thus contributing to the transparency of 
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Table 13.3 The 14 proposals of adaptive reuse in Salerno. (Adapted from Gravagnuolo et al. 2024)

Title Brief Description

A. Hotel complex 
‘Plajum Montis’

Hotel and accommodation facility that pursues the objectives of 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in the perspective of a circular 
economy.

B. SALERNO (re)
STARTS

Widespread hotel to regenerate the historic Centre for the development 
of tourism and youth entrepreneurship to overcome the tourism 
seasonality through activities such as residences and offices, 
co-working spaces and a student residence.

C. Reggia di Salerno Cultural hub and museum capable of creating synergies with local 
stakeholders to develop a cultural and educational institution aimed at 
rediscovering the traditional values of handicrafts and typical local 
products.

D. The identity 
between tradition and 
innovation

Integrated redevelopment of the buildings for cultural purposes through 
a research and vocational training Centre for the management of 
cultural heritage and the enhancement of sustainable tourism, a 
museum Centre, a Centre for artistic and cultural activities, and a 
Centre for the promotion of agrifood excellence linked to the 
Mediterranean diet.

E. Solidarity 
condominium

A social housing project based on the culture of solidarity, brotherhood, 
and mutual respect with the aim of intensifying relations between the 
public and private sectors by strengthening the relationship with the 
neighbourhood.

F. Hippocratica Hills 
health heritage hub

A Centre of excellence dedicated to research and experimentation in 
the field of health and wellbeing in the tradition of the Salerno medical 
school.

G. Academy ASSE3 T Academy for the environment and the empathetic-ethical-ecological- 
economic sustainable development of the territory—a campus 
providing continuous training, work strategies, innovative and 
sustainable services for local stakeholders.

H. Tourism learning 
based

Experiential tourism Centre based on a bottom-up regeneration process 
carried out by citizens and local businesses for the valorisation of 
typical products and traditional crafts.

I. School hotel Advanced training project in tourism that promotes accommodation, 
educational, catering and territorial promotion activities in a school- 
hotel project.

J. Discreet 
interventions for the 
reactivation of ‘Edifici 
Mondo’

Small-scale interventions that generate a new culture by setting up a 
socio-cultural Centre with spaces for exhibitions, musical and artistic 
performances, workshops for handicrafts, student residences, and a 
botanical research Centre.

K. The awakening of 
the senses

An innovative and technological museum for the establishment of both 
an experiential archive of places and cultural exchanges.

L. The house of music The project aims at promoting strategies for the reuse of cultural, 
natural, social and economic resources by rethinking cultural heritage 
as a creative system where music is the main activity.

(continued)
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Table 13.3 (continued)

Title Brief Description

M. Water paths Hub for the cultural, social and economic regeneration of Salerno 
historic Centre. The project envisages a thermal Centre powered by 
geothermal systems, an academy for architects with a student 
residence, a hotel, and green paths with botanical gardens providing 
also a sustainable mobility system.

N. Creative reuse of 
abandoned buildings 
under an artistic key

A Centre for artistic and cultural activities, training courses and 
workshops, artist residencies, events and music festivals.

Table 13.4 Ranking of 
preferability of adaptive reuse 
proposals. (Adapted from 
Gravagnuolo et al. 2024)

Ranking Adaptive reuse alternatives

1 M. Water paths
2 F. Hippocratica Hills Health Heritage 

Hub
3 D. The identity between tradition and 

innovation
4 L. The house of music
5 E. Solidarity condominium
6 J. Discreet interventions for the 

reactivation of ‘Edifici Mondo’
7 N. Creative reuse of abandoned 

buildings under an artistic key
8 H. Tourism Learning Based
9 G. Academy ASSE3 T
10 C. Reggia di Salerno
11 A. Hotel Complex ‘Plajum Montis’
12 K. The Awakening of the Senses
13 I. School hotel
14 B. SALERNO (re)STARTS

decision-making processes that is clearly particularly important in public participa-
tory processes (Gravagnuolo et al. 2021b).

Through the support of multicriteria analysis, it was possible to identify the most 
valuable adaptive reuse solutions to be discussed and revised in the subsequent 
stage of co-design. An order of preferability was identified (Table 13.4).

Participants were thus invited to take part in a series of co-design workshops, to 
refine and revise the adaptive reuse proposals assessing their financial and social 
sustainability, as well as the impacts, in search of a fully circular business and man-
agement model for the adaptive reuse solution.
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3.3  Phase 3—Co-design of Adaptive Reuse Solutions

In the advanced phase of co-design, a group of 31 stakeholders took part in a series 
of workshops (Saleh and Ost this volume, Chap. 16) to define the adaptive reuse 
proposals in more detail. Through the facilitation of the workshops, and the support 
of the multicriteria evaluation, a set of four adaptive reuse solutions was defined as 
a synthesis of the main features of “best” solutions. The four alternative solutions 
for the adaptive reuse of Edifici Mondo were defined starting from the “top ranked” 
proposals submitted in the public consultation stage. A series of exercises and inter-
actions were conducted with participants to define the main new uses/functions for 
the buildings taking into account elements of cultural values conservation especially 
compatibility of the new uses with heritage values, financial sustainability (potential 
costs/revenues, financing sources), energy self-sustainability and environmental 
resources regeneration, social impacts and the overall circular business model via-
bility (Saleh and Ost this volume, Chap. 16). The proposals elaborated were 
described in detail, providing quantitative and qualitative information and data to be 
used in the following stage of co-evaluation. A synthetic overview of the four result-
ing alternative solutions is provided in Table 13.5.

Table 13.5 The four adaptive reuse alternatives developed through the co-design workshops 
in Salerno

Alternative 
solutions Description and main uses/functions proposed

Water paths 
(merged with) 
Hippocratica 
Hills health 
heritage hub 
(5H)

The main functions in the Hippocratica Hills health heritage hub and water 
paths reuse project include spaces for advanced pharmaceutical research and 
training (laboratories and classrooms for nutraceuticals, herbal medicine), 
residences, conference rooms, wellness (spas, thermal plants, sensory 
pathways), crafts and trade—In synergy with a private foundation for medical 
and pharmaceutical research active in Salerno since 10 years, and located 
nearby the Edifici Mondo buildings. Particularly, the proposal focuses on the 
recovery and regeneration of the ancient Salerno medical school, that represents 
the most important intangible cultural heritage of the city, recognised by all 
citizens as a symbol of local identity, history and culture. The proposal creates 
particular synergies with the “garden of Minerva”, a historic botanic garden 
nearby the buildings to be reused, that was used since the middle ages as 
didactic garden and for production of officinal plants, exploiting the water paths 
springing from the top of Salerno hills. The spaces of the ‘Edifici Mondo’ 
would thus host a cluster of activities in which the main resources are locally 
sourced (a nearby water system for the main facilities and thermal plants, food 
and herbs harvested from the gardens for restaurants and research). This hybrid 
model of functions guarantees a circular dimension from an economic point of 
view, as well as cultural values conservation and regeneration, urban ecosystem 
regeneration, and social benefits with the generation of high skilled jobs in 
pharmaceutical and medical research. The innovation is in the technologies 
used (renewable energy, etc.) for the renovation and conservation of the old 
structures. This proposal aims to develop a heritage-driven circular ecosystem 
composed of incubators, laboratories and services specialised in health-related 
research and dedicated to the creation of craft products and cultural activities 
related to health and Well-being; a complex system integrated in the urban 
context that enhances the cultural and territorial potential.

(continued)
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Table 13.5 (continued)

Alternative 
solutions Description and main uses/functions proposed

Identity 
between 
tradition and 
innovation

The adaptive reuse project in the identity between tradition and innovation 
proposal is based on five main function:
1. Observatory and Centre for research and specialised vocational training on 
tourism and cultural heritage.
2. Salerno museum Centre (contemporary, modern, street and civic art) with 
open innovation activities and environments in the traditional and digital art 
sectors and transdisciplinary co-working/co-factory spaces and workshops.
3. Food and wine hub for the promotion of indigenous Agri-food and marine 
products, as part of the Mediterranean diet, with exhibitions, showrooms and 
events.
4. Intelligent garden city: a green network of paths and terraced systems with 
herbal, botanical and shared urban gardens, linked to the ‘Schola Medica 
Salernitana’ and to the resources and traditions of the Amalfi coast.
5. Improved interconnection, mobility and accessibility by creating a network 
of different historical routes with a better information/signalling system, 
mechanised carriers and parking spaces sized to the context.
This adaptive reuse project is a multifunctional/disciplinary cultural Centre 
intended to host a large number of socio-cultural, artistic and research 
subjects as well as events and activities, open to local residents but also to a 
national and international audience. All the planned activities are strongly 
interconnected and intended for a wide range of functions; the various 
buildings are interconnected through external courtyards, terraced and urban 
gardens, pathways, which guarantee not only effective communication routes 
but also the complementarity of the buildings by exploiting the spaces to 
increase local self-sufficiency. All physical interventions on the ‘Edifici 
Mondo’ include optimising natural light, equipping them with solar panels, 
using recycled rainwater and a wastewater treatment system. More than 50% 
of the structures are based on renewable energy and recycled materials. The 
reuse project contributes to the resilience of the city-territory system through 
the transformation of abandoned places by encouraging synergies and 
cooperation between public and private actors and the involvement of the 
local community.

(continued)
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Table 13.5 (continued)

Alternative 
solutions Description and main uses/functions proposed

House of music The house of music project provides spaces where musicians can experiment, 
record or perform in an alternative and sustainable economic environment, but 
also many public spaces where music is the main activity. The building 
complex has the following spaces: Hospitality rooms and conservatory rooms. 
Functional spaces for musical activities including classrooms, recording 
studios, recycling workshop for damaged or disused musical instruments, 
lutherie workshops in the area of repair/maintenance of damaged instruments, 
courses to learn and/or improve artistic skills related to traditions, music 
courses related to local traditions, library, kindergarten. Events include: 
Open-air concert hall, exhibition and performance space, instrument museum. 
Commercial activities include: Restaurant and bar, musical instrument shop.
Adaptive reuse in the house of music proposal aims to promote territorial 
synergies, rethinking the ‘Edifici Mondo’ complex as the central node of a 
corridor of public green spaces that, linked together, form a green mesh of 
reactivated areas. The inclusion of several functions minimises the 
transformation of material and immaterial cultural resources and adapts the 
building to the needs of new users. The functional choice is based on a 
naturalistic approach to regenerate the building. Green solutions are adopted 
in the consolidation of the building envelope. Roofs are differentiated by type: 
Sloping or flat. For flat roofs, green roofs are proposed to reduce the 
building’s energy requirements. In the second case, the use of photovoltaic 
tiles that can be integrated into the roof, which are less invasive and more 
maintainable than panels, is considered. Finally, green solutions are 
hypothesised that push the linear metabolism of the building’s waste towards 
the circularity of waste reuse: Aiming to achieve an almost zero impact of the 
building, aerobic mini-composters have been placed in the perimeter rooms. 
The energy obtained is used for the central heating of the building. To enhance 
the strategy, pyrolysis mini-plants could be also installed to treat the 
remaining organic waste. Circularity from a social point of view refers to the 
sharing of the skills of individuals (to repair instruments, to give lessons to 
citizens, to spread their knowledge about the local musical culture, etc.).

(continued)
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Table 13.5 (continued)

Alternative 
solutions Description and main uses/functions proposed

Solidarity 
condominium 
Hippocratica 
Civitas

The solidarity condominium is a social housing project. The purposes of the 
reuse project are to improve the quality of life, create accessible housing, 
develop an alternative to loneliness and marginalisation, improve 
interpersonal relations, and activate the culture of solidarity, coexistence and 
mutual aid.
The adaptive reuse of the ‘Edifici Mondo’ envisages their transformation 
through an organisation of spaces that allows for housing, services and 
common areas. The social housing project consists of modular housing from 
35 to 95 square metres accommodating families of one, two, three or more 
persons. The shared spaces are the gardens and the social vegetable garden 
enjoyed by the members of the social housing and the local community. The 
objective of the garden is the promotion of the local Mediterranean diet. The 
services offered include craft activities. The objective of the craft activities is 
to rediscover local traditions (shoemaker, umbrella repairer, tailor, chair 
maker, etc.) connecting them with twenty-first century technologies through 
the FabLab methodology. Thus, synergies are created between the old and the 
new, where specialised craftsmen teach the younger generation and working 
members of the community cooperative handicrafts. These activities offer the 
design and production of parts needed to repair/modify household utensils or 
anything useful for the members and citizens of Salerno. The reuse project 
envisages spaces for training activities based on an interweaving of the 
Salerno medical school, the Mediterranean diet and territorial excellence, a 
stimulus for new forms of sustainable and responsible tourism and an engine 
of economic development for the territory and social welfare. Services to the 
neighbourhood consist of shared shopping services, regular house 
maintenance, provision of food on a social basis by restaurants, caring 
services, babysitting services, organisation of recreational activities.

Once defined the four alternative solutions for the Edifici Mondo, the final phase 
of the participatory adaptive reuse process was aimed at identifying a “satisfying” 
solution according to circularity objectives, criteria and indicators, as described in 
the following section.

3.4  Phase 4—Satisfying Solution Identification

After detailing and improving the four proposals, the TOPSIS method was used 
again to obtain a new ranking of preferability considering the four alternatives, eval-
uated according to circularity objectives, criteria and indicators.

Three groups of stakeholders were engaged to re-discuss and adapt the criteria 
and indicators of circularity, as well as their relative weights: public officers of 
Salerno municipality; civil society organisations; sustainability experts and 
researchers. As described in Panaro et al. (this volume, Chap. 9), the Simos-Roy 
Figueira method of “cards” was used to assess the relative importance of the differ-
ent criteria for each stakeholder group, and assign numeric weights to be used in 
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multicriteria evaluation. In this stage of the ex-ante evaluation process, thanks to the 
more detailed information provided through the co-design workshops, both qualita-
tive and quantitative indicators were used. Qualitative indicators were expressed 
using a five-point Likert scale (5 = very high performance; 4 = high performance; 
3 = medium performance; 2 = low performance; 1 = very low performance), while 
quantitative indicators were expressed through diverse units of measure (e.g. esti-
mated Return on Investment, Net Present Value of the investment, energy self- 
sufficiency levels).

The process of re-discussing and refining the specific evaluation criteria at each 
subsequent evaluation stage was particularly important to trigger a structured reflec-
tion and evolution of ideas and beliefs of all stakeholders involved in the participa-
tory actions (Fig. 13.3).

Through a series of feedbacks and interactions with stakeholders, criteria and 
weights were adjusted to fit with their evolving preferences, needs and objectives.

The four alternatives were evaluated through the TOPSIS method, according to 
the adapted criteria and weights. The ranking was obtained considering their rela-
tive proximity to the “ideal” solution, which should maximise all circularity objec-
tives. The alternative with the greatest relative proximity (the highest value) to the 
ideal solution is preferred (Table 13.6).

“Hippocratica Hills and Water Paths” resulted the preferable solution (value 
0.764) as it was capable of attracting entrepreneurial, training and social activities 
in the medical, pharmaceutical and wellness sectors, enhancing the tangible and 
intangible cultural heritage of the Salerno ancient Medical School. The “Identity 
between tradition and innovation” was in second position (value 0.512), aimed at 

Fig. 13.3 Dynamic and co-evolutionary evaluation process in Salerno
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Table 13.6 Ranking of preferability of four proposals through the TOPSIS method

Relative proximity to the ideal solution
(TOPSIS evaluation method)
Solidarity 
Condominium

The identity between 
tradition and innovation House of music

Hippocratica Hills and 
Water Paths

4 (value = 0.181) 2 (value = 0.512) 3 (value = 0.347) 1 (value = 0.764)

involving the productive fabric of the entire province of Salerno also in relation to 
agri-food and the Mediterranean Diet. “House of Music” resulted the third prefera-
ble solution (value 0.347), as it aimed to stimulate local and international cultural 
productions and make Salerno a regional/national cultural attraction. Finally, 
“Solidarity Condominium” promoted sociality, health and intergenerational well-
being, however its contribution to the overall circularity objectives was lower (value 
0.181). Details on the implementation of the TOPSIS evaluation method, specific 
criteria and weights assigned, are described in Gravagnuolo et al. (2024).

The last and final stage was the definition of the adaptive reuse “satisfying” solu-
tion (Simon 1959) for the Edifici Mondo buildings, as described in the following 
section.

3.5  Elaboration of a Defined Satisfying Solution 
for the Adaptive Reuse of Edifici Mondo: Salerno Circular 
City of Health

According to the participatory evaluation process conducted in Salerno, a final 
adaptive reuse proposal for the Edifici Mondo historic buildings was defined. The 
final proposal referred to the realisation of a demonstrative circular adaptive reuse 
project involving the entire urban area towards ecological and urban regeneration: 
“Salerno Circular City of Health” (Fig. 13.4). Through the classification, reorgani-
zation and reshaping of the functions of the initial project proposals, the most viable 
mix of functions was identified. This process is intended as an iterative and interac-
tive process which, starting from the evaluation of the project alternatives, improves 
the decision-making and co-design processes through continuous and circular feed-
back mechanisms, shifting towards the “ideal” solution through the search of a “sat-
isfying solution” (Simon 1959).

The overall project found to be most consistent with the proposed circular model 
and most satisfactory according to the preferences expressed by the stakeholders 
was a functional mix centred on the recovery and enhancement of the Salerno 
Medical School, referring to the top ranked proposal (Hippocratica Hills and Water 
Paths). The project developed from the results of the co-design and evaluation thus 
aims to create a centre of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, innovation and entre-
preneurship of excellence for the development of Salerno as a ‘Circular City of 
Health’. The final project elaborated is inspired by the best European practices of 
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Fig. 13.4 The masterplan of the historic urban area for the Circular City of Health. (Authors: 
Salerno municipality, arch. Silvia Napoli)

adaptive ‘circular’ reuse of buildings and sites of historical and cultural value, ana-
lysed by the CLIC project, aiming not only at the realisation of multi-functional 
spaces for adaptive reuse of cultural heritage excellence, but also at the minimum 
environmental impact: energy efficiency, renewable energies, recovery and reuse 
systems for rainwater and grey water, and the use of ‘nature-based’ solutions for the 
re-naturalisation of the urban area and the improvement of air quality and microcli-
mate. Energy analysis (through assessment of energy classes of buildings based on 
the retrofit interventions foreseen) was conducted to ensure that the higher invest-
ment initially required to realise ‘near-zero energy’ buildings will be compensated 
over time thanks to the reduced impacts in terms of carbon equivalent emissions and 
reduced energy and water consumption. The final design solution thus contributes 
to addressing climate change both in terms of combating climate-changing emis-
sions and better use of materials and energy, and in terms of adapting to the effects 
of rising average temperatures. This aspect is extremely important in Southern Italy, 
considering that the impacts of climate change are particularly evident in the 
Mediterranean area.

The final circular adaptive reuse project of the Edifici Mondo buildings was elab-
orated with the goal to become an exemplary (“demonstrative”) intervention in the 
city of Salerno, showing how to synergistically obtain positive environmental, 
social and economic impacts together with the regeneration of the cultural identity 
and symbolic value of cultural heritage, thus offering a “cultural” reference per-
spective for sustainability and circularity. The assessment of impacts in the ex-ante 
design phase supported the identification of the most satisfactory functional mix 
based on circularity criteria.

A. Gravagnuolo et al.



369

The positive impacts assessed include the revitalisation of the entire urban area 
through the adaptive reuse of abandoned cultural heritage assets, the activation of 
cultural and creative activities, which becomes an attractor for visitors/tourists and 
new residents, the increase of commercial activities and neighbourhood services, 
the generation of highly qualified and specialised employment, as well as financial 
self-sustainability contributing to operation and maintenance in the long term with-
out need of additional public resources.

The functional mix was thus carefully designed to generate a circular business 
model capable of guaranteeing a high degree of economic and financial self- 
sustainability, which is necessary to avoid further abandonment phenomena after 
the redevelopment. In addition to the direct employment impact, externalities 
related to the economic added value produced by the activated sectors, i.e. adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage, tourism and production, must be considered. Further syn-
ergetic and indirect economic impacts concern the infrastructural intervention. The 
wholesomeness and beauty of the urban area and buildings was considered a strong 
point of the intervention, in line with the New European Bauhaus initiative 
(European Commission 2021) (Fig. 13.5).

Finally, an important role should be played by civil society organisations, already 
active in the area, also through the activation of Collaboration Pacts for Shared 
Administration, adopting a “circular” governance model (LabSus 2021). The 
Collaboration Pact was proposed in Salerno2 as a possible tool for the regeneration 
of the “culture of citizenship”, an instrument enabling citizens to take care of urban 
spaces and cultural heritage, and thus to regenerate democratic vitality. This regula-
tory tool could be adopted in diverse contexts to promote the capacity to generate 
intangible values, a “civic culture” that activates potential resources, collaboration, 
trust, which triggers social and cultural regeneration through the conservation of 
cultural heritage. Pacts of Collaboration were integrated into the adaptive reuse 
solution in Salerno, with the aim of enhancing heritage care, civic engagement and 
responsibility.

4  Discussion

The important aspect of the dynamic, co-evolutionary participatory evaluation 
methodology experimented in Salerno is the capacity to trigger the evolution of 
knowledge, vision and objectives of the involved stakeholders. Through recurring 
“circular” stages of alternative proposals definition, co-evaluation, discussion, and 
further refinement, stakeholders are enabled to enhance their capacity to address 
circularity in the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, cultivating cooperation and 
synergies where there was conflict of ideas and interests, using their knowledge and 

2 The mandate for the elaboration of the Collaboration Pacts Regulation was approved in the City 
Council.
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Fig. 13.5 Functional reuse of the Palace San Massimo, state of the art and project. (a) Current 
state, (b) Adaptive reuse proposal

resources to contribute to the collective process in search of a satisfying solution, 
and finally entering a learning and educational journey in which each participant 
comes out with new knowledge and perspectives. Through the evolutionary, 
dynamic evaluation process the objectives, criteria and indicators do not remain the 
same in each iteration, but they evolve together with the collective consciousness of 
the stakeholders’ group, reflecting their change in priorities, needs and knowledge. 
This aspect becomes extremely important not only for the identification of a circu-
lar, “self-sustainable” solution for cultural heritage adaptive reuse, but also to 
enhance communities capacity to cooperate, collaborate and trust each other, con-
tributing to ensure longer term care, maintenance, and conservation of cultural heri-
tage—as well as contributing to social cohesion and new forms of participatory 
democracy through active engagement of citizens and communities. In this way, 
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cultural heritage can regain a central role in contemporary and future society, gen-
erating social and cultural value, as well as ecological and urban regeneration, 
becoming an engine of circular development.

In the city of Salerno, the co-planning and co-design process was conducted in 
line with national Laws and regulations. In fact, the co-planning is promoted by 
Italian Law 117/2017 (art. 1–5, 55), however it is rarely implemented as possible 
instrument to enhance the quality and effectiveness of projects impacting local com-
munities. Other regulatory acts are oriented to promote the engagement and partici-
pation of citizens and stakeholders in decision-making processes, particularly when 
decisions directly affect their wellbeing, such as the Italian Constitutional Court 
Judgement 131/2020 and Italian Law on Public Debate. Participatory processes can 
thus be supported by multi-criteria and multi-dimensional evaluation tools. “Public 
debate” and evaluation was strengthened by the Constitutional Court Sentence 
235/2018, focusing on the need of comparing project alternatives and implement 
participation as fundamental instrument of democracy. Public debate is mentioned 
also by art. 22 of the Public Contracts Code, while a National Commission on Public 
Debate was established with DM 627/2020. Moreover, the PNRR (Italian National 
Resilience and Recovery Plan/EU Next Generation Funds) guidelines for projects 
implementation (DL 77/2021, becoming Law 108/2021) foresees the assessment of 
alternative scenarios and the engagement of stakeholders in co-design and co- 
programming, according to the Guidelines for assessing investment projects of the 
European Commission (European Commission 2014a). To reach public interest, the 
public sector can also take advantage of cooperation with the Third Sector. In last 
years, new tools for shared governance, administration and collective care of com-
mon goods are emerging in the Italian context, such as the Pacts of Collaborations 
(LabSus), adopted by more than 200 cities in Italy, in line with art. 118 of Italian 
Constitution (subsidiarity principle). The Law 117/2017 and the Constitutional 
Court Sentence n.131/2020 focus on the possibility for public institutions to cooper-
ate with third sector actors to reach objectives of public interest. However, despite 
the regulatory orientation towards higher participation of communities in decision 
processes, and use of decision-support and evaluation tools, which implementation 
is still limited.

The project discussed in Salerno assumed that circular economy models can be 
applied at territorial level to avoid “waste” of cultural and natural resources, re- 
activating areas challenged by abandonment, depopulation and underuse. 
Regenerating vulnerable and discarded cultural heritage and landscape means in 
particular to reconnect human beings to nature, and re-building the symbiotic rela-
tionships among them into a systemic perspective (Fusco Girard 2021a, b). In this 
context, the human capital, social cohesion, solidarity, common identity, communi-
ties participation, the feeling of confidence in the future, in interpersonal relations 
and between citizens and institutions emphasize the role of “culture” as a driver for 
change and development. Integrating this “human-centred” perspective into a circu-
lar/eco-centric perspective allows to consider landscape regeneration as a “multi-
plier of values” able to regenerate the vitality of vulnerable and discarded cultural 
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heritage and landscapes, transforming them into “living systems”. Considering the 
multidimensional and multi-objective nature of the circular human- centred econ-
omy paradigm, evaluation tools play a fundamental role in its implementation.

In circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, a key aspect is the ecological and 
environmental impact of the reuse. The reuse/regeneration of cultural heritage is 
currently considered from a conservation perspective, that does not take into account 
sufficiently the ecological transition and the problem of climate change. As a result, 
the evaluation tools available in the heritage sector can be seen as incomplete 
(ICOMOS 2011; SoPHIA consortium 2021). The circular perspective allows to 
integrate the ecological dimension introducing the concept of cultural heritage as 
complex “ecosystem”, a “living system” able to regenerate itself and generate new 
resources for the territory over time, in symbiotic relationship with the social, envi-
ronmental and economic context.

The implementation of participatory processes for circular cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse through dynamic, co-evolutionary multicriteria evaluation tools 
could enhance adaptive reuse projects and ensure that cultural and natural heritage 
is conserved and transmitted to future generations, enhancing wellbeing and health 
of local communities (WHO 2018). However, participatory processes require also 
specific skills and competences that are not always available especially in small and 
peripheral cities. Usually, human and financial resources are sought for participa-
tory processes in case of large infrastructural projects, while cultural heritage sites 
remain separated and mostly managed through public authorities and top-down 
approaches led by conservation experts. As cultural heritage is a sensitive “object” 
that requires very specific skills and knowledge, it is also widely acknowledged that 
it has a relevant impact on people’s wellbeing, thus structured participatory pro-
cesses including diverse competences and stakeholders can contribute to enhance 
the quality of conservation projects, identifying creative solutions thanks to the col-
lective knowledge and exchanges between diverse actors. Clearly, participatory pro-
cesses engaging multiple stakeholders can be complex, therefore the skills related 
to complex evaluation, facilitation, diplomacy and negotiations should be more and 
more developed and requested at all levels.

Finally, the “ease” of understanding evaluation tools should not be underrated. In 
participatory processes like that implemented in Salerno, with non-expert stake-
holders coming from diverse backgrounds, it is of utmost importance that transpar-
ency, clarity and openness is maintained. Evaluation tools should not become a 
“black box” through which decisions are taken through software and algorithms, on 
the contrary they should be used to support dialogue and understanding between 
stakeholders, clarifying the implications of different choices and alternatives, help-
ing to produce evidence-base of results, supporting reliable estimations based on 
observation of case studies. In this way, evaluation tools can support “human- 
centred” adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, centred on wellbeing and responsibility 
of the stakeholders involved, as well as stimulating creativity in the search of pos-
sible satisfying solutions more and more near to the “ideal” circular project. In fact, 
evaluation tools should support the “tension” towards the ideal circular project, 
enabling evidence-based discussion and understanding of the multiple implications 
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of diverse choices, not only enhancing knowledge and capacity of stakeholders, but 
also promoting a shift in cultural values towards a circular development model. This 
“shift” in values is the most important contribution of circular cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse to today’s and future society.

5  Conclusions

The CLIC evaluation methodology was tested in Salerno to experiment how a 
dynamic, co-evolutionary approach to multicriteria assessment can work to support 
better decisions towards circular and human-centred circular adaptive reuse of cul-
tural heritage. Community engagement and participation was the focus of the exper-
imental approach, addressing initial issues and barriers. The experience of Salerno 
showed that multicriteria evaluation tools can be successfully used to support par-
ticipatory decision-making processes for cultural heritage adaptive reuse.

In the case of the Edifici Mondo buildings in Salerno, the preliminary assessment 
of impacts in the ex-ante phase guided and oriented the design process from an 
initial phase of uncertainty (public consultation) to the feasibility design phase. A 
series of subsequent in-depth studies and co-assessments based on the acquisition of 
more and more detailed data on the projects, in relation to stakeholder preferences 
and foreseeable impacts, made it possible to identify the most “satisfying” project 
solution with respect to the territorial and social context. In this way, it was possible 
to share project choices at each stage and trigger a process of innovation that 
involved the Municipality of Salerno itself in a process of ‘co-learning’. This proj-
ect process, oriented towards the territorial circular economy model, and hinged 
within the framework of participatory governance, can realistically be transferred 
and implemented in other contexts, since it does not offer ‘ready-made’ project 
solutions, but a processual, dynamic and adaptive model, based on sharing, co- 
designing and co-assessment (Fusco Girard 2021a, b). According to Patrick Geddes 
(1918), planning/layout should create organic relationships among people, places, 
and work activities: the “Triad” between the environment, functions, and organism 
should be the approach to design. Evaluations in a circular economy perspective as 
proposed in this work can contribute to implement a synergistic vision of the city as 
“organism”, integrating stakeholders’ perspectives and ecological perspectives, 
towards an integrated ecological, social, cultural, perceptual “planning bal-
ance sheet”.

The implementation of the circular adaptive reuse model in Salerno showed how 
cultural heritage can become a “circular cultural ecosystem”, configured as a 
dynamic “living lab” in which people and communities continuously learn. Through 
participatory processes supported by dynamic and co-evolutive evaluation for the 
adaptive reuse, the role of cultural heritage expands and becomes a “laboratory of 
citizenship”, contributing to social cohesion, responsibility, collaboration, dialogue 
and cultural and social development of cities and communities.
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Introduction

The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage faces numerous challenges that can impede 
the successful transformation of historic cultural sites into functional assets for 
modern use. This section delves into the barriers and bottlenecks that often arise in 
such projects, ranging from regulatory constraints and financial limitations to soci-
etal resistance and the complexities of balancing preservation with innovation. 
These obstacles highlight the need for a new governance model that fosters collabo-
ration among stakeholders, streamlines processes, and integrates flexible policies to 
support adaptive reuse initiatives. By addressing these challenges, new circular gov-
ernance frameworks can help unlock the full potential of cultural heritage within 
sustainable development strategies.

Part III
Barriers, Bottlenecks and the Need of a 

New Governance
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Chapter 14
Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage: 
Barrier Assessment and Policy-Related 
Recommendations

Deniz Ikiz Kaya, Nadia Pintossi, and Caroline A. M. Koot

1  Introduction

As an economic and cultural asset, cultural heritage boosts economic growth, 
enhances urban liveability, and contributes to environmental adaptability in cities. 
The reuse of abandoned and underused historic buildings and sites is a practical 
substitute to demolition and reconstruction (Bullen and Love 2011a). Adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage is thus an essential instrument to achieve circularity in the 
built environment and support transition to circular economy (Fusco Girard 2020). 
First, heritage reuse prolongs the cultural heritage lifespan by bypassing the waste-
ful processes of demolition and new construction (Foster and Kreinin 2020). 
Second, it stimulates the reduction of waste, environmental costs, raw material use, 
energy consumption while favouring the use of renewable sources of energy, the 
water recovery and the reuse of materials and construction elements (Foster 2020). 
Third, it brings forth substantial economic, social, and cultural advantages of reus-
ing historic buildings (Conejos et  al. 2016; Architects’ Council of Europe 2018; 
Mohamed et al. 2017; Bullen and Love 2010; Bosone et al. 2019). Hence, by curb-
ing carbon emissions, implementing climate change adaptation and mitigation, and 
enhancing urban liveability, the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage contributes to 
achieving both circular economy and sustainable development goals (SDGs) 
(United Nations General Assembly 2015).

The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage is a heritage conservation and urban 
development strategy, which has become an increasing trend within the built envi-
ronment in the past two decades. Previously, reuse was considered within the scope 
of function and material/structural change of derelict buildings, associated with the 
terms of building rehabilitation and renovation (Shahi et al. 2020). With a growing 
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interest towards instrumentalization of heritage with its inherent cultural and eco-
nomic values, adaptive reuse has now been better acknowledged and employed as 
an environmentally sustainable and financially feasible mean of regeneration and 
heritage conservation (Fusco Girard 2019). According to the 2013 ICOMOS Burra 
Charter, the goal of the adaptive reuse is sustaining the values attached to buildings 
and sites while ensuring their future usefulness (Australia ICOMOS 2013). The 
2011 UNESCO Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) sug-
gests a “conservation through transformation” approach to conserve the manifold 
values of cultural heritage, engaging local communities and stakeholders in conser-
vation, transformation and adaptation choices (UNESCO 2011). The Leeuwarden 
Declaration also calls for a smart and quality-based heritage transformation process 
(Architects’ Council of Europe 2018). Adaptive reuse can thus be better imple-
mented in the perspective of circular economy as it plays a significant role in the 
transition towards circularity by relying upon a regenerative and reusable resource. 
This is fully embraced and investigated by the CLIC project framing the research 
presented in this chapter.

The CLIC project systemically explored how the adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage has the potential to stimulate growth, social regeneration, welfare, jobs, income, 
and liveability of urban / territorial settings: to implement the circular economy 
model and sustainable development. A human-centred circular city approach has 
thus been developed that places cultural heritage adaptive reuse at the core of the 
transition to circular economy that takes into account complex values inherent in 
cities and their heritage as part of the circular economy agenda (Fusco Girard 2020). 
To better understand the challenges to adaptive reuse processes and practices in 
order to come up with the best solutions and recommendations, it was important to 
‘build knowledge’, which formulated the basis for the innovative circular gover-
nance, financial and business models that were to be tested and validated in the 
CLIC pilot cities. For this purpose, the local, regional and national stakeholders 
involved in the decision-making processes for adaptive reuse policies and practices 
were consulted to identify the main barriers to adaptive reuse, suggested solutions 
and to formulate a multi-level toolkit and policy enablers to facilitate and accelerate 
adaptive reuse in local contexts. This knowledge base thus has a dual purpose: to 
inform the formulation of the CLIC circular instruments and models, and to consti-
tute the first step to formulate policy-related enablers and strategies to tackle these 
barriers at local, regional, national and global levels.

While the economic, environmental, social and cultural benefits of cultural heri-
tage adaptive reuse have been widely acknowledged in the last decade by scholars 
and experts (Bullen and Love 2010; Yung and Chan 2012; Kurul 2007; Gravagnuolo 
et al. 2017), the barriers and challenges of undertaking adaptive reuse practices have 
been covered in a limited number of studies. The decisions regarding whether to 
demolish or reuse an existing building, and the planning, design, execution and 
operation stages of the reuse policies and practices entail a complex set of consider-
ations and issues to be addressed at multiple levels of decision making. Despite the 
worldwide acceptance of the socio-economic and environmental benefits of cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse, local administrators, developers and building owners may 
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still regard the reuse of historic buildings and sites as an unviable option due to the 
complexity of barriers, and limitations of existing tools and strategies to cope with 
them (Pintossi et al. 2020).

This chapter thus investigates stakeholders’ experiences and views on adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage within the context of circular economy from a multidi-
mensional and multifocal perspective. The stakeholders’ reflection on barriers, 
solutions and policy-related enablers to support cultural heritage adaptive reuse are 
identified using a mixed multistep methodology. This multidimensional barrier 
assessment is based on a multiscalar case study analysis conducted in the CLIC 
pilot cases; namely, the cities of Amsterdam in the Netherlands, Rijeka in Croatia, 
and Salerno in Italy as well as the region of Västra Götaland in Sweden. The assess-
ment was multiscale as it considered the site, urban, national, and international lev-
els. As part of this multiple case study analysis, workshops and an online survey 
were conducted, recruiting a wide range of stakeholders from the public, private and 
civic sectors, including representatives of local administrators, NGOs, developers, 
and researchers.

This research thus enhances the understanding of barriers in adaptive reuse and 
provides a set of toolkit and enablers that can facilitate and accelerate adaptive reuse 
practices in the transition to circular economy based on the perspectives of multiple 
stakeholders, reflecting their plurality of views on different local contexts. The criti-
cal examination of these barriers contributed to the identification of the underlying 
parameters that guided the formulation of policy-related strategies and enablers that 
will facilitate building a roadmap for circularity. The outcomes support the number-
ing- up of adaptive reuse practices by providing solutions and tools to overcome the 
identified challenges. By raising awareness and building consensus on barriers 
among relevant actors involved in adaptive reuse, this research also promotes the 
transition towards a proactive attitude in adaptive reuse practices worldwide.

1.1  PESTEL-CA Evaluation Framework

The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage is a multidisciplinary practice with a com-
plex set of indicators necessary to evaluate the performances of adaptive reuse prac-
tices at strategic and operational levels (Gravagnuolo et  al. 2017). Thus, the 
evaluation framework for the barrier assessment needs to embrace a multi-criteria, 
multi-level and multi-stakeholder approach embodied in the barrier assessment 
methodology holistically in an integrated manner.

The evaluation tools for adaptive reuse have developed substantially in recent 
years, introducing a multi-dimensional and multi-actor perspective to the analysis 
(Gravagnuolo et al. 2017; Throsby 2016). These tools refer to the four pillars for the 
evaluation of sustainability indicators, namely environmental, economic, social, 
and cultural. However, these four pillars are limited to address all the wide range of 
barriers encountered to implement adaptive reuse policies and practices. Hence, for 
the designation and categorisation of barriers, solutions and policy-related enablers 
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to adaptive reuse, the evaluation framework conveyed in this chapter was elaborated 
using the political; economic; social; technical and technological; environmental; 
legal, legislative, and regulatory; cultural; and administrative (PESTEL-CA) 
framework.

The PESTEL-CA framework was drawn from the PESTEL framework initially 
used in the business management field (Yüksel 2012). The PESTEL framework was 
used for the analysis of political, economic, social, technological, environmental, 
and legal factors in strategic management (Witcher and Chau 2010). The PESTEL 
categorization is usually employed to analyse operational factors of business organ-
isations to identify the opportunities and minimise threats to maximise their busi-
ness activities. To cover the wide variety of dimensions impacting cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse, this framework was further expanded to also consider the cultural 
and administrative factors that affect adaptive reuse policies and practices. This 
newly elaborated framework, i.e. the PESTEL-CA framework, introduces a more 
holistic approach for evaluation of adaptive reuse implementations. The eight 
dimensions of PESTEL-CA are introduced and defined in Table 14.1.

1.2  Barriers to the Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage: 
Literature Review

In the realm of built environment practice, the factors influencing the decision mak-
ing, design and implementation phases of adaptive reuse practices, and the barriers 
encountered in these processes can be further understood and addressed to be fully 
grasped. The literature on adaptive reuse encompasses a limited number of schol-
arly contributions that bring up the issues and barriers affecting the adaptation of 
reuse projects, and they usually have limited scope, scale and geographical distribu-
tion (Conejos et al. 2016; Witcher and Chau 2010; Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021a; Issa et al. 
2010; Oxford College of Marketing n.d.).

The barriers to the adaptive reuse that have already been identified in the existing 
literature fall under one or more of the multiple PESTEL-CA domains. These barri-
ers and the sources referring to them are presented in Table 14.2, categorized based 
on PESTEL-CA dimensions and the level of decision-making they entail.

This semi-systematic review on existing literature shows that most of the barriers 
to adaptive reuse are concentrated on the economic, environmental, and technical 
issues to be tackled at building and local scales (Table 14.2). Parallel to the incorpo-
ration of sustainability framework into the adaptive reuse discourse, there had been 
a shift towards a more integrated approach that also embodies cultural and social 
dimensions in terms of issues to be addressed. Almost half of the barriers are associ-
ated with decisions taken at local level (48%), followed by barriers concerned with 
the building scale (20%). The multilevel distribution of barriers to adaptive reuse is 
followed by regional, national, and urban levels, respectively. Specifically, the envi-
ronmental, technical/technological, and cultural barriers are tended to be concerned 
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Table 14.1 Definition and explanation of PESTEL-CA framework (Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021a)

Factor/category Keywords Scope Key references

Political Government, 
authority, policy, 
democracy, 
transparency

It is concerned with governments, 
governmental policies, and 
regulations that institutions have to 
comply with. It includes political 
policy and stability as well as 
national trade, fiscal and taxation 
policies.

Issa et al. (2010) 
and Oxford 
College of 
Marketing (n.d.)

Economic Investment, funding, 
grants, loans, financial 
incentives, 
partnerships, 
economic activities

It is based upon the theoretical 
framework of urban and ecological 
economics. It involves the 
following themes: market forces, 
land use, urban transportation, 
public funding policies, housing, 
local government expenditures and 
taxes

Fusco Girard and 
Gravagnuolo 
(2017) and 
Verhoef and 
Nijkamp (2004)

Social Social equity, social 
inclusion, social 
cohesion, wellbeing, 
quality of life

It stands for the combination of 
social principles for basic societal 
needs, i.e. housing and health, 
equality and social justice with 
concepts associated with 
wellbeing, such as a sense of 
place, happiness and quality of life

Lami and Mecca 
(2020), Santi 
et al. (2019), 
Polese and Stren 
(2000), and 
Colantonio 
(2010)

Technical/
technological

Sustainable buildings, 
building components 
and materials, design, 
techniques / methods, 
technology, 
innovation, tools, 
accessibility

It focuses on physical 
characteristics and technological 
aspects related to the built 
environment. It integrates both 
building and urban related factors, 
and encompasses a wide range of 
disciplines from design and 
engineering.

Foster and 
Kreinin (2020) 
and Blagojević 
and Tufegdžić 
(2016)

Environmental Environment, climate 
change, natural 
hazards, energy 
efficiency, eco- 
friendly, green areas

Concerned with protecting the 
natural environment (particular 
ecosystems in and around 
properties), environmental factors 
involve gradual changes due to 
geological, climatic or other 
environmental factors, threats and 
protection from natural hazards, 
pollution, efficiency and 
improvement of natural resources, 
environmental friendly 
interventions, etc.

Guzmán et al. 
(2017)

Legal/
legislative/
regulatory

Legislation, legal acts, 
regulations, buildings 
codes, health, and 
safety

It involves all legal-related topics 
and issues. Factors include zoning, 
land regulations, heritage 
legislation, building codes, local 
policies and strategies, health, and 
safety regulations

Oxford College 
of Marketing 
(n.d.)

(continued)
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Table 14.1 (continued)

Factor/category Keywords Scope Key references

Cultural Cultural heritage, 
cultural values, 
intrinsic values, 
significance, sense of 
belonging, 
attractiveness

Set of cultural, spiritual, material, 
intellectual and emotional features 
of society or a social group, and 
that it encompasses, in addition to 
art and literature, lifestyles, ways 
of living together, value systems, 
traditions and beliefs

Torggler et al. 
(2015)

Administrative Administration, 
governance, 
stakeholder 
engagement, citizen 
participation, 
collaboration

It is concerned with holding the 
balance between economic and 
social goals and between 
individual and communal goals. 
The aim is to align as nearly as 
possible the interests of 
individuals, of cultural heritage, 
and of society.

UNESCO (n.d.)

Adapted by authors from the given sources

Table 14.2 List and categories of barriers derived from the literature

Dimensions Barriers Levels Key references

Political Transparency and 
accountability

Yung and Chan (2012)

Economic High costs of energy 
retrofitting

Building 
scale

Yung and Chan (2012), Shipley 
et al. (2006), and Ellison et al. 
(2007)

High maintenance costs Building 
scale

Douglas (2006), Bullen and Love 
(2011b), Ellison et al. (2007), 
Kohler and Yang 2007, and 
Remøy and Van Der Voordt 
(2014)

Commercial risk and 
uncertainty

Local level Bullen and Love (2011b), Shipley 
et al. (2006), Remøy and Van Der 
Voordt (2014), Reyers and 
Mansfield (2001), and Bruce et al. 
(2015)

Social Human resources—lack 
of skilled tradesmen

Local level Remøy and Van Der Voordt 
(2014) and Reyers and Mansfield 
(2001)

Inability to estimate 
social viability

Local level Bullen and Love (2011c)

Community value of 
existing buildings

Local level Bullen and Love (2011c)

Lack of social services 
and transportation

Urban and 
regional level

Yung and Chan (2012)

Public awareness of 
adaptive reuse

Local, 
regional, and 
national level

Bullen and Love (2011c)

Meeting the needs of all 
relevant stakeholders

Lufkin et al. (2005)

(continued)
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Table 14.2 (continued)

Dimensions Barriers Levels Key references

Technical/
technological

Longevity of building 
materials (durability of 
external fabric and 
finishes etc.)

Building 
scale

Bullen and Love (2011b), Ball 
(1999), Erik Bradley and Kohler 
(2007), and Lützkendorf and 
Lorenz (2005)

Flexibility of buildings to 
accommodate new use

Building 
scale

Bullen and Love (2011b), Ellison 
et al. (2007), and Bruce et al. 
(2015)

Complexity and technical 
difficulties

Building 
scale

Shipley et al. (2006), Bruce et al. 
(2015), Ball (1999), and 
Kronenburg (2007)

Limitation of knowledge 
and data

Building 
scale

Remøy and Van Der Voordt 
(2014) and Fox (2003)

Health and safety 
requirements

Local level Conejos et al. (2016)

Environmental Contamination and high 
remediation costs

Local level Douglas (2006), Bruce et al. 
(2015), Wilkinson et al. (2009), 
and Leadbeter 2013)

High energy performance 
requirements

Local and 
national level

Douglas (2006), Shipley et al. 
(2006), Ellison et al. (2007)

Legal/legistative/
regulatory

Inertia of urban 
development criteria

Local level Bullen and Love (2011b) and 
Bromley et al. (2005)

Zoning Local and 
urban levels

Douglas (2006) and Langston and 
Shen (2007)

Compliance with local 
building codes

Local and 
regional 
levels

Conejos et al. (2016), Douglas 
(2006), Shipley et al. (2006), and 
Cooper (2001)

No sustainable tourism 
measures

Local and 
regional 
levels

Tweed and Sutherland (2007)

Building regulations / 
planning restrictions

Local and 
national level

Bullen and Love (2011b), Bruce 
et al. (2015), and Leadbeter (2013)

Supportive governmental 
policies and strategies

Local, 
regional, and 
national levels

Bullen and Love (2011c), 
Steinberg (1996), and Zhang 
(2011)

Cultural Culture perceptions Building 
level

Kurul (2007)

Balancing cultural 
significance and 
economic viability

Building 
level

Yung and Chan (2012) and 
Murtagh (2005)

Intangible dimensions—
difficulty of assessing 
intangible heritage values

Local level Yung and Chan (2012) and 
Department of Environment and 
Heritage (2004)

Sense of place and 
identity

Local level Tweed and Sutherland (2007), 
Rodwell (2003), and Stubbs 
(2004)

Significance assessment 
and changing perceptions 
of heritage

Local and 
urban level

Ellison et al. (2007), Ball (1999), 
Leadbeter (2013), and Gregory 
(1997)

(continued)
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Table 14.2 (continued)

Dimensions Barriers Levels Key references

Administrative/
Institutional

Lack of participatory 
processes in decision 
making

Local level Harnack (2016)

Conflict of priorities of 
different actors

Local level Harnack (2016)

Community involvement Local level Yung and Chan (2012) and 
Pendlebury et al. (2004)

Market opportunity due 
to location and site

Local level Bullen and Love (2011c) and 
Murtagh (2005)

Incentive schemes Regional and 
national 
levels

Shipley et al. (2006) and Barber 
(2003)

with building and local scales, whereas political, regulatory, and administrative bar-
riers address issues of wider scale.

The review of the literature on factors influencing adaptive reuse policies and 
practices also reveals certain limitations and knowledge gaps in the normative lit-
erature that can be summarized as: limitations of scale and scope, limited geograph-
ical distribution, and lack of a holistic sustainability and circular economy 
framework. Firstly, there is clearly lack of a wider and multilevel approach to barri-
ers of implementing adaptive reuse. The barriers that are already defined in the 
normative literature usually have a limited scope focusing on the individual building 
and site scale. This is associated with the earlier focus on costs of operation for 
reused buildings and their environmental performances. Even though the scope of 
the recent publications has expanded to a certain extend to include regulatory, politi-
cal, and administrative concerns to be tackled at wider urban, regional, and national 
scales, the approach is still sporadic and fragmented. Secondly, while there are cer-
tain national level problems discussed specifically on regulatory and legal-basis in 
several academic publications, they are mostly case-specific and represent non- 
European contexts. For instance, there are a number of papers that examine the 
regulatory and legislative framework in Australia (Bullen and Love 2011b; 
Leadbeter 2013), in addition to papers that investigate the barriers associated with 
the construction sector in the United Kingdom (Kurul 2007), and in Canada (Shipley 
et al. 2006; Tam and Hao 2019). In addition, some papers focus only on specific 
building typologies in certain countries, such as adaptive reuse of religious build-
ings (Velthuis and Spennemann 2007) and office buildings in the Netherlands 
(Remøy and Van Der Voordt 2014). Consequently, there is lack of an integrated 
vision that investigates and identifies barriers to adaptive reuse at European scale. 
Finally, the limited scale, scope, and geographical representation of the scholarly 
contribution to the field of adaptive reuse fails to provide a holistic consideration on 
the economic, social, environmental and the cultural concerns which constitutes the 
four fundamental pillars in a solid sustainability framework. The barriers already 
identified in the existing knowledge mostly focus on issues that are to be addressed 
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during the formative stages of the design process so that necessary actions can be 
taken towards more sustainability efforts. However, its implementation is still spo-
radic, not fully aligned with the circular economy framework, and unframed in the 
adaptive reuse and regeneration policies and practices at local level.

It is thus clear that there is a need for a more holistic framework that will inte-
grate sustainability and circular economy agendas. Addressing only the economic 
and environmental concerns is not sufficient. All the other domains of sustainability 
elaborated with the PESTEL-CA dimensions also significantly contribute to the 
extent to which heritage buildings, sites and landscapes adaptively reused can be 
sustainable and contribute to circular economy at local, national, and European levels.

2  Materials and Methods

This research employed a mixed methodology combining qualitative and quantita-
tive research techniques to convey the multi-vocal stakeholders’ views (Fig. 14.1). 
A multiple-case study analysis was conducted in the four CLIC pilot cases, namely 
the cities of Amsterdam, Rijeka, and Salerno, and the region of Västra Götaland. 
The multi-step methodology included a semi-systematic literature review, thematic 
analysis, post coding using the PESTEL-CA analytical framework, and network 
analysis, depicted by complexity mapping, to identify and group the barriers to 
adaptive reuse. Additional steps of the methodology entailed a thematic analysis of 
the solutions suggested by stakeholders involved in the research. Finally, a semi- 
systematic literature review and an online questionnaire were used to identify and 
assess European, national, and local policy enablers to facilitate the adaptive reuse 
of cultural heritage by solving some of the barriers identified.

2.1  Data Collection

2.1.1  Semi-systematic Review

In the multi-step methodology adopted in the present research, two semi-systematic 
literature reviews were performed (Snyder 2019). This method allowed to deter-
mine the identification of themes and categories derived from secondary sources 
(Ward et al. 2009). The first review aimed to identify the barriers to the adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage mentioned in the literature. The second review focused on 
policy-related strategies and enablers that support adaptive reuse.

The semi-systematic review on barriers was conducted using the Scopus and 
Web of Science databases. The keywords searched included: “adaptive reuse” and 
“cultural heritage”, “adaptive reuse” and “heritage”, in addition to search items 
added to “adaptive reuse”, as such “landscape”, “heritage sites”, “urban spaces”, 
“cultural landscapes”, “historic centre”, “heritage cities”, “heritage areas”. This 
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Fig. 14.1 Overview of the methodology

search identified a total number of 151 unique journal papers published until 
November 2018 on the topic of adaptive reuse. An overview of the abstract of this 
high number of published sources shows that the main focus has been on the adap-
tive reuse historic buildings and infrastructures, rather than landscapes and wider 
urban contexts. The corpus of 151 documents was further analysed focusing on 
“barriers”, “challenges” and “problems” of adaptive reuse, resulting in a selection 
of 33 papers.

The second semi-systematic literature review was conducted to identify policy 
enablers for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage (Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021a). For this 
review, both the academic literature and the grey literature, including policy docu-
ments and reports adopted by public, private and non-governmental organizations 
and bodies were consulted (Schöpfel 2010). The literature search used the databases 
Scopus and Web of Science gathering sources available until December 2020. On 
both databases, the search was conducted with the following search strings: 
“Adaptive reuse” OR Reuse Or Regeneration OR Adapt* AND polic*, “Adaptive 
reuse” OR Reuse Or Regeneration OR Adapt* AND Driv* OR Factor OR Enabl*”. 
This sample of literature resulted in 69 publications. This semi-systematic literature 
review was complemented by an additional literature step focusing on the so grey 
literature to identify multi-levelled policy enablers to be assessed. The overall 
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selection process resulted in a corpus of grey literature constitute by 10 local, 5 
national, and 12 European between policy documents and reports.

2.1.2  The Historic Urban Landscape Workshops

The Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) workshop is a data collection methodology 
applied in the CLIC pilot cities through participatory engagement of all the relevant 
stakeholders concerned with adaptive reuse practices and policymaking in focus 
groups. We employed purposive sampling to recruit the stakeholders involved in the 
workshops (Tongco 2007). Together with the CLIC city/region partners, we sought 
stakeholders representing governmental agencies, administrators, experts, small or 
medium-sized enterprises and NGOs at local, regional, or national level that are 
directly or indirectly involved in adaptive reuse practices (Fig.  14.2). Each case 
study hosted one workshop. The series of workshops took place between May 2018 
and September 2019. The workshops in Amsterdam, Rijeka, and Salerno aimed to 
identify barriers and bottlenecks at city, regional, national, and EU level. The work-
shop in Västra Götaland was concerned with the barriers identified in the HIP pro-
cess (Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021b).

In Amsterdam, Rijeka, and Salerno, the identification of the barriers was 
guided by using the six steps of the Historic Urban Landscape approach (HUL 
steps) (WHITRAP 2016), which was introduced by the UNESCO 2011 
Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape (UNESCO 2011). These 
steps were also previously used to develop local heritage management plans, 
e.g. in Ballarat (Fayad 2019), and was also employed in HUL workshops to 

Fig. 14.2 Overview of the stakeholders participating in the HUL workshops
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determine the needs to improve the integration of conservation and planning, 
e.g. in Zanzibar (Van Oers 2013). They were thus adopted to this study to assess 
the adaptive reuse processes and to identify the barriers hampering it. During 
the workshops, participants reflected on the process of adaptive reuse heritage 
and their related experiences from the perspective of the HUL steps, and the 
administrative scale associated with the barriers identified, namely the site 
scale, the urban scale, or elsewhere for those issues referring to other context or 
scales, such as the national level. This multiscalar identification of the barriers 
allows to consider the impacts of practices and measures at the various levels 
(Wilkinson 2018). During these three HUL workshops, participants also reported 
or proposed solutions to cope with the barriers.

In Västra Götaland, the barriers identified during the first meeting of the Heritage 
Innovation Partnership (HIP) were clustered by the authors forming a list of 15 bar-
riers. These barriers were classified under five PESTEL-CA categories: social 
(elderly population, depopulation, lack of job), economic (i.e. lack of attractiveness, 
seasonality, restraining regulation), administrative (bureaucracy, lack of involve-
ment), environmental (contamination, degradation and decay, lack of evidence), and 
cultural (access to cultural facilities, lack of understanding, different perceptions). 
The participants individually evaluated these barriers via a digital questionnaire 
hosted on the platform Lime Survey during the workshop (Lime Survey n.d.). This 
evaluation aimed to gather insights on the participants’ opinion about the validity of 
these barriers after 15 months.

2.1.3  Survey

An online questionnaire was conducted to evaluate the usefulness and feasibil-
ity of the policy enablers identified with the semi-systematic literature review. 
For this survey, a list of 49 different stakeholder groups were identified from the 
four pilot cases in consultation with the local or regional administrators, and an 
online survey was distributed. In the survey, policy enablers were presented in 
sets based on their level of governance of reference, namely European, national, 
and local, and were asked to rank the enabler usefulness and feasibility consid-
ering their local context. Usefulness is defined as the “functionality and practi-
cality of the policy enablers and instruments, and their quality of being useful at 
local scale” and feasibility is defined as the “degree of being conveniently and 
effectively implemented” (Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021a) (p. 3). For this evaluation, the 
respondents were provided a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, where 1 
represented “least” or “strongly disagree” and 5 “most” or “strongly agree”. We 
gathered responses from stakeholders in all four CLIC pilot cases who repre-
sented various levels of governance (Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021a). Responses were 
gathered from November 2019 to March 2020 and counted 23 fully completed 
responses.
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2.2  Data Analysis

The data analysis included multiple steps employing a range of qualitative and 
quantitative research methods. To analyse the big set of qualitative data from the 
semi-systematic reviews and the HUL workshops, we conducted reflexive thematic 
analysis through a semantic approach where coding and theme development are 
drawn on the explicit content of the papers (Braun et al. 2019). We used coding and 
generated themes defining the barriers and the enablers, and then categorized them 
based on the PESTEL-CA categorization. Afterwards, to explore the interlinkages 
between the themes, the workshop data were further analysed by network analysis 
(Hevey 2018). In cases where traditional barrier analysis techniques fail to encom-
pass the complex nature of adaptive reuse practices, this methodology portrays a 
more holistic image of all the relevant processes and issues. Descriptive statistical 
analysis was performed to analyse the quantitative data collected from the survey.

3  Results

The multi-step data analysis methodology resulted in findings on barrier assess-
ment, solutions and toolkit recommendations and policy enablers that support adap-
tive reuse in the transition to circular economy.

3.1  Barrier Assessment

Barriers to adaptive reuse processes were identified based on stakeholders’ experi-
ences gathered from the HUL workshops. Based on the barriers identified in all the 
four CLIC cases, a comparative analysis was conducted to examine the common 
trends in adaptive reuse, as well as to compare the diverse tendencies, vulnerabili-
ties, strengths, threats and opportunities as part of the multiple case study analysis. 
The bar chart in Fig. 14.3 shows the overview of the barrier distribution based on the 
PESTEL-CA categories for each case city/region. According to this analysis, the 
administrative barriers were predominant for the three city cases (between 30% and 
41%), whereas in the region case they accounted for 15% of the overall barriers. In 
Västra Götaland, the most predominant barriers were economic (28%), the ratio of 
economic barriers to the overall list was 7–13% in the three cities. Similar differ-
ences in overall weight also prevailed for legal, legislative, and regulatory barriers. 
These barriers had almost one fourth weight in the city of Amsterdam, while they 
counted for around a tenth in other cases. Nevertheless, all the four cases presented 
a similar trend for the environmental barriers, which were limited to 5% of the bar-
riers per case. Technological/technical and political barriers had a relatively low 
proportion. Notably, no political barriers were identified for the region case.
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Fig. 14.3 Comparison of number of barriers per each PESTEL-CA dimension

The thematic analysis of the qualitative data gathered from the HUL workshops 
resulted in 111 main barriers to adaptive reuse of cultural heritage (Fig. 14.4). These 
barriers were clustered through network analysis and presented in the complexity map-
ping depicted in Fig. 14.5. This mapping was derived from the integrated assessment of 
the multiple case study and categorization of the barriers for each CLIC pilot based on 
the PESTEL-CA framework. This network analysis also demonstrates the frequency of 
references to these barriers with the dimensions of the nodes, i.e. the bigger the node the 
more frequently a barrier was identified in the multiple-case comparison.

The findings show that administrative barriers were the most frequently men-
tioned barrier group. The city cases, namely Amsterdam, Salerno and Rijeka, the 
predominant barriers to adaptive reuse were related to administrative and gover-
nance issues, based on the high frequency of barriers clustered under this category. 
Lack of cooperation (n = 37), collaboration and communication (n = 4), and public 
participation (n = 32) have been the main concerns in relation to decision making, 
emphasizing the necessity of open dialogue and participatory processes of gover-
nance and decision making to tackle these administrative barriers.

Regarding economic barriers, lack of funding and financial resources was a com-
mon challenge for all cases. These economic barriers included problems associated 
with limited funding and financial resources for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage 
(n = 28). However, the context of these limitations varied based on the size, scale and 
governance model of the cities. In Amsterdam, the focus had been on the lack of coop-
eration and communication between different public and private parties, resulting in 
problems arising in public-private partnerships. In Salerno and Rijeka, limited public 
investments from the national authorities have been articulated as the biggest concern. 
Similarly, lack of public investments had also been an issue in Västra Götaland, paired 
with lack of interest from entrepreneurs and private investors. It was only in Västra 
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Fig. 14.4 Word cloud showing the densities for barrier assessment

Götaland where the economic barriers were mentioned more than the administrative 
barriers (Fig. 14.3). It is associated with the small scale of the residential areas and 
lack of major investments and financial support from the regional authorities, in addi-
tion to national and European funding for rural settlements.

Lack of awareness and knowledge came forth in the social and cultural domains. In 
all the four cases, social and cultural barriers followed similar trends, coming as third or 
fourth most predominant category of barriers to adaptive reuse (Fig. 14.3). One of the 
most articulated problem in this context was the lack of awareness on cultural heritage, 
its significance and potential for adaptive reuse and circular economy (n = 14). In addi-
tion, tourism (n = 32) was addressed as a major issue, as shown in Fig. 14.5, even though 
it followed different trajectories in each case. In Amsterdam, overtourism has been a 
major concern due to regulatory, economic, social, and cultural impacts on adaptive 
reuse. In Salerno and Västra Götaland, on the other hand, seasonality of tourism activi-
ties was presented as a barrier, resulting in seasonality in business and economic activi-
ties and temporality in the job and real estate markets (n = 7).

The thematic analysis revealed a limited reference to environmental threats and 
issues. In all the four cases, the references to environmental concerns including the 
impact of climate change, natural hazards, as well as pollution and environmental 
degradation and decay of buildings and sites were limited. Only in Salerno, the 
natural threats, such as risk of volcanic eruption and earthquakes, were mentioned. 
This limited reference to environmental threats and issues could be caused by lack 
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Fig. 14.5 Complexity mapping of all main barriers to adaptive reuse

of awareness on environmental concerns, and the limited knowledge on the impact 
of climate change on cultural heritage.

Technological and technical issues were also less referred by the stakeholders. 
The barriers identified in this domain mainly related to mapping and data manage-
ment. Notably, in the normative literature, barriers related to the physical structure 
of the historic buildings and issues concerned with its adaptation played a signifi-
cant role. However, in the HUL workshops, these issues were barely indicated 
(n = 4). This is likely due to the holistic HUL approach introduced in the data col-
lection methodology that extended the context of cultural heritage beyond the indi-
vidual building and site scale.

3.2  Solutions and Toolkit Recommendation

During the HUL workshops, the local stakeholders provided insights into possible 
solutions and recommendations to overcome the challenges posed by the adaptive 
reuse barriers. These suggestions from stakeholders offered future solutions that can 
be instrumentalized in a number of tools.
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In addition to a set of barriers, the stakeholders also identified a list of 159 solu-
tions to address these challenges. The solutions suggested by the stakeholders pre-
sented a wide variety of strategies, tools, models, and policy-related 
recommendations. Through thematic analysis, these large set of solutions were cat-
egorized into 12 themes that were further grouped under six categories of tools to 
facilitate adaptive reuse. These six categories and associated themes included: (i) 
Knowledge and planning instruments—mapping, mobility, visitor management; (ii) 
regulatory systems; (iii) financial tools and structures; (iv) environmental consider-
ations; (v) governance- related—reaching consensus, decision-making, partnership, 
civic engagement; (vi) education—educational tools, raising awareness. These sug-
gestions contributed to the formation of a toolkit and recommended instru-
ments within.

The Historic Urban Landscape Recommendation (UNESCO 2011) provides 
toolkit that is classified under four categories of tools to facilitate management of 
urban heritage and adoption of the HUL approach in various local contexts: knowl-
edge and planning tools, regulatory systems, financial tools and civic engagement 
tools. It was emphasised in the HUL Guidebook (WHITRAP 2016) that the HUL 
toolkit provides an ever-expanding set of innovative and multi-disciplinary tools, 
policies, and actions. The findings derived from the barriers and solution analysis 
reveal that the existing HUL toolkit is limited in context because its offer is limited 
to four categories of tools and actions to facilitate the local adaptation process. They 
address the administrative, regulatory, and financial aspects of the normative frame-
work to a large extent but fail to provide effective solutions to overcome governance- 
related and environmental barriers, as well as socio-cultural problems. As it has 
been emphasised in the HUL Recommendation that the toolkit provided is continu-
ally evolving, thus a more elaborated toolkit with additional categories and tools 
were introduced as part of this study.

In terms of administrative and governance-related issues, the key tools provided by 
the HUL Toolkit have been limited to community engagement tools. In the barrier 
assessment, lack of collaboration, communication, and cooperation, coupled with 
lack of partnership between a wide range of relevant stakeholders were indicated as 
one of the major concerns, in addition to lack of public participation. Hence, a broader 
context of governance-related tools needs to be developed to tackle the broader con-
text of administrative barriers. In parallel to the growing interest towards climate-
heritage topics and climatic adaptation of cultural heritage, there is also a necessity to 
include environmental tools to build resilience, mitigate natural and human-induced 
risks, and support climatic adaptation of historic buildings, sites and landscapes. In 
addition, to address the social and cultural barriers associated with lack of awareness 
and interest towards adaptive reuse and cultural heritage, it is also important to include 
educational tools to raise awareness among a wide variety of interest groups ranging 
from private investors to local community groups and youth.

Building from these knowledge gaps and the solutions suggested by local stakehold-
ers as part of the multiple-case study analysis, an extended multi-level toolkit with 
examples of associated tools to facilitate adaptive reuse policies and processes within 
the circular economy perspective was developed and presented as follows (Table 14.3).
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Table 14.3 Multi-level toolkit for adaptive reuse and related instruments (tool suggestions derived 
from solutions are presented in italic)

Tool categories Sub-categories Examples of tools

Knowledge and 
planning tools

Mappings Mappings—perception mapping

Impact assessments Heritage, social and environmental impact 
assessments—impact assessment for cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse

Mobility Smart mobility plans
Measurement tools for local accessibility

Visitor management Sustainable tourism management plans
ICT-based destination plans and mapping
Supporting tools for disabled people

Regulatory systems Laws, legislations, 
regulations

Flexible land use regulations

Policies and strategies Governmental priorities for heritage-related 
strategies, bottom-up policy development

Plans Local action plans

Governance-related 
tools

Participatory 
decision-making tools

Policies for national clusters, Decision support 
system

Consensus and 
partnership

Multi-stakeholder platforms, local strategic 
partnerships

Citizen engagement 
tools

Public consultations, community workshops

Financial tools Global and governmental funds—urban heritage 
development fund
Micro-credit and incentives
Public-private-people partnerships
Business improvement districts
crowdfunding

Environmental tools Circular built 
environment

Circular environmental strategies
Material passports

Environmental and 
climatic adaptation

Environmental impact assessment
Resilience building tools (seismic retrofitting, 
drainage systems etc)
Local ambassadors for sustainability

Risk management Vulnerability assessment
Risk mitigation plans

Educational tools Education Local history and storytelling
Craftsmen training courses
Educational programs at schools

Raising awareness Data sharing platforms for best practices
Heritage awareness campaigns

This toolkit introduces six key categories of strategies and instruments that meets 
the need for a more elaborated and holistic set of tools. It involves knowledge and 
planning tools, regulatory systems, governance and administration-related tools, 
financial tools, environmental strategies and actions and educational tools. The 
solutions suggested by the stakeholders were also categorized through thematic 
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analysis and were associated to the relevant key categories. For instance, vulnerabil-
ity assessment and adoption of risk mitigation plans for vulnerable buildings and 
sites were classified as risk management instruments embedded into environmental 
tools. With this extended toolkit, all the key pillars of the PESTEL-CA framework 
would be covered, and the challenges mentioned for different local contexts would 
be addressed to a certain extend.

3.3  Analysis on Policy Enablers

Going beyond the toolkit derived from the suggestions of stakeholders, the research 
was further expanded to identify policy-related strategies and enablers that support 
adaptive reuse with a semi-systematic review of policy enablers deduced from aca-
demic and grey literature, and their assessment on usefulness and feasibility in the 
local contexts of the CLIC case studies (Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021a). Based on the results 
of the semi-systematic review, we identified 19 drivers and associated policy-related 
instruments. These instruments were concentrated on administrative, regulatory and 
financial tools. This analysis led to the identification of 18 policy enablers that can 
be adopted at three levels: European, national and local. These key enablers contrib-
ute to the acceleration of adaptive reuse practices and replication of effective instru-
ments to promote wider and systemic changes toward circular economy.

The identified European, national and local policy enablers are listed and defined 
with content description and key references in Table 14.4 as follows:

These multi-level enablers supporting policies were presented to local stakehold-
ers through an online survey and were assessed in terms of their usefulness and 
feasibility at local contexts. The findings show that all enablers were evaluated as 
useful and feasible to a certain extent (Fig. 14.6). A greater mean value signified 
assessment of usefulness over feasibility. Almost all the enablers thus reported 
higher scores for their usefulness compared to their feasibility. Half of the policy 
enablers were regarded as very useful and the other half as moderately useful. In 
comparison, only one policy enabler (EU funding) was evaluated to be very feasi-
ble, whereas twelve of them were evaluated moderately feasible.

Among the European-level policy enablers, EU Funding was assessed to be both 
very useful (mean = 4.90) and very feasible (mean = 4.50). It was also the only 
enabler that was evaluated to be both very useful and very feasible with the highest 
scores. Another European enabler regarded to be very useful was the EU directives, 
despite its assessment as moderately feasible. Regarding the national policy enablers 
their usefulness values were mainly higher than their feasibility. The ones that were 
very useful were evaluated moderately feasible, and the moderately useful enablers 
were regarded slightly feasible. The very useful national-level enablers were bot-
tom- up approach, national subsidies and market-based incentives, and national pub-
lic funding, respectively. As for the local-level enablers, they scored high in terms 
of usefulness. Flexible land use regulation was evaluated to be the only slightly 
feasible enabler, whereas remaining were considered moderately feasible with 
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Table 14.4 Multi-level policy enablers and their descriptions (Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021a)

Policy enabler Description Key references

EU Funding and 
Grants

The EU provides funding to support research 
and innovation on heritage-related projects 
through programmes such as Horizon2020 and 
Horizon Europe. The European Regional 
Development Fund, European Structural and 
Investment Funds and the Cohesion Fund also 
provide support in the transition towards circular 
economy, and to promote economic and social 
cohesion across Europe.

European Regional 
Development Fund 
(n.d.)

EU Directives Regulatory measures that support the Circular 
Economy agenda and the European Framework 
for Action on Cultural Heritage also act as 
facilitators for relevant actions to be adopted at 
local contexts.

European Commission 
(2015, 2019)

Support coming 
from Development 
Banks

As another European financial resource, 
European Investment Bank and the European 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development may 
also provide financial support.

Allegro and Lupu 
(2018)

EU Action Plan for 
the Circular 
Economy

Adopted in 2015, this Action Plan aims to 
transform the economy of the EU and its 
Member States in favour of the circular 
economy.

European Commission 
(2015)

Pact of Amsterdam In this EU Urban Agenda revised 2019, the role 
of social dimension and employment benefits of 
the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage are 
indicated.

European Commission 
(n.d.)

Historic Urban 
Landscape approach

Adopted by UNESCO in 2011, the HUL 
Recommendation provides an interdisciplinary 
and continually evolving toolkit to support 
conservation through transformation approach

European Commission 
(n.d.)

Bottom-up approach 
to policy 
development

In order to enhance greater citizen engagement 
in policy making and implementation, bottom-up 
approaches that engage local communities and 
social groups horizontally in the decision 
making process is supported.

Zhang et al. (2019) 
and Othman and 
Elsaay (2018)

National subsidies 
and market-based 
incentives

Public financial mechanisms and supplementary 
tools, such as subsidies, tax relief and other 
market-based incentives, leverage investments in 
adaptive reuse.

Ellison et al. (2007), 
Kohler and Yang 
(2007), Remøy and 
Van Der Voordt 
(2014), Zhang et al. 
(2019), and 
Muminović et al. 
(2020)

National public 
funding and special 
budget

Public funding provided through grants, special 
budgetary allocations and loans also provide 
financial support.

Allegro and Lupu 
(2018) and Tanrıkul 
and Hoşkara (2019)

(continued)
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Table 14.4 (continued)

Policy enabler Description Key references

Policies in favour of 
key national clusters

To foster cooperation and innovation between 
public and private bodies, agglomeration of 
certain economic entities can be promoted to 
support collaboration for effective adaptive reuse 
practices.

Abastante and Lami 
(2020) and Darchen 
and Tremblay (2013)

Governmental 
circular economy 
and heritage 
priorities for smart 
specialization

Lack of partnerships and prioritisation of 
circular economy and heritage-related strategies 
were addressed as challenges by local 
stakeholders. National smart specialization 
strategies aiming to support sustainability and 
circularity goals through adaptive reuse can be 
adopted through public-private and –people 
partnerships

Fusco Girard and 
Gravagnuolo (2017), 
Remøy and Van Der 
Voordt (2014), 
Gustafsson (2019)

Awareness raising 
campaign and 
education tools

Awareness raising campaigns focusing on 
action-based initiatives, coupled with 
educational tools are essential to raise awareness 
among different stakeholder groups on the 
impact of adaptive reuse in the transition to 
circularity.

Yung et al. (2017) and 
Prada et al. (2019)

Multi-stakeholder 
platforms and 
citizen engagement

Establishing collaboration between governments, 
local administrators, private and public bodies, 
developers, local organizations and citizens are 
essential in reaching consensus to push local 
circularity agendas forward.

Prada et al. (2019), 
Langston et al. (2008), 
and Torrieri et al. 
(2019)

Support for the 
development of 
sustainable tourism 
and mobility plans

Dedicated support from local administrative 
bodies for the development of sustainable 
tourism and mobility plans are important to 
enhance sustainable tourism development in the 
cities and regions.

Ross et al. (2016) and 
Vecchio and Arku 
(2020)

Environmental 
impact assessments 
and risk mitigation 
plans

With rising impact of climate change and other 
natural and human-induced threats, it is 
important to enforce the conduct of 
environmental impact assessment, and adoption 
of risk preparedness and mitigation plans at 
multiple levels.

Abastante and Lami 
(2020) and Torrieri 
et al. (2019)

Scaling up public 
procurement for 
adaptive reuse

As public procurement decisions are 
predominantly based on economic concerns, 
often without considering the environmental 
costs, it is important to build and ensure a closer 
relationship between public procurement and 
circular economy agenda.

Zhang et al. (2019) 
and Foster (2019)

Enhancement of 
policy 
communication and 
enforcement

Lack of communication between policy makers 
and stakeholders is an issue to be tackled with 
enhancement of policy communication for better 
implementation and promotion of reuse 
activities.

Abastante and Lami 
(2020)

Flexible land use 
regulations

Flexibility in land-use plans can facilitate 
culture- and tourism-led regeneration practices 
with temporary or permanent land use policies.

Langston et al. (2008), 
Della Spina (2020), 
and Morandotti et al. 
(2019)
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Fig. 14.6 Distribution of the policy enablers per mean value of usefulness and feasibility resulting 
from the descriptive statistical analysis of the evaluation results. The bold line delimits the domain 
of enablers that are both useful and feasible. (Adapted from Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021a)

mean values of 4.00 or higher. In sum, the local enablers scored higher in feasibility 
than the European and national level enablers. Ikiz Kaya et al. (2021a) provide more 
detailed explanations on the enabler analysis and the findings in their paper (Ikiz 
Kaya et al. 2021a).

4  Discussion and Conclusions

In this research, we investigated the barriers to adaptive reuse and examined the 
solutions, policy-related instruments and enablers that can tackle these challenges 
and support adaptive reuse practices towards circular economy transition. Through 
participatory HUL workshops, we engaged with stakeholders in the four CLIC 
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pilots and identified the main barriers to adaptive reuse that predominantly focus on 
governance-related issued, followed closely by economic, social, and legislative 
barriers. The underlying parameters of the identified barriers also served as an ini-
tiative for formulating policy solutions and a complex set of toolkit recommenda-
tion to tackle these challenges. Followed by a semi-systematic review, we identified 
18 policy enablers that can be adopted at three levels: European, national, and local. 
To investigate how a variety of local stakeholders from the CLIC cases evaluate the 
usefulness and feasibility of these enablers for their individual local contexts, an 
online survey was conducted. The findings showed that almost all the enablers were 
assessed to be useful and feasible, but their degree of adaptability changes 
significantly.

The stakeholder reflections and experiences deduced from the HUL workshops 
and survey results show that some barriers and policy enablers play a fundamental 
role to support cultural heritage adaptive reuse strategies and practices. To tackle the 
governance-related challenges emerging from lack of collaboration, communica-
tion and coordination between a wide range of relevant stakeholders, policies and 
regulations that support participatory and multi-level decision-making processes 
adopted at national and local levels are essential. In the last decade, citizen engage-
ment, collaborative and participatory approaches for urban regeneration and adap-
tive reuse have gained more importance at the European level as well. Faro 
Convention and the Pact of Amsterdam are examples for this (European Commission 
n.d.; Council of Europe 2005). The survey results also demonstrated the importance 
of bottom-up approaches to decision-making and policy development, in terms of 
its usability and feasibility as policy enabler by local stakeholders. Best participa-
tory practices, strategies and toolkits, such as the Faro Convention Action Plan, can 
provide guidelines for more participatory and collaborative processes (Faro 
Convention action plan handbook 2018).

Lack of funding and supporting financial and investment tools was also one of 
the main concerns raised by local stakeholders in all the pilot cities. According to 
the findings, EU funding was assessed as the most useful and feasible enabler of 
adaptive reuse at the European level. To provide financial support for the reuse of 
existing buildings and sites, it was agreed by the stakeholders that public financial 
support in the form of subsidies, tax and other market-based incentives, are neces-
sary to facilitate the process. To support and facilitate these enablers at the national 
level, again the EU funds, i.e. European Structural and Investment Funds, and EU 
directives could be the catalysers for better feasibility and integrated actions 
(European Regional Development Fund n.d.; Veldpaus et al. 2019).

Another note is that the goal of embedding adaptive reuse of cultural heritage 
into the circular economy framework has been rather new, and it has been guided 
mainly by the EU policies and programs (Fusco Girard 2020). This integrated 
framework and its enablers are not yet fully grasped by the local stakeholders (Ikiz 
Kaya et  al. 2021c). The findings of the survey indicate that Circular Economy 
Action Plan and governance facilitation are the least feasible policy-related tools. 
To raise awareness on this new framework and to increase the usability and feasibil-
ity of these enablers, better policy communication and educational tools are 
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necessary. Awareness raising tools and activities, coupled with right educational 
tools can be instrumental for this objective.

This assessment on barriers, solutions, instruments, and policy enablers can 
stimulate innovative and collaborative projects on adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage and can scale up actions across borders. The findings deduced from this mul-
tiple case study had been Europe-based, and more empirical data can be gathered 
from additional cases and adaptive reuse practices worldwide. A broadened investi-
gation of the barriers, solutions and tools at diverse local contexts can contribute to 
the improvement and extension of multi-level policy enablers and their upscaling 
globally. The results of this study can further inform future policies at multiple lev-
els that will leverage and scale up circular actions through adaptive reuse.
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Chapter 15
A New Approach for Cultural Heritage 
Adaptive Reuse: Circular Governance

Cristina Garzillo, Allison Wildman, Intza Balenciaga, and Ane Izulain

1  Introduction: New Pathways and Principles for Cultural 
Heritage Governance

The launch of the New European Bauhaus initiative has marked a milestone in the 
recognition and valorisation of cultural values and cultural heritage by European 
leaders as part of a sustainable thriving future. But cultural heritage assets—both 
tangible and intangible, protected and unprotected—are continuously under threat 
from a variety of economic, sociological, and environmental pressures (e.g., poor 
territorial planning, unconstrained tourism, disinvestment…).

Most existing cultural heritage governance models are binary with limited stake-
holder diversity and require substantial economic resources—usually from a 
strained and shrinking tax base—to maintain. This traditional expert-based “single 
custodian” model of cultural heritage management and financing has long been the 
dominant governance model for cultural heritage assets, but it is vulnerable and 
faces significant challenges for its long-term sustainability and resiliency.

As the world’s physical, economic, environmental and cultural contexts continue 
to evolve, an alternative approach to cultural heritage governance is needed to pre-
serve and valorise cultural heritage sites in new and different ways to adapt to the 
new realities—and ultimately in a more inclusive and sustainable way. This alterna-
tive approach requires transparency, openness, and circular processes that engage a 
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broad range of stakeholders to foster inclusive decision-making and shared long-
term responsibility for adaptively reusing cultural heritage assets—a principled pro-
cess we call the CLIC Circular Governance Approach.

This approach builds on a foundation from the Five Principles of Good 
Governance (Graham et al. 2003) and UNESCO’s governance of cultural heritage 
definition (UNESCO 2013), “ICOMOS’s Quality Principles” (ICOMOS 2020), as 
well as the “Circular Economy principles of reuse/conservation and circularity” 
(Byström 2018). The governance approach is examined explicitly in the context of 
how cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects can be co-created, appropriately 
designed and developed, and sustained over time, and how they can engage and 
embed Heritage Communities in the process.

The following values and principles define the CLIC Circular Governance 
approach:

• Participatory: open the process to all members of society so that they can con-
tribute a legitimate voice. Participation is not unidirectional. It should not simply 
be the practice of informing the public, but rather enabling the spaces (physical 
and virtual) and conditions for all interested community members to engage in 
open dialogues about community cultural heritage assets.

• Inclusive: the process engages a wide variety of public and private actors with 
diverse experiences and expertise, and not just those in the cultural heritage field. 
Diverse perspectives can offer new angles and potential solutions to problems 
hidden in groups with similar views and practices. By inviting and enabling a 
wide variety of participants to contribute in cultural heritage processes, the 
Heritage Communities concept is reinforced, which only strengthens the poten-
tial for collaborative, sustainable, community-managed cultural heritage adap-
tive reuse projects.

• Transparent: governance processes and decision-making processes should be 
transparent so that they are easier to understand from the outside and enable new 
actors to better engage and participate in the long term. Transparency is a corner-
stone of good governance and co-functions with another Circular Governance 
principle, Accountability.

• Accountable: the process is accountable to the public (and future generations) 
and communicates clear, concise, and sufficient information about decisions, and 
accepts responsibility for its actions. Together with “Transparency”, these prin-
ciples provide a foundation for delivering high-quality authentic adaptive reuse 
projects, and fostering mutual trust and long-term organisational resiliency.

• Collaborative: the process encourages partnerships between different actors to 
share in the “ownership” of the processes, programs, and projects through col-
laborative ideation, development, execution, and management. Collaboration 
adds value to adaptive reuse processes by bringing together resources and talent 
from a variety of sources and reinforces the concept of Heritage Communities.

• Circular (Focused and Iterative): focus on concrete objectives through a co- 
creation process that includes visioning, design development, long-term goal set-
ting, shared commitments, and built-in feedback loops, such as 5-year plan 
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updates, quality control monitoring, or annual performance reporting. 
 Communities and societies are dynamic. Needs and aspirations change, particu-
larly as global influences, like rapidly evolving technologies and climate change, 
impact regions. The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage assets is one mechanism 
to adjust to this changing landscape, by both preserving historic cultural assets 
and adapting them for present needs. However, its governance processes need to 
balance long-term goals (e.g., physical preservation, cultural storytelling, safe-
guarding cultural values) with the evolving needs of a modern society in crisis.

• Fair and Just: strive to improve the well-being of society and provide a voice for 
the voiceless, particularly for intangible cultural heritage aspects and the envi-
ronment. Many voices have been missing from cultural heritage discussions and 
decisions, which directly affect underrepresented populations. This principle 
intends to reset historical imbalances and provide an opportunity for underrepre-
sented, marginalised, or voiceless entities, such as future generations, to be con-
sidered in the cultural heritage adaptive reuse process.

1.1  Exploring the CLIC Circular Governance Approach

The CLIC Circular Governance Approach is not government, but a value-based, 
principled approach for valorising, protecting, and sustaining cultural heritage 
assets as a common good for society. This approach specifically addresses the gov-
ernance of cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects.

The CLIC project aims to operationalise cultural heritage conservation through 
change/adaptation—specifically through the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage 
assets. According to the Historic Urban Landscape approach (HUL), the intention is 
to preserve while managing change, seeking a balance between conservation and 
development (UNESCO 2011). Within this framework, the aim is to understand if a 
Circular Governance approach can help reframe the notion that adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage is a community investment and a more broadly supported common 
good, and not just a cost.

Many studies have provided valuable insights and a wealth of information on 
local governance processes across Europe and beyond, but they have not investi-
gated governance processes that specifically address adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage. In particular, these studies did not scrutinise the relationship between adaptive 
reuse processes (which tend to be linear) and the process of circular governance. 
This was one of the central research questions for the CLIC project.

CLIC is interested in how circular business models, circular financial tools and a 
circular governance approach can be used to integrate cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse in the perspective of the circular economy model and circular city implemen-
tation. Adaptively reusing cultural heritage sites is a fundamental component of the 
circular economy and circular city model that the European Union is adopting to 
replace current linear models. Cultural heritage is the entry point for implementing 
the circular city.
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The European Investment Bank (EIB) provides guidance on how adaptive reuse 
of cultural heritage assets can contribute to the circular city (Byström 2018). While 
cultural heritage is not explicitly addressed in the document, it can be inferred in 
“Step 5: Consider options for extending use and life of idle assets and products” and 
in “Step 6: Construct and procure circular buildings, energy and mobility systems.” 
These steps emphasise repurposing and/or sharing idle and abandoned buildings, 
and ensuring that buildings are designed to be flexible, modular and as potential 
material banks for disassembly.

Applying a Circular Governance Approach to cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
projects not only reduces waste, raw material consumption and energy use, but it 
also reuses knowledge, preserves tangible and intangible heritage elements (like 
traditional construction methods, materials, and processes), engages a wider sup-
port community for long-term custodianship, and fosters new synergistic busi-
ness, finance and governance partnership models. Hence, the research sought to 
find out if and how a Circular Governance approach to adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage is being used in selected cities and regions, and which cooperation mod-
els and tools can best help communities continuously re-invent and revive the 
functions/use of cultural heritage sites.

1.1.1  Defining Custodianship

In an effort to better understand and analyse the diverse array of information from 
illustrative case study analysis of existing shared governance arrangements for 
cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects in 16 international cities, CLIC used a 
typology cluster analysis to map stakeholder roles and relationships, identify pro-
cess patterns, and catalogue governance similarities between the cases.

The case studies analysis revealed a variety of ownership/management gover-
nance relationships between public, third-sector (namely civil society organisa-
tions) and private actors. The cases were clustered and organised by 
custodianship—that is, the ownership-management structure and relationship that 
defines the entities responsible for the heritage asset and its long-term physical, 
economic and cultural sustainability. Nearly all of our case study examples were 
publicly owned heritage assets, but many cases used a variety of multi-actor gov-
ernance models to realise the project. As such, the conclusion was that the major-
ity of the cases fell into one of three self-defined custodian governance models: 
Public Custodian, Community Custodian, or Private Custodian for the Common 
Good (Fig. 15.1).

Public Custodian
A Public Custodian governance model is one in which a public entity (local, regional 
or national) entirely owns, manages / programs, finances and governs the adaptive 
reuse of the heritage asset. It is important to note that although the public entity 
plays a central role, the public custodian model does not preclude the involvement 
of other stakeholders, particularly those in Heritage Communities.
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Fig. 15.1 Custodian governance models

In the case studies, the public authority often self-initiated and financed cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse projects as a catalyst for urban regeneration or to valorise 
marginalised socio-economic groups or cultures. In other cases, a Public Custodian 
governance model is a modernised version of traditional heritage governance. 
Instead of simply preserving and monumentalising the heritage asset, the public 
entity sought to adapt and actively use the resource for public purposes and the com-
mon good in a contemporary way.

Community Custodian
A Community Custodian governance model builds on the Public Custodian model, 
in as much that a public entity owns the heritage asset, but one or more Heritage 
Community actors are responsible for the management and long-term success of the 
asset. This multi-actor governance arrangement is largely defined by the owner- 
manager relationship and the degree of autonomy and support (financial and admin-
istrative) given to the Heritage Community actor(s) by the public entity. As such, the 
Community Custodian governance model is a spectrum, with many governance 
variations arrayed on its axis.

To illustrate, on one end of the spectrum, there are Community Custodian gover-
nance models in which the public entity plays a very prominent background role 
with strong financial, administrative and governance support, and the public-facing 
Heritage Community actor(s) have limited autonomy or decision-making power as 
individual organisations.

On the opposite end of the spectrum are Community Custodian governance mod-
els where the public entity is the “paper owner” of the asset and has almost no role 
in the governance arrangement; the Heritage Community actor(s) are entirely 
responsible for the asset through contractual agreements/pacts/partnerships, legal 
precedence, or other means.
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Governance variations fall between these two rather extreme points on the 
Community Custodian spectrum and they can manifest in a variety of ways. 
However, the primary assumption of the Community Custodian model is that the 
public entity owns the asset and continues to play some role—no matter how 
small—in a shared multi-actor governance arrangement.

Private Custodian for the Common Good
A Private Custodian for the Common Good governance model is one in which a 
private entity collaborates with public or third-sector actors to preserve a heritage 
asset that has a common good. The end goal is to preserve and sustainably use the 
asset, not to make profit.

There were very few examples of privately-held adaptive reuse projects in our 
case study collection. Nevertheless, two cases uniquely illustrate where interven-
tions targeted privately-held heritage assets through a multi-actor Heritage 
Community collaboration to preserve the asset for the common good. These exam-
ples show innovative multi-actor approaches to preserve both tangible and intangi-
ble cultural heritage, and it’s interesting to observe how the privately-held assets are 
sustainably managed over time.

The character of ownership/management governance relationships, and the ways 
in which governments at different levels interact with civil societies and other rele-
vant stakeholders is examined in the next section.

1.2  Connecting Beauty, Circularity and Human-Centred 
Approach: Heritage Innovation Partnerships and Local 
Action Plans for Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage

The Heritage Innovation Partnerships or HIPs are experimental multi-actor partner-
ships convened to co-create and test adaptive reuse processes in selected regions/
cities/sites across Europe. Each HIP was convened by a tandem of local partners: 
one academic and the other from the city-region (either the local authority in the 
cases of Salerno and Rijeka, the regional authority in that of Västra Götaland, and 
an NGO in Amsterdam). The work was conducted over a three-year period 
(2018–2021) and was facilitated by ICLEI, a city network that represents local gov-
ernments in all relevant policy processes for sustainability in Europe.

The starting point for the experimentation built on the fundamental “Heritage 
Community” concept, which is deeply embedded in the Faro Convention on the 
Value of Cultural Heritage for the Society (2005) and namely consists of “people 
who value specific aspects of cultural heritage which they wish, within the frame-
work of public action, to sustain and transmit to future generations”. The HIPs are 
structured to recognize the inseparability of human and natural influences in the 
cultural environment and encourage policy-makers, experts and groups in civil soci-
ety to be forward looking, inclusive, and circular in their approach to adaptive reuse 
of cultural heritage.
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A second particular concept of specific relevance to the HIPs is the idea of cul-
tural heritage as a ‘common good’, a hybrid between public and private. As com-
mon goods, heritage resources require an evolved framework of collective, 
multi-level, multi-stakeholder governance. The very nature of cultural heritage 
therefore implies the need for governance models that can adequately valorize and 
manage our heritage commons. This in turn calls for collaborative approaches that 
offer an active role for all types of users, including civil society organizations, 
social enterprise, civic foundations, and community hubs.

Considering these two concepts—Heritage Communities and heritage as a com-
mon good—the HIPs were structured to facilitate a bottom-up approach to collec-
tively explore the cultural, economic, social and environmental potential of circular 
adaptive reuse practices for cultural heritage in European cities, particularly as they 
relate to efforts that improve community wellbeing and quality of life.

The questions that guide this section are as follows: (a) How did the HIP process 
influence the development of a Local Action Plan for adaptive reuse? (b) How did 
Circular Governance support sustainable adaptive reuse of cultural heritage? and; 
(c) How have the HIPs been an enabling factor for experimenting with CLIC mod-
els and tools?

1.2.1  HIPs and Local Action Plans for Adaptive Reuse

The HIP processes varied greatly according to the city, region and local NGO and 
evolved considerably both over place and time. Nevertheless, a relationship between 
the process and the conclusive output—the Local Action Plan for adaptive reuse 
(LAP)—was evident. The influence of the HIP process is notable both in individual 
actions and in general “way of doing things”. In this sense, the HIPs can be an 
entrance point to prepare local heritage communities for the changes necessary to 
move to circular adaptive reuse processes.

Although local/regional governments still are the principal decision-makers for 
many cultural heritage assets, the attitude of creating alliances and unlocking pos-
sibilities for alternative cooperation models through the HIP process was of central 
importance to develop stronger relationships and co-create the Local Action Plan 
for adaptive reuse. For example, the HIP process in the city of Salerno resulted in 
two very concrete actions for the LAP. Firstly, a Regulation for the management of 
Cultural Heritage as a common good was created. The Regulation serves three dif-
ferent levels: small urban common goods (i.e., small squares, public gardens and 
spaces); medium-scale goods with high social impact and low market attractive-
ness; and large goods with high market attractiveness requiring advanced financial 
and technical skills. Complementary to this action, the municipality created a new 
Circular City/Urban Regeneration Office that follows the HIP process and ethos to 
build on various forms of expertise and perspectives and capitalize on the momen-
tum generated during the project.
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Salerno: A New Circular and Human-Centred City Model
Authors: Martina Bosone, Serena Micheletti, Antonia Gravagnuolo (CNR)

Context: The municipality of Salerno is located in southern Italy and covers 
an area of 59.22 km2 with a population in 2020 of about 130,000 inhabitants. 
In Salerno was born the Salerno Medical School, the oldest and most illustri-
ous medieval institution of Western Europe for the exercise and teaching of 
medicine. Most of Salerno cultural heritage is located in the historical centre 
but, unfortunately, some assets are in a state of abandonment/degrada-
tion/disuse.

The CLIC project supported the activation of participatory processes 
through HIPs (Heritage Innovation Partnerships): multi-actor partnerships, 
coordinated by local administrations and research bodies, involving and 
enabling local stakeholders in the experimentation of a “circular” and collab-
orative governance model. The HIPs improve local knowledge, ideas, skills 
and cooperation to provide all the tools for the co-creation of the Local Action 
Plan (LAP) of the city of Salerno and the implementation of strategies and 
projects for the adaptive re-use of cultural heritage (ARCH) towards cultur-
ally, socially and economically inclusive societies.

The participatory process revealed, also through the Historic Urban 
Landscape workshop, the major critical issues and opportunities in reuse pro-
cesses at cultural, political, and regulatory level. Some identified weak-
nesses were:

• Lack of interest and participation of the local community;
• High level of degradation of the cultural heritage;
• Political uncertainty;
• Lack of communication;
• Long and complex bureaucratic process;
• Lack of interest of administrations;
• Gaps in regulations;
• Lack of funding.

Objectives: The Salerno LAP was developed by the Municipality with the 
support of CNR-IRISS through a participatory action carried out from October 
2018, involving more than 50 local organizations (civic associations, entre-
preneurs, startups, banks, foundations, public institutions, researchers and 
activist groups).

The LAP objectives are:

• Co-develop and plan concrete actions for the adaptive reuse of abandoned 
and underused cultural heritage;

• Build consensus on objectives and strategies;
• Identify priorities for action/intervention;
• Activate public-private-social synergistic relations for ARCH.

(continued)
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The LAP also aims to achieve a circular city goal through circular solutions in 
the built environment (water recovery, renewable energy, material reuse and 
recycling, biomaterials, nature-based solutions, etc.), energy efficiency 
actions and positive energy balance of historic and modern building stock, 
green infrastructure (city renaturation, green mobility, etc.), reconnection of 
city-port and circular port area, innovative business and financing model and 
circular startups. Moreover, the purpose is to implement the circular and 
human-centred city model through the ARCH by transforming the abandoned/
degraded/underused cultural heritage in a “vital place”, attracting new tourists 
and businesses and to enhance the quality of life for residents.

Innovations: In Salerno, the elaboration of a Regulation for the shared 
management of cultural heritage as “common good” is being tested. The 
Regulation aims to establish a regulatory, transparent and impartial frame-
work to define actions for care, shared management and re-generation of 
urban common goods implementable through “Collaboration Pacts” between 
citizens and public administration.

The Salerno Municipality has launched a public consultation to experi-
ment with a possible governance tool aimed to collect implementable propos-
als for the re-use of “Edifici Mondo” in the perspective of circular economy, 
through the collaboration between public administration, professionals and 
active citizens. Fourteen proposals were submitted, ten of them were selected 
by Municipality for participation in the Business Model Workshop (held by 
ICHEC—Brussels Management School, CNR-IRISS and the City of Salerno) 
and for four of them a pre-feasibility study was elaborated.

Moreover, based on stakeholders’ proposal, the CLIC Permanent 
Laboratory has been established since October 2019 to provide a permanent 
meeting place to discuss bottom-up proposals from different stakeholders for 
the ARCH and heritage-led urban regeneration, towards “Salerno circu-
lar city”.

In the LAP a specific action on the Medical School of Salerno was included 
to enhance its value as cultural identity and “brand” of Salerno as city of 
health and wellbeing. This action favours both the development of the cultural 
and tourist offer based on the authenticity of “intrinsic values” and the promo-
tion of heritage-led entrepreneurship for sustainable and circular development.

Furthermore, the platform CLIC Knowledge Information Hub was devel-
oped to facilitate opportunities in ARCH addressed to community members, 
funders, entrepreneurs and civil society organizations to co-develop new ideas 
and projects.

Finally, the participatory process is a cross-cutting element in LAP to build 
a shared vision for the definition of a strategic orientation plan for the transi-
tion towards “Salerno circular city”.

Outcomes: The LAP aspires to be an “action-oriented” plan, developed 
assessing the main feasibility and sustainability conditions during the 

(continued)
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The HIP process in Västra Götaland was more challenging due to its rural char-
acter and geographic scale. Many privately-owned individual heritage sites are 
separated by large geographical distances, and the HIP leaders found that it was dif-
ficult to engage with stakeholders in multiple, remote locations. This resulted in the 
partners feeling disconnected from the process and not “buying into” the process as 
strongly as in other HIPs. The regional authority recognized that new and unusual 
concepts need time to develop in the region. As a result, an innovative policy action 
was included in the LAP to disseminate knowledge about the value of adaptive 
reuse in the circular economy and to strengthen the link between building mainte-
nance and circularity.

Another important action resulting from the HIP process was to create a digital 
platform/tool to connect heritage building property owners with potential tenants 
who share the same value system around cultural heritage and adaptive reuse.

participatory planning phase to implement the proposed actions. The Plan 
contains synoptic sheets to monitor the contribution of planned activities to 
the achievement of established objectives. For each action are indicated the 
involved sectors of the Municipality, the link with existing plans and pro-
grams, the human and financial resources, the involved stakeholders, the time-
line and the monitoring indicators.

Västra-Götaland: A Regional Approach to Circular Adaptive Reuse
Authors: Vera Telemo, Björn Ohlén, Jermina Stanojev, Crister Gustafsson 

(VGR, UU)

Context: In Västra Götaland, Sweden, the region’s Cultural Development 
Department worked on the adaptive reuse of four industrial heritage sites 
located in four different rural areas: Fengersfors papermill, Gustavsfors work-
shop, Strömsfors workshop and Forsvik Bruk. The four sites were included 
due to their ability to attract or have the potential to attract new groups to the 
areas through innovative use of their cultural heritage, despite overall popula-
tion decline, a characteristic of the region.

Objectives: The main objective of the Local Action Plan (LAP) was to 
identify and develop methods and governance tools for adaptive reuse of 
industrial environments, which could specifically address how they contribute 
to and strengthen local development and attract new users. The plan addresses 
place-transformation rather than reuse of specific buildings. The LAP was 
developed in close exchange with the local community and it starts from their 
own driving forces and initiatives. By building on existing local processes, the 
hope and aim is to continue the work initiated as part of the HIP process after 
the project is over. To ensure continuity after this point in time, the region has 
been using some of the same methods from CLIC in other local processes to 
support local development.

(continued)
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Innovations: New working methods developed through the HIP process, 
combining knowledge in the cultural heritage sector with knowledge from the 
circular economy sector(s). One of the key outcomes from this process is the 
adaptation of the circular business model canvas that can be applied to an 
entire building/site, and not just a single business. It is possible to use this 
process to find synergies between different businesses operating at the same 
site, which creates a more robust and circular business model for adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage. This new way of using the business model canvas 
will continue to be used to coach organizations interested in developing a 
cultural heritage site.

Outcomes: Within the CLIC project, Västra-Götaland worked at two lev-
els: regional and local. As such, the resulting actions in the Action Plan will 
be implemented at two levels. The regional Action Plan focuses on gover-
nance and how regional working methods can be improved to support places 
where local actors want to build development based on their cultural heritage. 
This action plan is owned and managed by the Cultural Development 
Department in the region and aims to strengthen the link between cultural 
heritage, circular economy, and local development in the coming years. The 
plan contains specific goals and activities and—importantly—how these 
relate to other regional strategies and governing documents. The LAP has 
eight objectives, which vary in scope and timeframe. Developing a regional 
network of property owners who want to develop a cultural environment on 
their site is one example. Another objective is to spread the use and knowl-
edge of circular business models to more actors to stimulate adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage sites in the Västra Götaland region.

In two of the Västra Götaland pilot cases—Forsvik and Fengersfors—it 
was possible to connect the HIP process to existing local processes and, in 
these places, the work continues through those local Actions Plans. In 
Gustavsfors and Strömsfors, the HIP process has stopped due to lack of inter-
est from the local community.

Reflections: There have been several challenges developing an Action 
Plan that affects areas (both geographical and subject-related) that the region 
itself does not have a mandate to pursue and that requires cross-sectoral and 
multi-level collaboration across different governance levels. At the same time, 
these challenges are some of the most important to work on and improve, 
while the cultural heritage sector is a cross-cutting theme that interacts with 
other policy areas.

Another challenge has been the rural context of the pilot cases in Västra 
Götaland. Stimulating development in cultural heritage buildings in urban 
areas is often market driven or subsidized through larger revitalization pro-
grams. Rural areas lack support systems and financing mechanisms to stimu-
late adaptive reuse of cultural heritage sites.
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Pakhuis de Zwijger is a non-governmental cultural organization and cultural hub 
located in a cooling warehouse in the Eastern Docklands of Amsterdam that was—
like many cultural institutions throughout Europe—significantly affected during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Here the HIP process helped the organization initiate a learn-
ing process and provided a useful model to help restructure their governance model, 
diversify their funding sources, and develop a more resilient business model for 
long-term sustainability. The organisation also plans to further develop its portfolio 
of expertise in order to make circularity an integrated part of this recovery and resil-
ience strategy.

Pakhuis de Zwijger: A Mid-Process Pivot to Recovery and Resilience
Authors: Deniz Ikiz Kaya, Thomas van de Sandt

Context: Pakhuis de Zwijger (PdZ) is a non-governmental organization 
located in the Eastern Docklands area of Amsterdam offering an independent 
platform for community gathering and public debates since 2006. The foun-
dation is housed in a former cooling warehouse constructed in 1933–34, 
which is representative of the Dutch modernism style. The building became 
redundant in the 1980s, and its adaptive reuse process was initiated through 
grassroots initiatives. The reuse project was developed with the building 
owner, Stadsherstel Amsterdam—limited shareholder company for architec-
tural restoration–, the project architectural group, the project developers, 
municipality and the involved cultural organisations as the future users. This 
public-private-people partnership continued in the governance and funding of 
the project and its future operation where the Stadsherstel, Monumentenfonds, 
and the De Zwijger Foundation (under which diverse cultural organisations 
and creative industries are organised as future users) collaborated. The build-
ing was inaugurated as PdZ, a cultural centre and public debate house.

A number of challenges limited the scope of influence for the adaptive 
reuse of the Pakhuis building, including restrictive regulatory and legislative 
frameworks (the current land use plan does not allow commercial exploitation 
of the building, and the building’s monument status limits interventions to the 
exterior, etc.); limited influence within the existing governance structure (PdZ 
Foundation is not the building owner and has limited decision-making power); 
and financial barriers (no sustainable funding streams, impact of the 
COVID-19 pandemic on economic revenues, and rising land prices).

Objectives: The main aims of the HIP process were to place heritage val-
ues and cultural significance assigned to PdZ at the core of place branding, to 
create circular financial revenues and business models, to support sustainable 
building usage and operations, and to exchange knowledge with similar cul-
tural institutions. To these aims, numerous meetings, workshops and pro-
grams were organized with a wide range of stakeholders, including the City of 
Amsterdam, the shareholders and supervisors of PdZ, private companies, 
experts, cultural institutions in Amsterdam, and building owners/users in 
the area.

(continued)
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While the overall aims remained largely the same throughout the process, 
the COVID-19 pandemic put some objectives into tighter focus as the organ-
isation was forced to innovate in real-time to remain viable. These included 
resilient business models, a Corporate Story and new governance arrange-
ments, and strengthening collaboration networks with other institutions in the 
neighborhood.

Innovations: The following innovative instruments and strategies evolved 
through the HIP Dialogue process:

• Composing a PdZ Corporate Story and using it for an online petition to 
receive public subsidies;

• Hosting debates on how cultural institutions can recover from the impacts 
of the COVID-19 pandemic and future-proof their institutions with more 
resilient business and governance models;

• Starting a circular heritage initiative in the neighbourhood;
• Creating a program series on circular Cultural Heritage in the Netherlands.
• Outcomes: A number of cultural, administrative, financial and business- 

related findings and outputs were developed throughout the HIP process, 
including:

• Identification of challenges to adaptive reuse for the PdZ;
• Thirty-one measures to be implemented to make PdZ more sustainable, 

including establishing a sustainability team in the organisation;
• Local Impact Assessment of PdZ in its neighbourhood (pre- and post- 

COVID periods) and development of strategies to increase its local impact 
(i.e., neighbourhood meetings, open air cultural activities)

• a PdZ Corporate Story document and its wider dissemination
• Identification and assessment of PdZ’s business model
• Restructuring the governance of PdZ in order for the PdZ foundation to be 

less dependent on the founders and owners, and to be eligible for more 
public funding;

• Sharing the story and experience of PdZ with public institutions, experts 
and local cultural institutions, and establishing a circular heritage initiative 
(along with livecasts and debates).

Reflections: One of the biggest challenges for PdZ during the three-year HIP 
process was the devastating financial impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
PdZ’s pre-pandemic business model relied heavily on revenue generated from 
venue rental and its commercial spaces (restaurant/cafe). The public health 
restrictions taken in 2020 and 2021 (to date) have almost completely elimi-
nated its primary economic revenues. In response, PdZ searched for alterna-
tive revenue sources and new ways to continue its cultural offer. The PdZ 
Corporate Story developed as part of the HIP process helped both inform its 
application for public pandemic relief aid from the Dutch government, and to 
brand and share its story/significance with a wider audience. In addition, the 
business model workshop focused on building resilience and creating alterna-
tive models, which helped PdZ develop new ideas and share them with similar 
cultural institutions in the neighbourhood.
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The HIP process in Rijeka grew from the expert knowledge of the academic 
partner who was steering local HIP together with the local government. The conclu-
sions deriving from the meetings were incorporated in the Local Action Plan through 
principles of the circular economy and focused on revitalising cultural heritage 
buildings within Rijeka’s newly developed “Cultural Corridor”. The “Cultural 
Corridor” is an integrated urban spatial system, designed to turn underused inner 
spaces into vibrant and comfortable cultural places through intense social and cul-
tural capital preservation, creation and valorisation, in line with Historic Urban 
Landscape fundamental concepts. Adaptive reuse and heritage retrofitting (intro-
ducing green roofs, photovoltaic, solar panels, re-greening) is linked in Rijeka with 
other objectives, which include natural and cultural assets, the city’s green system 
and its continuous interconnection to increase walkability, introducing nature-based 
solutions to environmental challenges, and cross-sectoral integration for a more 
inclusive society.

Rijeka: Developing the Cultural Corridor as a regenerative 
urban model
Authors: Maja Debevec, Marco Acri, Suzana Romac Belošević

Context: Rijeka is Croatia’s third largest city, situated at the Rječina River’s 
delta on the northern Adriatic coast. The city’s strategic location enabled it to 
develop Croatia’s largest seaport. Yet, like many post-industrial cities, Rijeka 
has suffered from decline as its core economies transition. The most promi-
nent example of the shift is the number of vacant heritage buildings on the 
waterfront, but also [add more info here]. In 20XX, the European Commission 
selected Rijeka as the 2020 European Capital of Culture with the theme “Port 
of Diversity”. Building on this achievement and drawing from a rich, multi- 
faceted history, the city prepared for the year by investing in “New Cultural 
Infrastructure” for a regeneration process that paid particular attention to the 
social dimension. The Rijkea pilot, co-led by the City of Rijeka and the 
University of Nova Gorica, built on this framework for the participatory HIP 
process and implemented new forms of Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) 
valorisation inspired by the circular economy with stakeholders from 
[list a few].

Objectives: The HIP process initially focused on four primary cultural 
heritage assets that were dispersed through the city: the Galeb Ship, the mod-
ernist Energana power plant, the RiHub collaborative incubator of the creative 
city, and the Benčić Cultural Complex. However, the revitalisation objectives 
evolved after the early HIP Dialogues revealed the need for a holistic, inte-
grated urban revitalisation approach. Inspired by the HUL approach, which 
emphasizes circularity and new economic opportunities, the objectives piv-
oted from the initial dispersed assets to new targets related to the Rječina 
River and the Delta. The four objectives were:
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 1. Regenerate the Rječina River, its urban area and the sea waterfront;
 2. Improve engagement with citizens and stakeholders to inspire new forms 

of circular businesses in heritage adaptive reuse;
 3. Enhance the tangible and intangible cultural heritage protection, valorisa-

tion and preservation;
 4. Improve the internal and external accessibility of the city to reduce 

pollution.

Innovations: The HIP process in Rijeka generated three innovations that help 
integrate the circular economy and HUL regeneration: the Cultural Corridor, 
Urban Seeding and (Third option)

The Cultural Corridor is a model for integrated urban planning co-created 
by the City of Rijeka and the University of Nova Gorica. It is designed as an 
incubator for heritage valorisation activities that are in line with the circular 
economy principles to promote cultural and natural heritage reuse, innovative 
circular businesses and uses, and transform deprived urban spaces into places.

It can be seen as applying the common-pool resources management con-
cept by the Ostrom Theory, thus as a commonly managed resource character-
ised by sustainability and cultural creativity. In Rijeka, this has been defined 
by almost precise boundaries, mapping of cultural resources and underused 
assets, by sustainable objectives and cooperative governance principles.

Social capital and innovation can be used as a motor for transforming and 
co-creating the area through the participatory process, cultural and social 
activities with the overall goal of improving living conditions and well-being 
of the citizens through the enhancement of their landscape. In this light, HIP4 
and HIP5 were organised to capitalise on the citizens’ vision. The Urban 
Seeding (HIP4), intensive workshop of three months, was meant to produce 
inspirational, low-cost circular interventions for urban revitalisation, named 
“urban seeds”, and the Circular Business Workshop (HIP5), to support the 
creation of a sustainable circular business model for the Children’s House in 
Benčić Complex.

Outcomes: The HIP process in Rijeka generated three important results 
for possible urban strategies to integrate the circular economy and HUL 
regeneration: the Cultural Corridor, Urban Seeding and [third options].

The Cultural Corridor must be seen as a model for integrated urban plan-
ning, designed as an incubator of heritage valorisation activities in line with 
the circular economy principles. The cultural corridor promotes cultural and 
natural heritage reuse, innovative circular businesses and uses, transforming a 
deprived urban space into a place. It can be seen as applying the common- 
pool resources management concept by the Ostrom Theory, thus as a com-
monly managed resource characterised by sustainability and cultural 
creativity. In Rijeka, this has been defined by almost precise boundaries, map-
ping of cultural resources and underused assets, by sustainable objectives and 
cooperative governance principles.
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Overall, the long-term vision for cultural heritage policies in the four HIPs was 
clear, easy to understand and even attractive. However, the pathway consisted of 
various small steps that could appear far away from the big picture and were not 
seen in a rigid chronological order, but rather in circular terms. Despite in all the 
pilots the level and type of engagement from the HIP participants was different, they 
have mostly internalized the vision and stand behind the long-term objectives while 
at the same time being responsible for implementing it step by step in a circular 
fashion.

Social capital and innovation can be used as a motor for transforming and 
co-creating the area through the participatory process, cultural and social 
activities with the overall goal of improving living conditions and well-being 
of the citizens through the enhancement of their landscape.

The Cultural Corridor in the long-term can be achieved through regular 
urban planning and the use of various and flexible tools used interrelatedly 
and guided in an expert-led interdisciplinary process. Therefore, the multifac-
eted approach addresses the historic urban landscape through innovative ini-
tiatives and diverse approaches (workshops, education, labs), methods and 
tools (participatory activities and bottom-up initiatives, urban seeding, educa-
tional booklets).

The Urban Seeding was designed as a tool for regeneration adopting spa-
tial based experimentation as a leading principle. It is designed as a collabora-
tive and participatory, versatile and dynamic process acting as a catalyst for 
revitalisation by the systematic step-by-step implementation of the urban low- 
cost and small-scale interventions meant to enable the city’s attention and 
capability users. The urban seeds must inspire citizens about the sustainable 
cultural potential of the city, as well as enable them to be aware of such 
potential.

In Rijeka, the Urban Seeding was tested as the workshop, thanks to a mul-
tidisciplinary mentored study-work for students and young professionals of 
different disciplines. Choosing well-educated youngsters was strategic for 
their learning capability, employment inspiration potential and commitment 
to the city as their future living environment. The proposals of the different 
groups, integrated on a multi-scale level (urban-scale, building scale and 
object scale) and across the groups-work, matched the unused cultural heri-
tage in existing and new programs/activities and upgraded the urban spatial 
and green system in both city axes of the Cultural Corridor, including the river 
and sea waterfronts. The integrated proposals were self-evaluated and priori-
tised based on the circularity principles, the cultural valorisation impacts, the 
feasibility in terms of time and costs. As a follow-up, the Decision Support 
System designed with the University of Portsmouth was used to test the pro-
posed projects/actions while considering criteria, objectives, constraints, and 
potential synergies.
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1.2.2  Circular Governance as a Support Mechanism in HIPs

At the time of writing, in March 2021, it is clear that cultural heritage needs to be 
seen in a circular governance perspective, although just a few years ago there was 
little awareness that adaptive reuse could be a starting point for a deep understand-
ing of circularity. At the start of the project, the HIP pilots still had a traditional 
expert-based, conservation perspective on cultural heritage. The management of 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritage was mainly thought as top-down, public and 
expert-based. While this by no means suggested that adaptive reuse should be 
restricted to its cultural dimension, all of the pilots strived for an “horizontal” 
approach, meaning that HIP participants looked at issues from different perspec-
tives through ongoing internal training on cultural heritage and the circular econ-
omy, and cross-sectoral commitment to cultural heritage and circular economy 
(e.g., involving the business and environmental departments/stakeholders/local 
organisations in the process).

All of the pilots managed to make this connection to some extent (Circular Office 
in Salerno; Regional cultural-environment group as a forum for reconciliation 
between Västra Götaland and county administrative board; Resilient business board 
in Pakhuis de Zwijger; Cultural corridor in Rijeka).

In general, the HIPs in each pilot established a core group of participants and 
structure that facilitated constant input and support throughout the process, yet was 
flexible enough to enable specific stakeholders to participate on an ad-hoc basis. 
Stakeholders included those directly affected by adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, 
those attempting to help and also those who could help but were unaware of their 
role, including “difficult” or sceptical stakeholders. It has to be noted that despite 
the fundamental assumption that “Circular Governance is a necessary precondition 
for sustainable adaptive reuse of cultural heritage”, at the start of the project the 
language and terminology regarding “circularity”, “circular city”, “circular gover-
nance”, as well as “micro-community” was problematic in the pilots, particularly in 
cases where these terms are infrequently used or less known. This unfamiliarity 
with the vocabulary surrounding the main theme resulted in an initial lack of confi-
dence of some stakeholders.

One of the challenges identified at the start of the HIP process was the “difficulty 
in keeping the stakeholders connected throughout the whole project”. Clearly, due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic, patience and sensitivity were even more necessary to 
ensure that the planned steps continued to the greatest extent feasible and more 
effort was needed to translate complex concepts and sophisticated CLIC tools into 
a set of practical and action-oriented steps.

Discerning the role and influence of the partnership and its interaction with other 
partnerships, as well as challenges in promoting actions beyond conventional meet-
ings, was difficult during this period. Nevertheless, some interested stakeholders 
took this opportunity to participate in additional informal meetings between the 
formal HIP “Dialogues” and official project meetings, which formed the ground-
work for longer-term relationships (e.g., in Salerno).
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The HIP “Dialogues” were complemented by four Peer Review Visits involving 
representatives from the four CLIC pilot territories (Salerno, Rijeka, Västra 
Götaland, Pakhuis de Zwijger in Amsterdam). These Peer Review Visits were facili-
tated by ICLEI with the aim to exchange local experiences, gather inspiration from 
others, and engage in a review of what worked, what did not work, and what could 
be done differently. Through the Peer Reviews, the pilots received feedback from 
their peers that focused on local experiences through the exchange of cases that 
worked and did not work, different mechanisms to overcome existing problems, 
building an understanding of the issues, situations and challenges, and exploring 
new ideas, options and solutions.

It is important to recognize the role of public support which continues to be 
essential for the safeguard and promotion of cultural heritage. The public govern-
ment is as well the driver that brings cultural heritage in the circular perspective in 
the agenda, and facilitates the dialogue because it has the legitimate authority to 
incorporate the conclusions from the HIP processes within new policies.

HIPs as an Experimental Arena for New Circular Adaptive Reuse Tools

Six tools of the CLIC integrated multi-level toolkit developed as part of the project 
to facilitate circular adaptive reuse policies and processes were implemented within 
the framework of the HIP process. While tools are definitely needed, only the HIP 
stakeholders were in the position to understand and test the feasibility and “real- 
life” applicability/usefulness of such tools. The HIP process provided an experi-
mental arena where the tools could be observed and assessed first, instead of 
implementing them all at once. The results achieved with the knowledge and plan-
ning tools, can then be mainstreamed into new mechanisms and structures. 
Specifically:

• The Perceptions mapping tool mapped feelings, perceptions and opinions about 
cultural heritage and its spatial interaction within the lived environment in 
Amsterdam, Rijeka, Salerno and the four locations in Västra Götaland Region 
(Fengersfors, Forsvik, Gustavsfors and Stromsfors).

• The Economic Landscapes identified and mapped cultural capital and spatial 
integration of cultural capital with urban economic functions in Amsterdam, 
Rijeka, Salerno and the four locations in Västra Götaland Region (Fengersfors, 
Forsvik, Gustavsfors and Stromsfors).

• The circular business model workshops took place in Amsterdam, Rijeka, 
Salerno and Fengersfors in Västra Götaland Region. The aim was to co-design 
ideas/solutions for adaptive reuse of cultural heritage that could make a sound 
and sustainable business model: starting from a unique value proposition and 
considering the available resources and identified needs; testing desirability; 
identifying partnerships, users, and beneficiaries; and ensuring sustainable 
impacts.

C. Garzillo et al.



427

• The Social Network Analysis mapped interactions among people and organiza-
tion in the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage to identify the existing relations and 
evaluate the networking initiatives in Salerno.

• The implementation of the Decision Support System is still ongoing in Salerno 
and Rijeka to aid the development of sustainable and circular strategies for the 
reuse of cultural heritage: identifying a set of actions and taking into consider-
ation constraints and potential synergies among these actions.

• The Cultural Corridor was implemented in Rijeka as an integrated urban spatial 
system generating a new paradigm for sustainable use of inner cities and urban 
deprived areas, adopting the culture, cultural heritage and environment as a 
cross-leading principle for the adaptive reuse of urban heritage.

1.3  Enhancing Opportunities for Collaboration and Funding 
Through Data Management

Gabriella Monteleone, FacilityLive

Another very important tool for policy-makers is the CLIC Knowledge Information 
Hub, an innovative data management system enhancing opportunities for collabora-
tion between diverse stakeholders and helping increase funding for cultural heri-
tage. Indeed, the understanding and reuse of cultural heritage involves the collection, 
storage and processing of all forms of relevant information referring to it. The het-
erogeneous sets of data help understanding the heritage building or site and their 
management is an essential task for the dissemination and reuse of the assets. This 
is the reason behind the creation of the CLIC Knowledge Information Hub.

The platform has been designed to manage and visualise in an innovative way the 
information related to heritage assets to inform investors, policy-makers, entrepre-
neurs and civil society organisations on the opportunities and costs related to avail-
able heritage assets to start heritage regeneration actions.

It allows a city/region to showcase local reuse practices and present the aban-
doned heritage as assets/opportunities for adaptive reuse investments towards the 
implementation of a “circular city” model. Detailed data and information for the 
reuse of a building/site are provided as well as the communication of eventual calls 
for tender. The application, based on the requirements from the four CLIC pilot cit-
ies and region represents different geographic, historic, cultural and political con-
texts and could be transferable to other cities/regions.

The CLIC Knowledge Information Hub not only empowers city and regions pro-
viding an open platform for cataloguing, presenting and sharing reuse opportunities 
but it is also of interest to anyone who wishes to look into the adaptive reuse prac-
tices of European cities and regions and learn from their experiences as well as citi-
zens interested in exploring the projects of their city, and investors searching for 
opportunities on a specific territory.
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The pilot application is available on the CLIC Knowledge and Information Hub 
at www.clicplatform.eu, and its demo is available for all stakeholders across Europe.

Through the platform, the user can consult information on all opportunities 
across Europe (see here) and search for specific opportunities (available spaces, to 
build and reuse, to design and reuse) according to their characteristics (e.g. by typol-
ogy of the heritage building/site/landscape -Civil, Residential, Religious, Military, 
Industrial, Commercial, Leisure, Agricultural-), or state of conservation and inter-
vention, etc. The user can consult information on all opportunities in a specific city/
region (see here).

Specifically, the platform provides:

• the specific data related to the involved heritage (see example here): its typology, 
protection, the typology of construction, the indoor and outdoor square metres, 
number of floors, the owner, the urban planning zone, the energy performance as 
well as specific documents as planimetries. In addition, images, contacts, news, 
links to websites as well as historic sites’ opening times can be found.

• all the details related to the adaptive reuse process: the reuse status of the heri-
tage building/site (to be renovated or already renovated) and the current reuse 
phase, its state of use, the allowed uses, the last intervention year and the inter-
vention needed, the estimated or actual investment range and costs for the reuse 
project, its intervention timeframe timeline and managing aspects as the gover-
nance model, management type and manager.

Practically the CLIC Knowledge Information Hub has been developed by means of 
FacilityLive, an innovative technology for the organization and management of 
information that allows people to have a compelling user experience in information 
search. The end result is a new way of accessing and using cultural heritage 
information.
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Introduction

The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage offers a unique opportunity to align preserva-
tion efforts with sustainable economic development through the implementation of 
circular business models. This section explores how such models can be applied to
heritage projects. It also examines the role of innovative financial instruments in 
supporting these initiatives, from public-private partnerships to impact investing 
and green finance. Together, circular business models and tailored financial strate-
gies are key to unlocking the economic potential of adaptive reuse while ensuring 
cultural and environmental sustainability.

Part IV
Circular Business Models and Financial 

Instruments



433© The Author(s) 2025
L. Fusco Girard, A. Gravagnuolo (eds.), Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-67628-4_16

Chapter 16
Circular Business Model for Cultural 
Heritage Adaptive Reuse: An Iterative 
Journey

Ruba Saleh and Christian Ost

1  Introduction: Urban Conservation as a Lever 
of Sustainable Development

After World War I, an architectural and urban movement for protecting heritage 
emerged. As a result, the Charter of Athens introduced in 1930 the need for legisla-
tion at national level for the preservation of historic sites. The main focus of reha-
bilitation and restoration works was initially addressed outstanding historical 
fabrics: monuments, sites or historic centers. The development of national legisla-
tive frameworks and planning tools was triggered by the massive destruction of 
European cities caused by World War II. The main objective was to safeguard and 
reconstruct the urban heritage. Urban conservation started evolving as a doctrine in 
the second half of the twentieth century. Indeed, the Charter of Venice in 1964, 
builds on the charter of Athens and expands the scope “The concept of a historic 
monument embraces not only the single architectural work but also the urban or 
rural setting in which is found the evidence of a particular civilization, a significant 
development or a historic event” (The charter of Venice 1964). The discussion on 
values was focused on the artistic and historic values and the main intention was to 
safeguard monuments or works of arts. In 1972, Meadows et  al., published the 
famous report ‘The Limits to Growth’ which delivered at the time a clear message 
“Man can create a society in which he can live indefinitely on earth if he imposes 
limits on himself and his production of material goods to achieve a state of global 
equilibrium with population and production in carefully selected balance” (Meadows 
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et al. 1972). As an indication of the fact that preservation of scarce resources was an 
overarching concern at the time, the World Heritage Convention was adopted a few 
weeks later, “The 1972 landmark for cultural conservation coincided with the 
awareness of excessive growth, which is itself nurtured by an environmental con-
cern towards the protection of natural resources around the globe” (Ost 2021). 
Indeed, the World Heritage Convention was the first international convention to 
establish a neat link between nature conservation and the preservation of cultural 
properties. Moreover, it also recognized people’s interactions with nature and the 
need to preserve the balance between the two.

The growing multidisciplinary literature and understanding of sustainability in 
urban context, made it clear that the city has to be analyzed as a dynamic ecosystem 
which needs to be conserved in its historical integrity. The Declaration of Amsterdam 
of 1975 was a turning point were the definition of a ‘historic centre’ as the main 
focus of the conservation process was extended to the entire built environment 
together with social and cultural context “While the emphasis was thus moving 
away from the conventional value judgements in vogue previously, such as identifi-
cation of picturesque views and vistas, protection of particularly important architec-
tural elements, and street elevations, a new interest was given to the protection and 
rehabilitation of the urban fabric as an overall support to the historical significance 
and the social structure of the city” (Zancheti and Jokilehto 1997:38). The urban 
mandate of conservation was reaffirmed in 1976 in the UNESCO Recommendation 
concerning the Safeguarding and Contemporary Role of Historic Areas and the 
Washington Charter for the conservation of historic towns and urban areas adopted 
by ICOMOS General Assembly in 1987 which clearly states: “This charter con-
cerns historic urban areas, large and small, including cities, towns and historic cen-
tres or quarters, together with their natural and man-made environments. Beyond 
their role as historical documents, these areas embody the values of traditional 
urban cultures”. The Nara document on Authenticity in 1994 was the fruit of inter-
cultural dialogue that “underscores the importance of considering the cultural and 
social values of all societies, and emphasizes respect for other cultures, other values, 
and the tangible and intangible expressions that form part of the heritage of every 
culture” (Luxen 2004). An important turning point for urban conservation where the 
focus shifted from being focused on the process itself towards questioning why to 
conserve (what are the values being safeguarded) and for whom? (Luxen 2004; Ost 
2021). And from artistic and historic values to multilayered values related to differ-
ent perspectives (Van Balen 2008). This opening toward the diversity of cultures, 
social-life system and heritage led to the adoption in 2003 of the UNESCO 
Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage and the Faro 
Convention in 2005 by the Council of Europe. As described above, the drawing up 
of new charters and conventions demonstrate how the concept of heritage and its 
management evolved in time and space and the urban conservation planning process 
can be defined as “an activity that aims at the preservation of the creative change of 
values within the context of the continuity of the urban structure. Obviously, this is 
a circular or dialectical process, to put it in old-fashioned terms” (Zancheti and 
Jokilehto 1997:47).
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In 2011, UNESCO adopted the Recommendation on the Historic Urban 
Landscape. By mapping the multilayers and interconnections between the cultural 
natural and human values, this new approach posits urban heritage as a resource for 
the entire city and its sustainable development. “The Historic Urban Landscape 
gives urban conservation a new perspective, an invitation to “’reconnect’ the so- 
called ‘historic’ and ‘modern’ city “in order to enable a full-understanding of the 
significance of urban heritage, its changing dimensions and its power to inspire and 
guide contemporary urban rehabilitation processes and urban development” 
(Bandarin 2015:16).

The Hangzhou Declaration in 2013, placed cultural heritage (tangible and intan-
gible) at the heart of sustainable development policies “The safeguarding of historic 
urban and rural areas and of their associated traditional knowledge and practices 
reduces the environmental footprints of societies, promoting more ecologically sus-
tainable patterns of production and consumption and sustainable urban and archi-
tectural design solutions. Access to essential environmental goods and services for 
the livelihood of communities should be secured through the stronger protection 
and more sustainable use of biological and cultural diversity, as well as by the safe-
guarding of relevant traditional knowledge and skills, paying particular attention to 
those of indigenous peoples, in synergy with other forms of scientific knowledge” 
(The Hangzhou Declaration 2013). The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development 
adopted by the General Assembly in 2015, highlights under Goal n.11, Make cities 
and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable, the role of heritage 
specifically under Target 11.4, Strengthen efforts to protect and safeguard the 
world’s cultural and natural heritage, and recognizes cultural heritage as a lever for 
development (United Nations 2015a). Based on this, the Habitat III Issue Papers 
highlights the need for new planning and governance models as “culturally sensitive 
urban development models” (United Nations 2015b). As tools aimed to “mitigate 
urban conflicts and reduce cities’ ecological footprint, with a view to build more 
compact, inclusive and resilient cities” (ibidem). The UNESCO report, Culture 
Urban Future, strengthens the narrative, by presenting in 2016 a global portrait of 
the role of culture as a basis for a sustainable urban development through global 
seminal case studies. In the same year, the New Urban Agenda was adopted at the 
Habitat III conference in Quito. This agenda builds on Goal n.11 and declares that 
“We will support the leveraging of cultural heritage for sustainable urban develop-
ment and recognize its role in stimulating participation and responsibility. We will 
promote innovative and sustainable use of architectural monuments and sites, with 
the intention of value creation, through respectful restoration and adaptation. We 
will engage indigenous peoples and local communities in the promotion and dis-
semination of knowledge of tangible and intangible cultural heritage and protection 
of traditional expressions and languages, including through the use of new tech-
nologies and techniques” (New Urban Agenda 2016:32). The role of cultural heri-
tage in shaping a sustainable living environment was put into context by the Davos 
Declaration “Cultural heritage is a crucial component of high-quality Baukultur. 
The way we use, maintain and protect our cultural heritage today will be crucial for 
the future development of a high-quality built environment” (Davos Declaration 
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2018:3). In the same year and following the successful launch and implementation 
of the European Year of Cultural Heritage (EYCH) in 2018, the European 
Commission publishes the New European Agenda for Culture aimed at pursuing 
and scaling up the efforts of EYCH. The Agenda emphasis the strong connection to 
sustainability “restoration and upgrading of cultural and natural heritage contributes 
to growth potential and sustainability” (COM 2018:5) and presents cultural heritage 
as a shared resource.

In 2019, the Bucharest Declaration of the Ministers of Culture and their repre-
sentatives on the role of culture in building Europe’s future, stresses on the need to 
enable the connection between cultural heritage and sustainability through policy 
and capacity building: “We emphasize the importance of implementing cross- 
cutting policies that strengthen the intrinsic value of cultural heritage. Such policies 
need to create the conditions that allow cultural heritage to contribute to sustainable 
development. To this end, objectives need to be set in different policy areas, includ-
ing smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, as well as the promotion of architec-
tural policies” (Bucharest Declaration 2019). This declaration was followed in the 
same year by the Barcelona Declaration which elaborate on what tourism and cul-
tural heritage sectors could achieve by working closely in line with the SDGs 
(Barcelona Declaration 2019). The European Quality Principles which was drawn 
by ICOMOS and funded by the EC defines what it means by quality in relation to 
cultural heritage and provides a wide range of adopted International and European 
charters/conventions/principles in this regards “Quality in relation to cultural heri-
tage can in any case be seen as multi- dimensional, bearing environmental, cultural, 
social, and economic values. Notions of cultural diversity, inclusivity, and an under-
standing of intangible heritage contribute important perspectives to defining future 
actions and interventions” (ICOMOS 2019). It reiterates that cultural heritage is a 
dynamic common good which involves a variety of actors and stakeholders and to 
which contribute a wide array of disciplines. “Heritage-led regeneration that would 
increase the attractiveness and competitiveness of different historic areas is a cor-
nerstone of regional economic policy. All this points to the need to balance heritage 
conservation and socio-economic development through integrated and innovative 
management strategies, taking into account the fact that cultural heritage is not 
renewable nor replaceable” (ICOMOS 2019:23). It also delineates how the quality 
of interventions on cultural heritage should be ensured and reflects on evaluation 
and monitoring “Cultural heritage projects should also be evaluated in relation to 
their contribution to the circular economy and to the circular territorial development 
model. New respectful and compatible uses of cultural heritage should always be 
clearly and explicitly connected to its “intrinsic value”” (ICOMOS 2019:39).

Recently, Ursula von der Leyen, President of the European Commission, 
launched the New European Bauhaus as part of the Green Deal. “I want 
NextGenerationEU to kickstart a European renovation wave and make our Union a 
leader in the circular economy. But this is not just an environmental or economic 
project: it needs to be a new cultural project for Europe”1

1 https://europa.eu/new-european-bauhaus/index_en
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1.1  Urban Conservation and Circular Economy

The gradual evolution of urban conservation led to significant progress in: expand-
ing the scope from individual monuments to cultural landscapes (The Declaration 
of Amsterdam 1975; UNESCO Recommendation concerning the Safeguarding and 
Contemporary Role of Historic Areas 1976; ICOMOS Charter for the conservation 
of historic towns and urban areas 1987; The European landscape convention 2000; 
UNESCO Underwater Cultural Heritage Convention 2001; ICOMOS Charter on 
Cultural Routes 2008a; ICOMOS Charter on the Interpretation and Preservation of 
Cultural Heritage Sites 2008b); establishing a neat link between nature conservation 
and the preservation of cultural properties and thus embracing a sustainable devel-
opment perspective (The World Heritage Convention 1972; the Convention on 
Biological Diversity 1992; UNESCO Recommendation on the Historic Urban 
Landscape 2001; ICOMOS 2019); incorporating multilayered values in addition to 
the originally established artistic and historic values in the Charter of Venice in 1964 
(The charter of Venice 1964; the Nara document on Authenticity, 1994; the Burra 
Charter 2013; Charter on the Built Vernacular Heritage 1999); and becoming more 
inclusive by taking into consideration not only the tangible but also the intangible 
heritage and expanding the range of actors, stakeholders and disciplines involved in 
urban conservation (UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible 
Cultural Heritage 2003; UNESCO Convention on the Protection and Promotion of 
the Diversity of Cultural Expressions 2005; the Faro Convention in 2005). An 
important turning point for urban conservation was when the focus shifted from the 
process itself towards questioning why to conserve (what are the values being safe-
guarded) and for whom? Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage became a two faceted 
tool which tackles contemporary needs with high quality reuse projects and pro-
vides evidence of the multilayered positive impacts (Gravagnuolo et al. 2017, 2018; 
Ost 2019a; Foster 2020).

The Circular Economy is an economic philosophy which challenges the existing 
linear economy and calls for a new system for exchange and production. It aims at: 
reducing waste at source, increasing resource efficiency use at all stages of the value 
chain, preserving the natural capital and reducing environmental impacts, and 
increase people’s well-being (Geissdoerfer et al. 2016; Reichel et al. 2016; Kirchherr 
et  al. 2017; Marin and De Meulder 2018; Korhonen et  al. 2018; Moragaa et  al. 
2019) It is designed to be regenerative, replacing the linear end-of-life concept with 
new circular flows of reuse in an integrated process. Inspired by and designed to 
mimic nature’s cycle, the CE aims at meeting a sustainable future.

Cities are known to be hotbeds of culture, creativity, diversity, economic growth, 
experimentation and innovation (UNESCO 2016). Today they are part of the prob-
lem and solution at the same time. The growing pressure on urban resources, infra-
structures, services and housing caused by half of the global population living in 
cities (OECD and European Commission 2020); almost two-thirds of global energy 
demand; 70% alarming level of production of greenhouse gas emissions, 50% 
global waste (OECD 2020) need urgent policy measures and actions (CSCP 2018; 
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EMF 2017; EMF and ARUP 2019a, b; EIB 2018, 2019; Eurocities 2017; Prendeville 
et al. 2018; World Economic Forum 2018). The Global Resources Outlook provided 
in 2019 key insights regarding consumption and production impact and found that 
“resource use has more than tripled since 1970 to reach 92 billion tons in 
2017…Resource extraction and processing cause over 90 per cent of global biodi-
versity loss and water stress, and more than half of global climate change impacts… 
Environmental impacts of material consumption are 3 to 6 times greater in high- 
income countries than in low-income countries. Without action, resource use would 
more than double from current levels to 190 billion tons by 2060. Related impacts 
would exceed the planetary boundaries and endanger human well-being” (The 
Global Resources Outlook 2019).

A city that acknowledges that there are planetary boundaries understands the role 
urban heritage could play in contributing to a sustainable urban development. In 
2019, Heritage Counts demonstrated that: huge amounts of carbon are locked up in 
existing historic buildings; that adaptive reuse can reduce the need for new carbon- 
generating construction activities and therefore, reducing the need for new material 
extraction and reducing waste production (Heritage Counts 2019).

In 2018, Circle Economy published its first circularity gap report which states 
that the global economy is only 9.1% circular. Its 2020 report found that the gap is 
actually widening and the global economy is only 8.6% circular. This is because the 
world is continuing business as usual: “high rates of extraction; ongoing stock 
build-up; plus, low levels of end-of-use processing and cycling” (Circle Economy 
2020). This implies an enormous amount of wasted potential for reuse or recycling 
of existing materials. Indeed, while on the one hand, cities waste resources, energy 
and water and on the other underutilize space, products, and assets, especially heri-
tage assets. In 2019, the circularity gap report states that “A 1.5 °C world is circu-
lar...The circular agenda and low-carbon agenda are complementary and mutually 
supportive…The pathway to a low-carbon future is circular”. The 2021 circularity 
gap report, calls for extending the functional lifetime of buildings and infrastructure 
as a pathway towards satisfying one of the global needs and wants2: “more co- 
housing, increased renovation, refurbishment, modular design that can easily adapt 
to needs over time is needed, and re-occupancy of underused and disused buildings 
to meet housing demand within global stock limits. Optimising flexible and multi-
functional space for non-residential purposes also frees up existing stock for (redes-
ignation as) housing... Retrofitting existing housing stock will both slow flows by 
extending the lifespan and in some cases cycle flows through reuse of materials in 
renovation and refurbishment on-site” (Circle Economy 2021).

In 2015, the European Commission adopted its Circular Economy Action Plan, 
which includes measures aimed at stimulating Europe’s transition towards a circular 

2 According to the circularity gap report 2021, 59.1 billion tonnes of Global Greenhouse Gas GGH 
emissions were emitted in 2019 linked to seven global societal needs & wants, as follows: Mobility 
(17,1 Gt), housing (13,5 Gt), nutrition (10,0 Gt), services (6,4 Gt), consumables (5,6 Gt), com-
munication (3,5 Gt), healthcare (3,0 Gt) (Circle Economy 2021).
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economy, boost global competitiveness, foster sustainable economic growth and 
generate new jobs (COM 2015).

The action plan established a programme of action, with measures covering the 
whole cycle: from production and consumption to waste management and the mar-
ket for secondary raw materials and a revised legislative proposal on waste. It also 
sets out the timeline for the completion of actions. The proposed actions aim at 
contributing to “closing the loop” of product lifecycles through greater recycling 
and re-use, and to bring benefits for both the environment and the economy. A 
revised legislative framework on waste entered into force in July 2018 setting clear 
targets for reduction of waste and establishing a long-term path for waste manage-
ment and recycling.

At the end of 2019, the EC launches the Green Deal which provides an action 
plan to “boost the efficient use of resources by moving to a clean, circular economy 
restore biodiversity and cut pollution” (COM 2019). A deal that paves the way 
towards becoming a global leader in CE and a climate neutral continent by 2050.

As part of the action plan (COM 2020a), the EC publishes its Renovation Wave 
Strategy (COM 2020b) which on the one hand presents the weight of the built envi-
ronment on sustainability “Overall, buildings are responsible for about 40% of the 
EU’s total energy consumption, and for 36% of its greenhouse gas emissions from 
energy. only 11% of the EU existing building stock undergoes some level of renova-
tion each year”. While on the other, it showcases the substantial potential offered by 
the building stock for greening the economy, creating jobs and improving the qual-
ity of life.

Back in 1997, Zancheti and Jokilehto argued that “Sustainable development is 
seen today as a powerful motivation for urban conservation planning. Basically, it 
would consist of a process of urban development based on the constant reuse of 
existing built and natural resources, associated with a low ingress of energy for their 
adaptation to new requirements conceived in society. It is also viewed as a process 
founded in the local culture, in an equitable distribution of urban services, the use of 
democratic principles of management, and the maintenance and regeneration of  
traditional social values and practices” (Zancheti and Jokilehto 1997:47). To pave 
the way towards smooth implementation of the Renovation Wave Strategy, urban 
conservation and circular city policies should harmonize (Foster and Saleh 2021).

1.2  Cultural Entrepreneurship Momentum

The current health and economic crisis has devastated the artistic and cultural sec-
tors, caught between the impossible organization and production of activities, and 
the impossibility for the public to attend/interact. Scenarios to exit the crisis foresee 
economic and financial difficulties for the cultural offer, but expect also changes in 
behavior for the public and consumers.

It should be remembered that any solution to the crisis involves periods of transi-
tion during which new things are created, while others disappear. It is no mere 
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coincidence that the year 2021 is the International Year of the Creative Economy for 
Sustainable Development. This concerns in particular the cultural and creative 
industries which have for many years a central place in European policies (KEA 
2006; KEA & PPMI 2019; Kern 2020).

In this context of change, it is necessary both to learn how to better withstand 
crises that will inevitably return, and how to innovate in terms of products, pro-
cesses and artistic organizations. Resilience means changing the modes of financing 
(Ost 2016, 2018, 2019b), the partnerships and the way of modulating cultural prod-
ucts and services to changes in behavior, and to the new needs from audiences (Ost 
and Saleh 2021a). It is a question of creativity, innovation, technology, but also of 
the behavior of artistic and cultural actors. These changes must be accompanied by 
additional resources to the cultural sector, such that cultural actors can be more 
resilient during transition. Although there is no commonly agreed upon definition of 
cultural entrepreneurship, we define it as a “set of activities aimed at harnessing a 
cultural business opportunity. The novelty stands in being innovative in transform-
ing cultural values into economic values. The process of creating new cultural 
expressions could be also interpreted as the business of transforming intangible 
values (performing arts, artistic creation, traditions and knowledge, etc…) into tan-
gible assets in the form of cultural capital. The process of creating new adaptive 
reuse of heritage buildings is about the business of transforming abandoned, under-
used or not in use cultural heritage into common goods which reflect needs and 
aspirations of the contemporary local community with respect to environment and 
social practices and interactions. By transforming the cultural asset, the cultural 
entrepreneur harnesses the existing cultural (tangible and intangible) and economic 
values and transform them into enhanced cultural, economic, social and environ-
mental impacts, outcomes and benefits” (Ost and Saleh 2021a).

It is timely for cultural entrepreneurs to embrace circular and innovative organi-
zational forms of business and finance for managing their cultural activities. Cultural 
entrepreneurship is auspicious because it endows innovative concepts on quantity, 
quality and manipulation of resources in tandem with novel ways of empowering 
consumers, prosumers3 and the community at large in governing the common goods.

2  Sustainable Business Model Innovation

A literature review carried by Zott et al. covering the period between 1975 and 2009 
demonstrated that the concept of business model “became prevalent with the advent 
of the Internet in the mid-1990s, and it has been gathering momentum since then” 
(Zott et al. 2011). Following the review, the scholars identify four important themes 
around the notion of business models as “a new unit of analysis, offering a systemic 

3 We refer to prosumers as active citizens willing to be part of the reflection, co-design, testing and 
customization of the products/services according to his/her needs.
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perspective on how to “do business,” encompassing boundary-spanning activities 
(performed by a focal firm or others), and focusing on value creation as well as 
value capture” (Zott et al. 2011). Moreover, the scholars’ shed light not only on the 
usefulness of the business model as a means for planning and systemic organiza-
tional analysis but also as a powerful communication tool through which entrepre-
neurs can communicate complex business solutions to potential investors (Zott 
et al. 2011).

Although Osterwalder posits a business model ontology in 2004, the first disrup-
tive business model canvas is visualized by Osterwalder and Pigneur in 2010. It is 
considered a viable systematic approach to structure a business model and since its 
launch it became a recognized model (Lewandowski 2016). The canvas come to be 
widely employed because it equips business model designers with a tool that “effi-
ciently design high quality (reliable, consistent and effective) monetarily profitable 
business models” (Upward 2013:11). So, what is a business model? According to 
Osterwalder and Pigneur: “A Business Model describes the rationale of how an 
organization creates, delivers and captures value” (Osterwalder and Pigneur 
2010:14).

From a heritage economics perspective, we envisage the business model as a tool 
that enables cultural entrepreneurs with a medium to analyze the rationale of their 
business, namely: the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. This model helps the  
cultural entrepreneurs visualize the logic behind what values are being preserved 
and co-created? for whom, how (through which processes), and why (to achieve 
which goals/impacts)? (Saleh et al. 2020; Ost and Saleh 2021b).

Osterwalder and Pigneur describe their Business Model Canvas, through nine 
blocks covering four main areas namely; customers, supply, infrastructure, and 
financial viability. However, these articulated four areas of the Business Model 
Canvas provide tools for an organization to generate value in monetary terms only 
with no consideration of other possible values. For this specific reason, a scientific 
debate is blossoming in the last decade on whether the Business Model Ontology 
could inform the design and evaluation of Sustainable Business Models (SBM)? In 
2014, based on their structured literature review, Bocken et al., classified SBM in 
eight different business model archetypes grouped in three innovation categories: 
technical, social and organizational (2014:48). In 2016, Schaltegger et al. define a 
Sustainable Business Model as follows:

A business model for sustainability helps describing, analyzing, managing, and communi-
cating (i) a company’s sustainable value proposition to its customers, and all other stake-
holders, (ii) how it creates and delivers this value, (iii) and how it captures economic value 
while maintaining or regenerating natural, social, and economic capital beyond its organi-
zational boundaries (2016:6).

In 2018, Geissdoerfer et  al., conduct a comprehensive review of the Sustainable 
Business Model innovation literature and conclude that there are four types of sus-
tainable business model innovation (2018:408). The authors provide different sus-
tainable business model types (four) and strategies (nine). The circular business 
model is considered one of the sustainable business model types. Lately, there is a 
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thriving debate on the need to develop circular business models (Lewandowski 
2016; Kirchherr et al. 2017) and the need for using them as tools for monitoring 
value co-creation and capture (Reichel et al. 2016) and more recently as enablers of 
the circular economy (Kirchherr et al. 2017; WBCSD 2017; WBCSD and Climate- 
KIC 2018; Thelen et al. 2018; EpE and INEC 2018; The EIB 2019).

3  Circular Business Model and Human Flourishing

Cities, corporates and cultural entrepreneurs are the forerunners in testing circular 
business models (Cheshire 2016; Acharya et  al. 2018; Arup and Bam 2018). 
However, the discussion is bourgeoning and it is pretty much focused on urban 
metabolisms, specific loops, pilot projects/case-studies, or strategies (Van 
Renswoude et al. 2015; DSGC 2015; Lewandowski 2016; Reichel et al. 2016; EIT 
RawMaterials circulator4, Geissdoerfer et al. 2018).

Osterwalder and Pigneur’s Business Model Canvas was adapted by Ellen 
MacArthur Foundation as a Circular Business Model (EMF 2016). By adding some 
questions related to the circular economy context, the EMF aims to help companies 
use a circular lens for their business. However, the four articulated areas of the 
Business Model Canvas namely: customers, supply, infrastructure, and financial 
viability, provide tools for an organization to generate value in monetary terms only 
with no consideration of other possible values. The main dilemma is how can a 
society and its related organizations’ attain the sustainable development goals with-
out addressing the cultural, social and environmental values in an integrated manner?

• Under the framework of H2020 project CLIC, the authors designed a circular 
business model for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and implemented it 
CLIC’s four pilots: Pakhuis de Zwijger in Amsterdam, The Netherlands; 
Fengersfors, Vastra Götaland Region, Sweden; Rijeka, Croatia; and Salerno, 
Italy. The authors aim was to develop a circular business model for adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage in line with the guidelines of the Historic Urban 
Landscape approach. An innovative business model which can cope with specific 
issues of governance and financing processes of adaptive reuse. Adaptive reuse 
of cultural heritage is considered today key in urban conservation and sustain-
able  development. After reviewing a number of sustainable business model can-
vases, the authors found inspiring the speculation of Upward and Jones (2015) 
about a tri- impactful and tri-profitable Business Model.

Upward and Jones build on the Business Model Ontology and develop a Strongly 
Sustainable Business Model (SSBM). They base their speculation on questioning 
whether a successful business can be defined as such based on monetary returns 

4 The circulator is a web tool providing an overview of relevant Circular Business Models and 
applied case-studies: http://www.circulator.eu/about
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only? More importantly, they query the aspired outcome in terms of sustainable 
performance. Their thorough research leads to the development of an ontology for 
a Strongly Sustainable Business Model (SSBM) composed of Four Formative 
Propositions (definition of a strongly sustainable firm; definition of value; definition 
of a business mode; and definition of Tri-profit) and five Instrumental Principals 
(conception of an SSBM; boundaries of an SSBM; validation of a SSBM; necessary 
financial viability of a sustainable model; and; modelling social benefits and envi-
ronmental regeneration (Upward and Jones 2015:11–14).

According to the two scholars the four Formative Propositions highlight the 
lacking concepts in the classical Business Model Ontology BMO (Osterwalder 
2004) and set the scene for the proposed new ontology. While the five Instrumental 
Principals portray the concepts and relationships within the new proposed ontology.

• One of the initiatives of the SSBM is the Flourishing Business Canvas. It is based 
on Upward and Jones’s (2015) vision of a world where enterprises commit not 
only to do less harm but also to sustaining human flourishing under the frame-
work of the Sustainable Development Goals. According to the scholars, this 
model aims at “not only do no harm, but do well by only doing good”. Thus, it is 
calculated on a tri-profit metric, namely; economic viability, social benefits and 
environmental regeneration.

The authors embraced the flourishing business model because it is based on a 
tri-profit metric and therefore, it fulfills CLIC’s vision and multidisciplinary human- 
centered framework. By building on this model, the authors analyzed the different 
sections (How, What, For Whom, Why) in line with the Historic Urban Landscape 
approach and under the framework of the circular economy and developed the  
following prototype (Fig. 16.1):

Fig. 16.1 Adapted circular business model for cultural heritage adaptive reuse. (Ost and 
Saleh 2019)
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4  Circular Business Model for Cultural Heritage Adaptive 
Reuse: Structure and Tools

The structure of this circular business model is based on four blocks, namely:

 – What (value): What are the values being co-created and What is the vision 
behind co-creation or co-destruction values? through a supply-driven reflection.

 – How (process): How to process? And How can we co-accomplish what we 
want? Using which resources? and a demand-driven reflection.

 – For whom (people): For whom building the model? Who are the customers and 
users? What are their needs? The community at large? What governance 
model? and

 – Why (outcomes): Why are we building this model? With which means shall we 
evaluate how tri-impactful it is? (Fig. 16.2)

Moreover, the business model was developed and assessed at every stage in 
regards to:

 – Desirability (is anyone interested in the proposed feature?)
 – Feasibility (is it feasible? Do we have the technology, resources and capabilities 

to fulfil it?)
 – Viability: (is it economically sound? What possible revenue streams and BMs to 

adopt?) and
 – Impact: Does it respond to societal challenges? Does it generate positive eco-

nomic, environments, social and cultural impacts?

For the sake of clarity, we will explain the issues to be tackled under each of the four 
blocks (value, process, people, outcomes) and encompassing fifteen elements. 
Specific questions were designed for every block in order to keep in mind both the 
Historic Urban Landscape Approach and the Circular Economy perspective. 
However, it is worth mentioning that the blocks were neither developed separately 
nor followed a chronological order. On the contrary, they were intertwined and the 
co-design of one block impacted the others and thus, implied amending and/or piv-
oting the idea/solution.

Fig. 16.2 Structure of the adapted circular business model for cultural heritage adaptive reuse. 
(Ost and Saleh 2019)
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The Value Propositions

Value Co-preservation & Co-creation

 – What are the different value propositions brought to the different stakeholders?
 – How does each value proposition relate to meeting a stakeholder need?
 – What is so unique in what you are proposing?
 – What are the value propositions from the functional, emotional, economic,  

environmental & social perspectives?

The Process

Context: The Historic Urban Landscape

 – What is the broader urban context / landscape that embeds the project?
 – How to describe the context’s human, natural and cultural layers (cultural 

capital)?

Context: Spatial Integration

 – Describe the spatial integration of the project (transportation, mobility,  
businesses, public services, points of attractiveness in the macro area, walkabil-
ity, utilities, infrastructures, regulations, land uses) within its context?

Solution

 – What are the main features/components of the idea/solution
 – What do users, customers and other stakeholders have access to (products, ser-

vices, activities, etc…)?

Adaptive Reuse

 – What reuse is embedded in the value proposition?
 – How to monitor and design out any negative externalities?
 – What circular flows of materials are enabled (construction/demolition/waste)?
 – What are the assets that are further valorized / less wasted (embedded energy, 

local skills, techniques and knowledge, environmental / social capital)?
 – What is in place regarding heritage community network/s and feedback mecha-

nisms (disseminate and exchange)?

Resources

 – Which resources are required for your project:

• building (bricks & mortars);
• land;
• skills, expertise & know how;
• materials;
• assets

 – Which materials are moved or transformed during the process of creating,  
delivering and maintaining value propositions?

16 Circular Business Model for Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse: An Iterative Journey



446

Channels

 – What channels are used to communicate, give access and deliver value 
propositions?

 – How do services/products/ solutions reach end users?
 – What are the channels (physical and virtual) used to make the offer (a) known (b) 

available?
 – What are the channels put in place to stay in touch with end-users? to get their 

feedbacks re their satisfaction & needs / expectations?
 – How far does the supply chain integrate the “reduce, recycle, reuse” principle?

Partnerships

 – What are the formal stakeholder relationships required to deliver your value 
propositions i.e multi-actor agreements?

 – Who are the organization’s partners and what agreements for resources and 
activities should be made with them?

 – Which partnerships with circular organizations (flows of materials, information 
and capital) are put in place so that the circular / closed loop dimension is 
feasible?

People

End Users, Customers & Other Stakeholders

Cultural heritage is a common good embedded in a broader urban context:

 – Who are the end-users of the project? The customers?
 – Who are the other stakeholders of the project (producers, users, consumers, 

decision makers, policy makers, investors, supporters, etc...) besides users 
and customers?

 – Who are the 5–8 most important stakeholders?
 – Are the stakeholders influencial (power) and/or committed (interest)?

Needs

The adaptive reuse project aims to benefit to the various stakeholders and more 
specifically to the local community. Independently from the project:

 – What are the key needs and pain points of your main stakeholders?
 – What are their expectations towards the project?
 – Which needs do the project intend to address?

Governance

 – Which stakeholders get to make decisions about what the organization does, 
where and how activities are undertaken and how resources are transformed?
In other words, who makes decisions about:

 – What to conserve and reuse?
 – Managing the common good (public, private and community)?
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 – Setting priorities: where (which area first) and when (high priority, medium 
priority, low priority)?

 – How are local communities actively involved, mobilized, involved in the 
governance?

External Environment: External Factors

Many external factors can be either opportunities i.e. levers for the success of the 
project or risks / threats i.e. items that can adversely impact the project. Undertake 
a PESTEL analysis by taking into consideration the political, economic, social, 
environmental, technological and legal factors.

The Outcomes

Benefits (+)

 – How is the financial sustainability of the project guaranteed?
 – What are the business models that can generate enough revenue streams to 

increase the economic viability of the project and ensure its resilience thanks to 
revenue diversification?

 – What are the financial vehicles used for the project?
 – How are ethical and local investments stimulated?
 – How is civil economy stimulated?
 – What are the non-financial benefits generated by the project: social (i.e. happi-

ness, wellbeing), environmental (i.e. reuse and regeneration of resources)?
 – What are the short term and long term sustainable benefits?
 – How can the positive societal impacts of your project be amplified 100 times?

Costs (−)

 – What are the financial costs of the project in terms of the conservation work and 
adaptive reuse?

 – What are the capital expenditures and operational costs associated to the solution?
 – What are the negative externalities of the project in non-financial terms:

• social (i.e. gentrification, mass tourism, loss of intangible assets; social con-
flicts, decreased happiness, illness)

• environmental (i.e. harm/depletion of natural resources)? What are the short 
term and long term sustainable costs?

• opportunity costs of the decision of adaptive reuse (loss of local jobs and 
commerce, loss of biodiversity, dismantlement of the buildings and new 
development projects, etc.).

• loss of authenticity and integrity coming from the adaptive reuse decision

 – What can be done to mitigate/neutralize these adverse impacts? Which costs 
could be shared or lowered through other users and partners? How can negative 
externalities be 100 times less impactful?
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Contribution to the Whole—Sustainable Development Goals

Adaptive reuse aims to enhancing a heritage building and its values and to  
significantly contribute to Sustainable Development. What are the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) that are addressed by this adaptive reuse project?

4.1  Implementation

Between 18 February and 18 June 2020, ICHEC’s team led a circular business 
model workshop, in every CLIC pilot. The workshop was either conducted physi-
cally or virtually, and dedicated to the adaptive reuse of a representative heritage 
asset proposed by the local partner. Every workshop was prepared and discussed 
thoroughly with each local partner and its related academic partner in order to agree 
on the challenge to tackle; the storyboard; the modality of identifying and involving 
the stakeholders (open call; or by invitation); workshop format (number of days/
sessions; tools); participants’ profiles; experts to be invited/involved in different 
capacities and logistics. The workshops were designed and facilitated by Philippe 
Drouillon, ICHEC’s team member and catalyst of positive impact territories and 
organizations.

Vastra Götaland Region in Sweden choose to focus on the adaptive reuse of the 
paper mill in Fengersfors. Thirty-nine people participated proactively in the co- 
design workshop and five complementary business models were co-designed by the 
workshop participants. This was the only face to face workshop.

The original plan for Pakhuis de Zwijger, in Amsterdam (NL) was to revisit their 
business model under the circular economy perspective but due to the outbreak of 
COVID19, Pakhuis de Zwijger, asked ICHEC’s team to change the topic and focus 
of the workshop in order to synchronize with the current situation and reverberate 
the repercussions of COVID19 on public places closing their doors. Only one ses-
sion took place and 6 people participated in the co-design workshop. To this end, 
very limited aspects of the business model were tackled with Pakhuis De Zwijger 
senior and middle management due to the time restraints.

The municipality of Rijeka in Croatia asked ICHEC’s team to develop a work-
shop aimed at addressing the adaptive reuse of the Brick Building within the former 
Rikard Benčić industrial complex. 23 people registered to Rijeka’s circular business 
workshop. However, only 10 people completed all the sessions. At the end of the six 
sessions, three complementary business models were co-designed by the workshop 
participants.

The Municipality of Salerno in Italy asked ICHEC’s team to develop a workshop 
aimed at addressing the adaptive reuse of the complex of Edifici Mondo (convents 
of San Francesco and San Giacomo and San Pietro a Maiella and Palazzo San 
Massimo). Fifty-two people participated in session 1 where the local administration 
participated as well, while thirty people participated proactively in all the sessions. 
By the end of the fifth session, four business models were co-designed by the work-
shop participants.
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The four workshops tackled public and private cultural heritage assets and were 
structured in a way to cover the four blocks (value propositions, process, people and 
outcomes). The fifteen elements of the circular business models were tackled during 
the workshop except for the context which was provided beforehand thanks to the 
economic landscape mapping conducted previously by ICHEC in CLIC pilots  
(see D3.2)5. As per the external environment, although it was discussed during the 
workshops, the authors filled it in after the conclusion of the workshops.

During the implementation of the workshops, the main challenges faced were 
related to:

 – Technical barriers: The WIFI connection was not always ideal and Mural is a 
heavy program. Therefore, participants were invited to use their phones to  
connect to Zoom and computers to work on Mural;

 – Language: In order to make people feel at ease and express themselves to the 
maximum, groups were invited to speak/work in the local language in the break- 
out rooms. Moreover, simultaneous translation in Italian was provided for 
Salerno’s workshop; and

 – Attendance: The problem of attendance was faced in Rijeka only. Although par-
ticipants were consulted via Facebook survey beforehand on the most suitable 
timetable and dates, very few people committed to the workshop until the end.

During the testing and putting into force of the business model itself, the process 
went smoother for the private heritage asset in Fengersfors, Sweden. Indeed, the 
implementation of the co-designed circular business model for the adaptive reuse of 
the paper mill in Fengersfors is on-going. Following the workshop, ICHEC’s team 
analyzed the workshop outcomes and a roadmap was set and agreed with Not Quite 
collective in order to put the Business Model into practice. From their end, Not 
Quite collective listed and tested their Riskiest Assumptions; confirmed their value 
streams; and updated Minimal Viable Solutions (MVS) for each revenue stream. 
The group of four committed persons who are developing the revenue stream for the 
next three years to come are starting to reap the benefits of their hard and coordi-
nated work. The Phytoremediation solution was granted a funding and Not Quite is 
about to start the project with the help of a group of researchers. In the meantime, 
they keep pushing forward the other revenue streams.

In the cases of the publicly owned assets in Rijeka and Salerno, a few implemen-
tation challenges arose due to:

 – Lack of human and financial resources.
 – Need for lifelong learning platforms to update authorities and citizens on new 

governance approaches, in this case, the circular governance and the circular city 
perspective.

 – Lack of commitment/official endorsement by the local administration due to 
administrative regulations and procedures (the need to launch a public bid/PPP) 
and political will;

5 https://www.clicproject.eu/files/D3-2.pdf
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 – Need to create a congruency between research projects, in this case H2020  
project CLIC, and previous national and European programs/projects approved 
by the Municipal administration;

 – Lengthy and bureaucratic process of approving/deliberating a regulation for the 
shared management of cultural heritage as a common good.

Finally, the management of Pakhuis De Zwijger was dealing with tough decisions 
related to governance and staff management caused by COVID19 crisis and thus, 
BM testing and implementation was not a priority.

5  Conclusions

Urban conservation doctrine evolved in the past fifty decades to become sustain-
able, inclusive and responsive to shifting social and economic values. Building on 
its existing intrinsic values, the circular economy is the new allay to demonstrate 
how adaptive reuse of cultural heritage is crucial to reverse climate change trends, 
improve the quality of the urban environment and people’s wellbeing.

The author’s main objective was to develop a circular business model for adap-
tive reuse of cultural heritage in line with the guidelines of the Historic Urban 
Landscape approach. Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage is considered today key in 
urban conservation and sustainable development. After reviewing a number of sus-
tainable business model canvases, the flourishing business model was selected and 
adapted by the authors to the context of adaptive reuse. The reason behind embrac-
ing the flourishing business model is that it is based on a tri-profit metric, namely; 
economic viability, social benefits and environmental regeneration. Therefore, the 
authors found that the flourishing business model was the most adequate model in 
order to fulfill CLIC’s vision and its multidisciplinary human-centered framework.

This circular business model for cultural heritage adaptive reuse builds on an 
iterative process already started by the authors under the framework of H2020 proj-
ect CLIC. This process started with a documentation and analysis of the supply 
(economic landscape) (Ost and Saleh 2019) and demand (perceptions mapping) 
(Saleh and Ost 2020; Ost and Saleh 2021c) and ends up with the business model for 
a specific heritage asset (Saleh et al. 2020; Ost and Saleh 2021b). The circular busi-
ness model workshop was structured in a way to cover the process; the value propo-
sitions; the people and the outcomes. Specific questions were designed for every 
block in order to keep in mind both the Historic Urban Landscape Approach and the 
Circular Economy perspective. It was conceived as a co-design process during 
which participants proposed reuse ideas/solutions in relation to their territorial 
needs. Every workshop departed from the unique value proposition prioritised and 
agreed upon by the participants. By tapping into the collective intelligence, partici-
pants were divided into groups and every group delineated a list of possible solu-
tions and activities based on the resources and identified needs in the territory. After 
identifying the different stakeholders, the desirability of these activities was tested 
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and the Minimum Viable solution was updated. Revenue streams were developed 
with particular attention to environmental, social and economic impacts, both nega-
tive and positive. Moreover, groups were asked to select the sustainable develop-
ment goals that they aim to fulfil in their project. Once this final phase was fine-tuned 
and the Minimum Viable Solution was updated, every group pitched its circular, 
desirable, feasible, and economically viable solution(s).

This co-design workshop aimed at democratizing the design process and enabling 
participation and pitching of creative proposals (Gudiksen et al. 2014; Mitchell and 
Buur 2010; Sani et al. 2018). It encouraged participants to partake in the decision 
making, project planning and evaluation of the needs and adaptive reuse projects. 
Thus, to develop their own sense of community as heritage communities (Council 
of Europe 2005). The ultimate objective was to co-design the new tri-impactful 
reuse with the people, instead of for the people. Moreover, the workshop embraced 
the circular economy as a regenerative economy applied to the economic, social, 
and environmental aspects. Thus, the circular economy was incorporated as a cul-
ture of regeneration. The adapted flourishing business model was instrumental in 
putting forward the heritage cultural asset as a connective infrastructure where soli-
darity and cooperation at the local level excels. Hence, the heritage asset was  
perceived as a common good for collectivity to preserve and regenerate.

This is why, the authors believe that this Circular Business model is a useful tool 
aimed at informing the decision-making process and thus, should be part of the 
action plan of public and private owners aspiring at evaluating and putting forward 
coherent investment projects with sustainable urban conservation processes (Boxes 
16.1, 16.2, 16.3, and 16.4).

Box 16.1: Business Model Workshop at Pakhuis de Zwijger, 
Amsterdam, the Netherlands
Partner: Pakhuis De Zwijger

Asset: Pakhuis De Zwijger building (industrial heritage)

Owner of the asset: Stadsherstel

Challenge: How to make Pakhuis de Zwijger more resilient to shocks? 
i.e. COVID19

Workshop participants: 5 from Pakhuis De Zwijger + 1 from TU/e, 
Eindhoven University of Technology + 2 ICHEC team

Workshop format: Virtual workshop. One session only on Friday April 24, 
2020 from 09:30 to 13:00 CET

Workshop tools
ICHEC’s team provided:

 – Zoom plenary and break-out rooms
 – Pre-set Mural walls

(continued)
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Box 16.2: Business Model Workshop in Rijeka, Croatia
Partner: Municipality of Rijeka

Asset: The Brick Building within the former Rikard Benčić industrial complex

Owner of the asset: Municipality of Rijeka, Croatia

Challenge: How to make the management of the children’s house sustainable 
from an economic viewpoint?

What type of circular child-friendly and child oriented activities should 
take place?

Workshop participants: 6 stakeholders + 2 Rijeka municipality + 2 
University of Nova Gorica + 2 ICHEC team

Workshop format: Virtual workshop
Remote session 1: Idea generation. Tuesday 28 April, 2020, 13:00–17:30 CET
Remote session 2: Solution prototyping. Wednesday 29 April 2020, 

13:00–17:00 CET
Remote session 3: Desirability testing. Tuesday 5 May 2020, 13:00–15:00 CET
Remote session 4: Feasibility assessment. Friday 8 May 2020, 13:00–17:00 CET
Remote session 5: Viability assessment. Tuesday 12 May 2020, 

13:00–16:00 CET
Remote session 6: Solution fine-tuning and pitching. Tuesday 19 May 2020, 

11:00–13:00 CET
Remote session 7: Road-map and way forward. Tuesday 2 June 2020, 

11:00–12:00 CET

Workshop tools
ICHEC’s team provided:

 – Zoom plenary and break-out rooms
 – Pre-set Mural walls

(continued)

Topics addressed during the workshop:

The process, value proposition, people and the outcome; the circular business 
model for cultural heritage adaptive reuse; Revenue streams cards; Business 
model cards (circular, inclusive and local collaboration); the 9Rs strategies, 
and the twelve vital functions.

Results:

General framework of the current business model.

Box 16.1 (continued)
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Topics addressed during the workshop:

Context, objectives and broader landscape of related topics; the process, value 
proposition, people and the outcome; the 9Rs strategies, the twelve vital func-
tions, value proposition definition and example; Test action plan interview 
guide and questions; the circular business model for cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse; Steps for defining RAT; MVS; VP, prototyping and MVS and VP 
updates; Revenue streams cards; Business model cards (circular, inclusive 
and local collaboration); Grids for quantifying revenue streams and costs; 
Sustainable Development Goals; Methodology for defining desirability, feasi-
bility, viability and impacts; Reasons behind start-up failure; and pulse 
surveys.

Results: A business model encompassing three revenue streams:

 1. Health and food Hub
 2. Creativity Hub
 3. STEM Hub

Box 16.2 (continued)

(continued)

Box 16.3: Business Model Workshop in Salerno, Italy
Partner: Municipality of Salerno

Asset: The complex of Edifici Mondo (convents of San Francesco and San 
Giacomo and San Pietro a Maiella and Palazzo San Massimo).

Owner of the asset: Municipality of Salerno, Italy

Challenge: How to combine and increase the strength and robustness of the 
selected proposals from the open call.

Workshop participants: 31 stakeholders + 2 Municipality of Salerno + 7 
IRISS-CNR + 2 ICHEC team + 1 ICHEC expert

Workshop format: Virtual workshop
Remote session 1: Idea pitching and prioritization. Tuesday 14 May, 2020, 

13:30–17:50 CET
Remote session 2: Solution prototyping and desirability testing. Monday 18 

May, 2020, 09:00–13:05 CET
Remote session 3: Feasibility assessment. Monday 25 May 2020, 

13:30–16:50 CET
Remote session 4: Viability assessment. Thursday 4 June 2020, 

13:30–17:00 CET
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Box 16.4: Business Model Workshop Västra Götaland Region, Sweden
Partner: Västra Götaland Region

Asset: Fengersfors paper mill

Owner of the asset: Private owner

Beneficiaries:The Not Quite collective (https://www.notquite.se/sv- SE/eng-
lish/about- not- quite- 27707600)

Challenge: What solutions could be co-designed in order to make the busi-
ness model of the new paper mill town ecologically and socially sound and 
financially sustainable?

Remote session 5: Solution fine-tuning and pitching. Monday 8 June 2020, 
09:30–12:45 CET

Remote session 6: Roadmap from visionary design to action. Thursday 18 
June 2020, 10:45–12:15 CET

Workshop tools

 – Zoom plenary and break-out rooms
 – Pre-set Mural walls

Topics addressed during the workshop:

Context, objectives and broader landscape of related topics; the process, value 
proposition, people and the outcome; the 9Rs strategies, the twelve vital func-
tions, value proposition definition and example; Test action plan interview 
guide and questions; the circular business model for cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse; Steps for defining RAT; MVS; VP, prototyping and MVS and VP 
updates; Revenue streams cards; Business model cards (circular, inclusive 
and local collaboration); Grids for quantifying revenue streams and costs; 
Sustainable Development Goals; Methodology for defining desirability, feasi-
bility, viability and impacts; Reasons behind start-up failure; the governance 
circles model; and Pulse surveys.

Results: Four business models which could be consolidated as a cultural eco-
system for the city of Salerno as follow:

 1. Hippocratica Hills Health Heritage Hub and water paths BM
 2. House of music BM
 3. The identity between tradition and innovation BM
 4. Solidarity condominium BM

Box 16.3 (continued)
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Workshop participants: 39 Stakeholders + Västra Götaland Region + 2 
Uppsala University + 2 ICHEC team

Workshop format: Face to face workshop.
Day 1: Idea generation. Tuesday 18 February 2020, 18:00–21:00 CET.
Day 2: Solution prototyping. Wednesday 19 February, 09:00–17:30 CET
Day 3: Solution fine-tuning and pitching. Thursday 20 February 2020, 

10:00–19:30 CET

Workshop tools
The Not Quite collective provided the following:

 – A workshop room
 – The vision of the New Mill project
 – Workshop materials: Flipchart, pens, colors, post-it, and DIY material 

for mock ups.
 – Food and beverage: Delicious meals and coffee breaks were prepared 

by the coffee-shop on-site specifically for the workshop. This coffee 
shop opens usually only during summer time.

ICHEC’s team provided:

 – The circular business model for cultural heritage adaptive reuse in 
A1 format;

 – The economic landscape maps of Fengersfors
 – Revenue streams cards
 – Business model cards (circular, inclusive and local collaboration)
 – Presentations including definitions (circularity, RAT; MVS; VP, etc…); 

process; methodology relevant examples and the way forward

Topics addressed during the workshop:

Context, objectives and broader landscape of related topics; the process, value 
proposition, people and the outcome; the 9Rs strategies, the twelve vital func-
tions, value proposition definition and example; Test action plan interview 
guide and questions; the circular business model for cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse; Steps for defining RAT; MVS; VP, prototyping and MVS and VP 
updates; Revenue streams cards; Business model cards (circular, inclusive 
and local collaboration); Grids for quantifying revenue streams and costs; 
Sustainable Development Goals; Methodology for defining desirability, feasi-
bility, viability and impacts; Reasons behind start-up failure; the gover-
nance model.

Box 16.4 (continued)

(continued)

16 Circular Business Model for Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse: An Iterative Journey



456

References

Acharya D, Boyd R, Finch O (2018) From principles to practices: first steps towards a circular 
built environment. ARUP and Ellen Macarthur Foundation, report

Arup GC, Bam NM (2018) Circular business models for the built environment. Arup BAM:1–44
Bandarin F (2015) Urban conservation and the end of planning. In: Bandarin F, Van Oers R (eds) 

Reconnecting the city: the historic urban landscape approach and the future of urban heritage. 
Wiley, Chichester, pp 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118383940

Barcelona Declaration (2019) Barcelona declaration of tourism and cultural heritage: better places 
to live, better places to visit. Available at: https://onedrive.live.com/?authkey=%21ALGmR
QscySOLV5Q&cid=19E1928B8C6B7F5A&id=19E1928B8C6B7F5A%21157090&parId=1
9E1928B8C6B7F5A%21105860&o=OneUp

Bocken NMP, Short SW, Rana P, Evans S (2014) A literature and practice review to develop sus-
tainable business model archetypes. J Clean Prod 65(2014):42–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclepro.2013.11.039

Bucharest Declaration (2019) Bucharest Declaration of the Ministers of culture and their rep-
resentatives on the role of culture in building Europe’s future. Available at: https://www.
consilium.europa.eu/media/39209/190416- bucharest- declaration- on- the- role- of- culture- in- 
building- europes- future.pdf

Cheshire D (2016) Building revolutions: applying the circular economy to the built environment. 
RIBA Publishing, London

Circle Economy (2018) The circularity gap report. An analysis of the circular state of the 
global economy. Report. Available at: https://www.circle- economy.com/resources/
the- circularity- gap- report- our- world- is- only- 9- circular

Circle Economy (2020) The circularity gap report. Report. Available at: https://www.circle- 
economy.com/resources/circularity- gap- report- 2020#:~:text=The%20Circularity%20Gap%20
Report%202020,was%20first%20launched%20in%202018

Circle Economy (2021) The circularity gap report. Report. Available at: https://www.circle- 
economy.com/resources/circularity- gap- report- 2021

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, The European 
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions COM (2015) Closing the 

Results: A business model encompassing five revenue streams:

 1. Accommodation, retreats, events
 2. Rural innovations Center
 3. Phytoremediation services
 4. Hub/cluster/network of creative industries
 5. Ecosystem of sustainable businesses (food, arts, agriculture, construc-

tion, education & training).

A group of four committed persons pursue developing the revenue stream for 
the next three years to come. The Phytoremediation solution was granted a 
funding and Not Quite is about to start the project with the help of a group of 
researchers. In the meantime, they keep pushing forward the other revenue 
streams.

Box 16.4 (continued)

R. Saleh and C. Ost

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118383940
https://onedrive.live.com/?authkey=!ALGmRQscySOLV5Q&cid=19E1928B8C6B7F5A&id=19E1928B8C6B7F5A!157090&parId=19E1928B8C6B7F5A!105860&o=OneUp
https://onedrive.live.com/?authkey=!ALGmRQscySOLV5Q&cid=19E1928B8C6B7F5A&id=19E1928B8C6B7F5A!157090&parId=19E1928B8C6B7F5A!105860&o=OneUp
https://onedrive.live.com/?authkey=!ALGmRQscySOLV5Q&cid=19E1928B8C6B7F5A&id=19E1928B8C6B7F5A!157090&parId=19E1928B8C6B7F5A!105860&o=OneUp
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.11.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.11.039
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39209/190416-bucharest-declaration-on-the-role-of-culture-in-building-europes-future.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39209/190416-bucharest-declaration-on-the-role-of-culture-in-building-europes-future.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39209/190416-bucharest-declaration-on-the-role-of-culture-in-building-europes-future.pdf
https://www.circle-economy.com/resources/the-circularity-gap-report-our-world-is-only-9-circular
https://www.circle-economy.com/resources/the-circularity-gap-report-our-world-is-only-9-circular
https://www.circle-economy.com/resources/circularity-gap-report-2020#:~:text=The Circularity Gap Report 2020,was first launched in 2018
https://www.circle-economy.com/resources/circularity-gap-report-2020#:~:text=The Circularity Gap Report 2020,was first launched in 2018
https://www.circle-economy.com/resources/circularity-gap-report-2020#:~:text=The Circularity Gap Report 2020,was first launched in 2018
https://www.circle-economy.com/resources/circularity-gap-report-2021
https://www.circle-economy.com/resources/circularity-gap-report-2021


457

loop – an EU action plan for the Circular Economy. COM (2015) 614 final. Available at: https://
eur- lex.europa.eu/legal- content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52015DC0614

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, The European 
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions COM (2018) A New 
European Agenda for Culture. COM (2018) 267 final. Available at: https://eur- lex.europa.eu/
legal- content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2018%3A267%3AFIN

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, The European 
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions COM (2019) The European 
Green Deal. COM/2019/640 final. Available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=ce
llar:b828d165-1c22-11ea-8c1f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, The European 
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions COM (2020a) A new 
Circular Economy Action Plan For a cleaner and more competitive Europe. COM/2020/98 
final. Available at: https://eur- lex.europa.eu/legal- content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%
3A52020DC0098

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, The European 
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions COM (2020b) A 
Renovation Wave for Europe  – greening our buildings, creating jobs, improving lives. 
COM/2020/662 final. Available at: https://eur- lex.europa.eu/legal- content/EN/TXT/?uri=CEL
EX%3A52020DC0662

Council of Europe (2000) European Landscape Convention. Florence 20. 10. 2000. European Treaty 
Series. No. 176. 7 p. Available at: https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/
DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=0900001680080621

Council of Europe (2005) Framework convention on the value of cultural heritage for society (Faro 
Convention). www.conventions.coe.int

Davos Declaration (2018) Towards a high-quality Baukultur for Europe, Davos Declaration. 
Available at: https://davosdeclaration2018.ch/

Dutch Sustainable Growth Coalition DSGC (2015) Circular economy: DSGC companies on their 
journey of implementing circular business models. Available at: https://www.dsgc.nl/publica-
tions/dsgc- circular- economy.pdf. Accessed on 22 Nov 2018

Ellen Macarthur Foundation (2016) Business Model Canvas. Available at: https://www.ellenma-
carthurfoundation.org/assets/design/Business_Model_Canvas_Final.pdf

Ellen Macarthur Foundation (2017) Cities in the circular economy: an initial exploration. Report. 
Available at: https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/publications/Cities- 
in- the- CE_An- Initial- Exploration.pdf

Ellen Macarthur Foundation and ARUP (2019a) City governments and their role in enabling a 
circular economy transition. Report. Available at: https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/
assets/downloads/CE- in- Cities_Policy- Levers_Mar19.pdf

Ellen MacArthur Foundation and ARUP (2019b) circular economy in cities. Report. Available 
at: https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/CE- in- Cities- Project- Guide_
Mar19.pdf

EpE and INEC (2018) Circular economy indicators for businesses. Report. Available at: https://
institut-economie-circulaire.fr/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/2018_indicateurs_economie_cir-
culaire_entreprises.pdf

Eurocities (2017). Full circle. Cities and the circular economy. Report. Available at: http://nws.
eurocities.eu/MediaShell/media/2017cities_and_circular_economy- web- spreads.pdf

European Investment Bank (2018) The 15 circular steps for cities. Report. Available at: https://
www.eib.org/attachments/thematic/circular_economy_15_steps_for_cities_en.pdf

European Investment Bank (2019) The EIB Circular Economy Guide. Supporting the cir-
cular transition. Report. Available at: https://www.eib.org/attachments/thematic/
circular_economy_guide_en.pdf

16 Circular Business Model for Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse: An Iterative Journey

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52015DC0614
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52015DC0614
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2018:267:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2018:267:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:b828d165-1c22-11ea-8c1f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:b828d165-1c22-11ea-8c1f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0098
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0098
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0662
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0662
https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=0900001680080621
https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=0900001680080621
http://www.conventions.coe.int
https://davosdeclaration2018.ch/
https://www.dsgc.nl/publications/dsgc-circular-economy.pdf
https://www.dsgc.nl/publications/dsgc-circular-economy.pdf
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/design/Business_Model_Canvas_Final.pdf
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/design/Business_Model_Canvas_Final.pdf
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/publications/Cities-in-the-CE_An-Initial-Exploration.pdf
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/publications/Cities-in-the-CE_An-Initial-Exploration.pdf
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/CE-in-Cities_Policy-Levers_Mar19.pdf
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/CE-in-Cities_Policy-Levers_Mar19.pdf
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/CE-in-Cities-Project-Guide_Mar19.pdf
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/CE-in-Cities-Project-Guide_Mar19.pdf
https://institut-economie-circulaire.fr/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/2018_indicateurs_economie_circulaire_entreprises.pdf
https://institut-economie-circulaire.fr/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/2018_indicateurs_economie_circulaire_entreprises.pdf
https://institut-economie-circulaire.fr/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/2018_indicateurs_economie_circulaire_entreprises.pdf
http://nws.eurocities.eu/MediaShell/media/2017cities_and_circular_economy-web-spreads.pdf
http://nws.eurocities.eu/MediaShell/media/2017cities_and_circular_economy-web-spreads.pdf
https://www.eib.org/attachments/thematic/circular_economy_15_steps_for_cities_en.pdf
https://www.eib.org/attachments/thematic/circular_economy_15_steps_for_cities_en.pdf
https://www.eib.org/attachments/thematic/circular_economy_guide_en.pdf
https://www.eib.org/attachments/thematic/circular_economy_guide_en.pdf


458

Foster G (2020) Circular economy strategies for adaptive reuse of cultural heritage buildings 
to reduce environmental impacts. Resour Conserv Recycl 152(2020):104507. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.104507

Foster G, Saleh R (2021) The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in European circular 2 city plans: 
a systematic review. Sustainability, Special Issue: The Valorization of the Cultural Heritage and 
Landscape as the Entrance Point for the Circular City Strategy. Forthcoming

Geissdoerfer M, Savaget P, Bocken NMP, Jan Hultink E (2016) The circular economy – a new sus-
tainability paradigm? J Clean Prod 143:757–768. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.12.048

Geissdoerfer M, Vladimirova D, Evans S (2018) Sustainable business model innovation: a review. 
J Clean Prod 198:401–416. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.06.240

Gravagnuolo A, Fusco Girard L, Ost C, Saleh R (2017) Evaluation criteria for a circular adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage. BDC – Bollettino Del Centro Calza Bini 17:2

Gravagnuolo A, Saleh R, Ost C, Fusco GL (2018) Towards an evaluation framework to assess 
cultural heritage adaptive reuse impacts in the perspective of the circular economy. Urbanistica 
informazioni 278 s.i:28–31

Gudiksen S, Poulsen SB, Buur J (2014) Making business models. Int J CoCreat Design Arts 
CoDesign Through Mak 10(1):15–30

Heritage Counts (2019) There’s no place like old homes. Re-use and recycle to reduce car-
bon. Report. Available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/content/heritage- counts/pub/2019/
hc2019- re- use- recycle- to- reduce- carbon/

ICOMOS (1964). International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and 
Sites (Venice Charter). Available at: https://www.icomos.org/charters/venice_e.pdf

ICOMOS (1987) Charter for the conservation of historic towns and urban areas (Washington char-
ter 1987). Available at: https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/towns_e.pdf

ICOMOS (1994) The Nara document on Authenticity. Available at: https://www.icomos.org/char-
ters/nara- e.pdf

ICOMOS (1999) Charter on the Built Vernacular Heritage. Available at: https://www.icomos.org/
images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/vernacular_e.pdf

ICOMOS (2008a) Charter on cultural routes. Available at: https://www.icomos.org/images/
DOCUMENTS/Charters/culturalroutes_e.pdf

ICOMOS (2008b) Charter on the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage Sites. 
Ratified by the 16th General Assembly of ICOMOS, Quebec (Canada) in 2008. Available at: 
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/interpretation_e.pdf

ICOMOS (2019) The future of our pasts: engaging cultural heritage in climate action. Available at: 
https://indd.adobe.com/view/a9a551e3- 3b23- 4127- 99fd- a7a80d91a29e

KEA & PPMI (2019) Research for CULT Committee – culture and creative sectors in the European 
Union – key future developments, challenges and opportunities. European Parliament, Policy 
Department for Structural and Cohesion Policies, Brussels

KEA European Affairs (2006) The economy of culture in Europe. Study prepared for the European 
Commission. In: Culture

Kern P (2020) The future of cultural policies, 1st edn. Les editions kea, Brussels
Kirchherr J, Reike D, Hekkert M (2017) Conceptualizing the circular economy: an analy-

sis of 114 definitions. Resour Conserv Recycl 127:221–232. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
resconrec.2017.09.005

Korhonen J, Honkasalo A, Seppälä J (2018) Circular economy: the concept and its limitations. 
Ecol Econ 143:37–46

Lewandowski M (2016) Designing the business models for circular economy—towards the concep-
tual framework. Sustainability 8(1):43. Available at: https://www.mdpi.com/2071- 1050/8/1/43

Luxen J-L (2004) Reflections on the use of heritage charters and conventions. Getty Conserv Instit 
Newslett 19(2):4

Marin J, De Meulder B (2018) Interpreting circularity. Circular city representations concealing 
transition drivers. Sustainability 10:1310. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10051310

R. Saleh and C. Ost

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.104507
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.104507
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.12.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.06.240
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/heritage-counts/pub/2019/hc2019-re-use-recycle-to-reduce-carbon/
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/heritage-counts/pub/2019/hc2019-re-use-recycle-to-reduce-carbon/
https://www.icomos.org/charters/venice_e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/towns_e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/charters/nara-e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/charters/nara-e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/vernacular_e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/vernacular_e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/culturalroutes_e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/culturalroutes_e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/interpretation_e.pdf
https://indd.adobe.com/view/a9a551e3-3b23-4127-99fd-a7a80d91a29e
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.09.005
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/8/1/43
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10051310


459

Meadows DH, Meadows DL, Randers J, Behrens WW III (1972) The limits to growth. A report for 
the club of Rome’s project on the predicament of mankind. Universe Books, New York

Mitchell R, Buur J (2010) Tangible business model sketches to support participatory innovation. 
DESIRE conference

Moragaa G, Huysvelda S, Mathieuxc F, Blenginic GA, Alaertsd L, Ackerd KV, de Meesterb S, 
Dewulfa J (2019) Circular economy indicators: what do they measure? Resour Conserv Recycl 
146(2019):452–461

OECD (2020) The circular economy in cities and regions, OECD Urban Studies. OECD Publishing, 
Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/10ac6ae4- en

OECD/European Commission (2020) Cities in the world: a new perspective on urbanisation, 
OECD Urban Studies. OECD Publishing, Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/d0efcbda- en

Ost C (2016) Innovative financial approaches for culture in urban development. In: Culture urban 
future, global report on urban sustainable development. UNESCO, Paris

Ost C (2018) Inclusive economic development in the urban heritage context. In: Larsen P, Logan 
W (eds) World heritage and sustainable development. New directions in World Heritage 
Management. Routledge, Oxon/New York, pp 53–67

Ost C (2019a) Towards multi-criteria analysis for circular economy in adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage. In: Fusco Girard L, Trillo C, Bosone M (eds) Matera, città del sistema ecologico 
uomo/società/natura. Il ruolo della cultura per la rigenerazione del sistema urbano/territoriale. 
Giannini Editore, Naples, pp 345–381

Ost C (2019b) Urban economics. In: Cody JW, Siravo F (eds) Historic cities – issues in urban 
conservation. Getty Publications, Los Angeles

Ost C (2021) Revisiting heritage conservation in its social and economic background. In: 
Pottgiesser U, Fatoric S, Hein C, de Maaker E, Roders AP (eds) LDE heritage conference 
on heritage and the sustainable development goals: proceedings. BK Books, pp  282–289. 
Retrieved from https://books.bk.tudelft.nl/index.php/press/catalog/book/781

Ost C, Saleh R (2019) D3.2 Economic landscapes maps of pilot cities. European Commission 
Research and Innovation portal. CLIC Consortium

Ost C, Saleh R (2021a) Cultural and creative sectors at a crossroad: post COVID-19 challenges 
and opportunities, Built Heritage. Special Issue Innovative Heritage-based Post-Crisis Urban 
Recovery Strategies. Forthcoming

Ost C, Saleh R (2021b) Innovative business model for adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in a cir-
cular economy perspective. Int J Entrep Small Bus. Special Issue Sustainable Entrepreneurship 
in the Cultural and Creative Sector: Contextualisation, Challenges and Prospects. Forthcoming

Ost C, Saleh R (2021c) Perceptions mapping: a participatory tool for urban conservation planning. 
In: Reflections on Cultural Heritage Theories and Practices: a series by the Raymond Lemaire 
International Centre for Conservation. KU Leuven, Belgium. Forthcoming

Osterwalder, A. (2004). The business model ontology: a proposition in a design Science Approach. 
PhD thesis, l’Ecole des Hautes Etudes Commerciales de l’Université de Lausanne, Lausanne, 
Switzerland

Osterwalder O, Pigneur Y (2010) Business model generation: a handbook for visionaries, game 
changers, and challengers. Wiley

Prendeville S, Cherim E, Bocken N (2018) Circular cities: mapping six cities in transition. Environ 
Innov Soc Trans 26(2018):171–194

Reichel A, De Schoenmakere M, Gillabel J (2016) Circular economy in Europe, Developing the 
knowledge base. European Environmental Agency (EEA), Report No 2/2016. Available at: 
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/circular- economy- in- europe

Saleh R, Ost C (2020) Introduction to perceptions mapping: the case of Salerno, Italy. TRIA –
Territorio Della Ricerca su insediamenti e ambiente. Italian Scientific Publishing, Naples. 
https://doi.org/10.6092/2281- 4574/6639

Saleh R, Drouillon P, Ost C (2020) D4.5 circular business model workshops for cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse. Deliverable. CLIC Consortium

16 Circular Business Model for Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse: An Iterative Journey

https://doi.org/10.1787/10ac6ae4-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/d0efcbda-en
https://books.bk.tudelft.nl/index.php/press/catalog/book/781
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/circular-economy-in-europe
https://doi.org/10.6092/2281-4574/6639


460

Sani M, Lynch B, Visser J, Gariboldi A (2018) Mapping of practices in the EU Member States 
on Participatory governance of cultural heritage to support the OMC working group under the 
same name (Work Plan for Culture 2015–2018). European Expert Network on Culture EENC

Schaltegger S, Hansen EG, Lüdeke-Freund F (2016) Business models for sustainability: 
origins, present research, and future avenues. Organ Environ 29(1):3–10. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1086026615599806

The Burra Charter (2013) The Australia ICOMOS Charter for places of cultural significance. 
Available at: https://australia.icomos.org/wp- content/uploads/The- Burra- Charter- 2013- 
Adopted- 31.10.2013.pdf

The Collaborating Centre on Sustainable Consumption and Production (CSCP) (2018) Circular 
economy guidebook for cities. Report. Available at: https://www.scp- centre.org/wp- content/
uploads/2019/03/Circular_Cities_Publication.pdf

The Declaration of Amsterdam (1975) Congress on the European architectural heritage. 21–25 
October 1975. Available at: https://www.icomos.org/en/resources/charters- and- texts/179- articles- 
en- francais/ressources/charters- and- standards/169- the- declaration- of- amsterdam

Thelen D, van Acoleyen M, Huurman W, Thomaes T, van Brunschot C, Edgerton B, Kubbinga B 
(2018) Scaling the circular built environment. Pathways for business and government, Arcadis, 
World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD), and Circle Economy. Report. 
Available at: https://www.wbcsd.org/contentwbc/download/6173/85923/1

UN Environment (2019) Global resources outlook. Natural resources for the future we want. 
Implications for business leaders. Report. Available at: https://www.resourcepanel.org/reports/
global- resources- outlook

UNESCO (1972) The world heritage convention. Available at: https://whc.unesco.org/en/
conventiontext/

UNESCO (1976) Recommendation concerning the safeguarding and contemporary role of his-
toric areas. Available at: http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php- URL_ID=13133&URL_DO=DO_
TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html

UNESCO (2001) Underwater Cultural Heritage Convention. Available at: http://www.unesco.org/
new/en/culture/themes/underwater- cultural- heritage/2001- convention/official- text/

UNESCO (2003) Convention for the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage. Available 
at: http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php- URL_ID=17716&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_
SECTION=201.html

UNESCO (2005) Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural 
Expressions. Available at: https://en.unesco.org/creativity/convention

UNESCO (2011) Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape. In: Records of the general 
conference – 31st session

UNESCO (2013) The Hangzhou Declaration Placing Culture at the Heart of Sustainable 
Development Policies. www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/CLT/images/
FinalHangzhouDeclaration20130517.pdf

UNESCO (2016) Culture urban future: global report on culture for sustainable urban development. 
Summary. www.unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0024/002462/246291E.pdf

United Nations (1992) The Convention on Biological Diversity. Available at: http://www.pngcepa.
com/wp- content/uploads/2018/07/CBD- Convention.pdf

United Nations (2015a) Transforming our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 
www.sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld

United Nations (2015b) Habitat III issue papers 4 – urban culture and heritage. https://habitat3.org/
documents- and- archive/preparatory- documents/issue- papers/

United Nations (2016) HABITAT III Draft New Urban Agenda. www.habitat3.org/
the- new- urban- agenda/

Upward A (2013) Towards an ontology and canvas for strongly sustainable business models: a 
systemic design science exploration. Masters thesis, York University, Toronto, Canada

Upward A, Jones PH (2015) An ontology for strongly sustainable business models: defining an 
enterprise framework compatible with natural and social science. Organ Environ, Special 

R. Saleh and C. Ost

https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026615599806
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026615599806
https://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/The-Burra-Charter-2013-Adopted-31.10.2013.pdf
https://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/The-Burra-Charter-2013-Adopted-31.10.2013.pdf
https://www.scp-centre.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Circular_Cities_Publication.pdf
https://www.scp-centre.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Circular_Cities_Publication.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/en/resources/charters-and-texts/179-articles-en-francais/ressources/charters-and-standards/169-the-declaration-of-amsterdam
https://www.icomos.org/en/resources/charters-and-texts/179-articles-en-francais/ressources/charters-and-standards/169-the-declaration-of-amsterdam
https://www.wbcsd.org/contentwbc/download/6173/85923/1
https://www.resourcepanel.org/reports/global-resources-outlook
https://www.resourcepanel.org/reports/global-resources-outlook
https://whc.unesco.org/en/conventiontext/
https://whc.unesco.org/en/conventiontext/
http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=13133&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=13133&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/culture/themes/underwater-cultural-heritage/2001-convention/official-text/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/culture/themes/underwater-cultural-heritage/2001-convention/official-text/
http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=17716&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=17716&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
https://en.unesco.org/creativity/convention
http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/CLT/images/FinalHangzhouDeclaration20130517.pdf
http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/CLT/images/FinalHangzhouDeclaration20130517.pdf
http://www.unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0024/002462/246291E.pdf
http://www.pngcepa.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/CBD-Convention.pdf
http://www.pngcepa.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/CBD-Convention.pdf
http://www.sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
https://habitat3.org/documents-and-archive/preparatory-documents/issue-papers/
https://habitat3.org/documents-and-archive/preparatory-documents/issue-papers/
http://www.habitat3.org/the-new-urban-agenda/
http://www.habitat3.org/the-new-urban-agenda/


461

Issue: Business Models for Sustainability: Entrepreneurship, Innovation, and Transformation 
(On-Line First), 1–27. https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026615592933

Van Balen K (2008) The Nara Grid: an evaluation scheme based on the Nara document on authen-
ticity. APT Bull J Preserv Technol 39:2–3

Van Renswoude K, ten Wolde A, Joustra JD (2015) Circular business models—Part 1: an introduc-
tion to IMSA’s circular business model scan. IMSA, Amsterdam

WBCSD and Climate-KIC (2018) Circular metrics. Landscape analysis. Report. Available at: 
https://docs.wbcsd.org/2018/06/Circular_Metrics- Landscape_analysis.pdf

World Business Council for Sustainable Development WBCSD (2017) 8 Business cases 
for the circular economy. Report. Available at: https://www.wbcsd.org/contentwbc/
download/3598/47010/1

World Economic Forum (2018) Circular economy in cities evolving the model for a sus-
tainable urban future. While paper. Available at: https://www.weforum.org/whitepapers/
circular- economy- in- cities- evolving- the- model- for- a- sustainable- urban- future

Zancheti SM, Jokilehto J (1997) Values and urban conservation planning: some reflections on 
principles and definitions. J Archit Conserv 3(1):37–51. https://doi.org/10.1080/13556207.199
7.10785179

Zott C, Amit RH, Massa L (2011) The business model: recent developments and future research. J 
Manag. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311406265

Open Access This chapter is licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 
International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate 
credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license and 
indicate if changes were made.

The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter’s Creative 
Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not 
included in the chapter’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by 
statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder.

16 Circular Business Model for Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse: An Iterative Journey

https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026615592933
https://docs.wbcsd.org/2018/06/Circular_Metrics-Landscape_analysis.pdf
https://www.wbcsd.org/contentwbc/download/3598/47010/1
https://www.wbcsd.org/contentwbc/download/3598/47010/1
https://www.weforum.org/whitepapers/circular-economy-in-cities-evolving-the-model-for-a-sustainable-urban-future
https://www.weforum.org/whitepapers/circular-economy-in-cities-evolving-the-model-for-a-sustainable-urban-future
https://doi.org/10.1080/13556207.1997.10785179
https://doi.org/10.1080/13556207.1997.10785179
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311406265
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


463© The Author(s) 2025
L. Fusco Girard, A. Gravagnuolo (eds.), Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-67628-4_17

Chapter 17
Business Models for Cultural Heritage 
Adaptive Reuse

Immacolata Vellecco and Assunta Martone

1  Introduction

Literature on business models is a pillar of management research and its recent 
contributions have broadened traditional frameworks to include sustainability and 
circular economy issues. However, contributions focused on business models of 
cultural heritage have always been scarce; moreover, most of the studies on adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage are based on the analysis of individual assets. A few stud-
ies make in-depth analysis of the business model and they hardly produce generaliz-
able results, due to the idiosyncratic nature of cultural heritage and its link with the 
cultural, social, environmental and economic context, that makes it difficult to rep-
licate the process and decisions of reuse (in structural and managerial terms).

A wide literature in business and management sciences applied the business 
model conceptual framework to different industries companies. Recent research 
tried to apply the concepts developed in business model studies to circular economy, 
mainly focusing manufacturing industries and new waste management strategies 
but Business Model perspective and circular economic approaches are completely 
absent in Cultural Heritage adaptive reuse, while on this issue the perspective of the 
public economy appears very relevant.

Cultural heritage recovery and maintenance has traditionally been in charge to of 
the public sector, which used public resources to maintain heritage “public goods” 
in optimal state of conservation and accessibility. Moreover, the public sector 
(Institutions) has the role of setting the “rules” for heritage conservation, mainte-
nance and reuse, especially to avoid destructive interventions, especially on heritage 
goods owned or managed by private actors.

I. Vellecco · A. Martone (*) 
IRISS Institute for Innovation and Services for Development, CNR National Research 
Council, Naples, Italy
e-mail: i.vellecco@iriss.cnr.it; a.martone@iriss.cnr.it

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-031-67628-4_17&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-67628-4_17#DOI
mailto:i.vellecco@iriss.cnr.it
mailto:a.martone@iriss.cnr.it


464

Public investments have mainly focused on the evaluation of cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse projects highlighting social and environmental costs and benefits. 
However, traditional public funding sources and in general public financial resources 
are decreasing. In this context of fragile public finance, business model and eco-
nomic sustainability of reuse projects are increasing their importance in order to 
leverage private investment and to ensure economic self-sustainability, with the 
main goal to avoid waste of public resources.

An increasing overlapping of perspectives has recently attained to Cultural 
Heritage, some of them within the theories of New Public Management, merging 
business service approach and governance issues, as cultural heritage management 
has to comply legal, economic and organizational specificities. Furthermore, the 
value generated by reuse initiatives has ambiguous definitions and a plurality of 
stakeholders and the presence of network economies make the decision-making 
processes very complex.

The study of Misirlisoy and Günçe (2016) offers holistic approach and unified 
factors for the successful implementation of Cultural Heritage adaptive reuse proj-
ects, paying attention to the decision making process and on the role and involve-
ment of different stakeholders. The study also recommends deep analysis of the 
existing fabric, which includes original function, physical characteristics, adaptive 
reuse potentials and needs of the district. The decision of the new function accord-
ing to the needs of the region is important in terms of the life of the adaptive reuse 
project.

Conservation actions should be decided and adaptive reuse potentials of the 
architectural for the new use should be evaluated. The main aim should be preserv-
ing the values and originality of the building and its context; however, the economic 
sustainability of the building is important for the future of the built heritage.

A relevant stream of research focus on the role of Private Companies in the 
whole Project Cycle, as private partners may contribute at different stages (i.e. 
Project design, Finance, Build, Operate) and with different roles (Promoter, Sponsor, 
In-kind contributor, Evaluator). Furthermore, their role may vary from delivering 
non-core/outsourced services to a full project cycle involvement. Neverthless, insti-
tutional PPP differ from public procurement as well as from privatizations 
(Macdonald 2011; Macdonald and Cheong 2014), and imply risks and responsibil-
ity sharing, often strictly regulated by national (country specific) laws.

The majority of research efforts have focused on case studies. Although this 
research design prevents findings generalizability to different industries, contexts, 
or countries, it is still appropriate to study the early state of art of circular business 
models in Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse (CHAR).

The following part of the work offers a literature review of the evolving concept 
of business model toward sustainability and circularity paradigms, which caused 
new element addition to the old frameworks in order to enlarge the analysis to deter-
minants and impacts of the business model, which can be studied at enterprise and/
or at network level.

A further paragraph describes a set of European reuse projects, starting from the 
typology of building and location and exploring the new possible use, mainly 
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focusing on the new use function given to heritage buildings of different typologies 
and set in rural or urban area of different countries. New uses are the base to pitch 
some typologies of business models and for some generalization that are proposed 
in a separate further paragraph.

Conclusions remind some limitation of the analysis, suggesting further avenues 
of research.

2  Literature Review

In business disciplines, business model (BM) is a unit of analysis to explain how 
value is created and delivered. BM is seen as an antecedent of heterogeneity in firm 
performance; specifically, BMs are argued to be an important factor contributing to 
firm performance. As some types of BMs are found to outperform others, successful 
BMs are seen as examples to be imitated or replicated.

The most well-known and widely used framework is the Business Model Canvas 
(Osterwalder and Pigneur 2010), based on nine elements: key partners, key activi-
ties, key resources, value proposition, customer relationships, channels, customer 
segments, cost structure, and revenue streams.

Fielt (2014) also notes that it is hard to comprehend a definition of business 
model without a better understanding of the value concept. He explicitly includes 
the customer value (or use value) where other definitions are less clear by referring 
to value in general or include business value (or exchange value). The focus is on 
the value creation from the customer perspective and linking value creation to value 
capture. Moreover, while the focus is on the organization, the business network 
needs to be included as well, when it plays a critical role in creating and capturing 
customer value. However, a more strategic perspective is required to fully under-
stand value capture and business value.

The emphasis given to organizational, market and societal transformations dis-
tinguishes the discourse on business models for sustainability from their conven-
tional antecedents, which focus on organizational value appropriation, that is, 
one-dimensional profit maximization, without considering the consequences for the 
wider social and ecological contexts. In the emerging field of sustainable business 
model (SBM), an increasing number of scholars and practitioners go beyond value 
creation in economic or financial terms and explore the potential of business models 
to solve ecological and social problems. (Bocken et al. 2014; Lüdeke-Freund and 
Dembek 2017; Schaltegger et al. 2016). Several authors describe iconic cases of 
companies that aim at reducing the pressure on ecological and social systems 
through their business models (e.g., Boons et al. 2013; Stubbs and Cocklin 2008). 
Some of these cases and business model types bear the potential to provide inspira-
tion or even useful solutions for established companies and start-ups facing similar 
challenges.

Taking a “strongly sustainable” perspective, Upward and Jones (2016) formulate 
four propositions:
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 1. A strongly sustainable business model creates ecological, social and economic 
value and takes its embedding value network into account, which implies an 
extended understanding of the value that is proposed, delivered and finally 
created.

 2. The concept of value itself broadens to forms of value that meet the needs of 
actors in aesthetic, psychological, physiological, utilitarian and/or mone-
tary terms.

 3. This extended perspective on a business model's value network and extended 
understanding of value requires a systemic conception of business models as 
being embedded within wider ecological, societal and economic contexts.

 4. A new kind of metric, “tri-profit”, is required to integrate all forms of value cre-
ation into one single measure, instead of measuring these in parallel, as with 
traditional triple-bottom-line approaches.

Joyce and Paquin (2016) suggest the Triple Layered Business Model Canvas as a 
tool for exploring sustainability-oriented business model innovation. A holistic 
impact approach is proposed, linking economic impacts to social and environmental 
ones. It also creates two new dynamics for analysis: horizontal coherence and verti-
cal coherence. This tool fits a decision-making approach, both in a business and in 
a policy maker perspective.

Furthermore, the business model perspective is particularly interesting in the 
context of sustainability because it highlights that new value creation logic of an 
organization potentially allows (and calls) for new internal governance forms such 
as cooperatives, public private partnerships, or social businesses, thus helping tran-
scend narrow for-profit and profit-maximizing models (Schaltegger et al. 2016).

Circular Economy oriented BM also add uncertainties and complexity to con-
ventional BM. Firm activities play an important role in the various conceptualiza-
tions of business models that have been proposed. New variables have to be 
considered, for instance, reverse on top of forward logistics; quality, quantity and 
timing of returns of resources; customers perceptions and preferences for ‘as new’ 
(Bocken et al. 2018). This requires a systemic and transdisciplinary view, which has 
been reflected in recent publications exploring the interfaces of CE-oriented 
Business Model Innovation (BMI) with other innovation perspectives, such as prod-
uct design, value chain and digital technologies (Bocken et al. 2016; Foss and Saebi 
2017; Geissdoerfer et al. 2018).

Pieroni et al. (2019) provide a review of approaches for business model innova-
tion for circular economy and/or sustainability, finding opportunities to seize syner-
gies from the intersection of both streams. They acknowledge resource efficiency, 
resources longevity and economic growth at the intersection of Circular Economy 
and Sustainable Development approaches.

Urbinati et al. (2017)’s taxonomy suggests three available modes of integrating 
CE principles in BMs: downstream circular (altering value capture and delivery, 
through new revenue schemes and customer interface e e.g. pay-per-use models), 
upstream circular (changing value creation systems, e.g. reverse logistics), or fully 
circular (combining upstream and downstream principles).
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Circular business models may be also studied taking into account:

• Business ecosystem level (Antikainen and Valkokari 2016): (i.e. Trends and 
Drivers, Regulation; Financing or technology opportunities; consumers con-
sciousness as well as stakeholders involvement and policy commitment);

• The Adoption factors (Lewandowski 2016), as transition towards circular busi-
ness model must be supported by various organizational capabilities and external 
factors.

According to this view, circular business models in Cultural Heritage adaptive reuse 
require a wider perspective, overcoming the focus on the micro-business perspec-
tive and enlarging the view to an extended stakeholder’s network, as the value prop-
osition is the result of a negotiation process among different stakeholders both in 
decision making and in financing, building and operating.

The impact of the circular economy models and sustainability should measure 
value creation for all stakeholders and, then, the challenge of re-designing business 
ecosystems is to find the “win-win-win” setting that balances the self-interests of 
involved actors and sustainability impacts.

3  Methodology

This work investigates 34 case studies of cultural heritage adaptive reuse.
As the typologies of building were considered relevant in the decision and suc-

cess of the reuse projects, the analysis focuses on coastal buildings (lighthouses), 
religious buildings (monasteries and churches), forts and castles, industrial build-
ings, and minor buildings. Furthermore, some rural and urban cases highlight con-
nections between reuse initiatives, new functions of the buildings and local 
(contextual) needs.

Building theory from case studies is a research strategy that involves using one 
or more cases to create theoretical constructs, propositions and/or midrange theory 
from case-based, empirical evidence (Eisenhardt 1989). The central notion is to use 
cases as the basis from which to develop theory inductively. The theory is emergent 
in the sense that it is situated in and developed by recognizing patterns of relation-
ships among constructs within and across cases and their underlying logical argu-
ments. Central to building theory from case studies is replication logic (Eisenhardt 
1989). That is, each case serves as a distinct experiment that stands on its own as an 
analytic unit. Like a series of related laboratory experiments, multiple cases are 
discrete experiments that serve as replications, contrasts, and extensions to the 
emerging theory (Yin 1994).

According to Lambert (2015), it is widely recognized that classification is a nec-
essary step in understanding a research area, however throughout history there has 
been continuous debate about the best way to classify objects, what criteria to use, 
and what purpose the classification can serve.
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Each of the many classifications is conceived to meet the specific needs of the 
researcher, and they vary considerably in terms of purpose and the scientific rigor 
used in their development. Some classifications are constructed using a large num-
ber of business model characteristics and potentially serve a relatively wide range of 
purposes and others are based on a small number of business model characteristics, 
serve specific purposes and, consequently, facilitate only a limited range of 
generalizations.

Furthermore, according to Ritter and Lettl (2018), business model can be seen as 
a theoretical mechanism for combining different literature streams. As such, 
business- model research is positioned as a central connecting component in the 
further development of strategic management field of Cultural Heritage Reuse.

Then, the following analysis mainly focus the pattern of “original use”/“new 
use”, studying connections between typologies of buildings (as resources) and new 
functions, chosen in the view of market need, users and forecasted demand, which 
includes the respect of the four pillars of sustainable conservation (economic, social, 
environmental, cultural).

4  Old Buildings and New Uses: An Overview

4.1  Coastal Buildings—Lighthouses

The traditional economic analysis considered the lighthouse as a classic example of 
public good: those who don’t pay cannot be excluded from consuming it, and one’s 
consumption does not reduce the consumption of others. So, general taxation funds 
public production (Stuart Mill, 1848). This old vision was questioned by Ronald 
H. Coase (1991 “Nobel prize”) in “The lighthouse in economics” (1974), he out-
lined that in the lighthouses system, in England and Wales, sixteenth to nineteenth 
century, private individuals embarked on financing, building, and maintaining 
numerous lighthouses.

Nowadays lighthouses are often decommissioned. They become obsolete due to 
changes activated by new technologies like GPS and sonar. Therefore, lighthouses 
are at risk of deterioration while rehabilitating them is a difficult challenge also 
because represent an ancient heritage.

There are several experiments of adaptive re-use of buildings and maintenance 
projects. The lighthouses positioned close to urban agglomerations sometimes turn 
in clock towers (Old Colombo Lighthouse in Colombo, Sri Lanka).

Some turn in art studio—as an “artist in residence” program operating in Port 
Bickerton lighthouse in Nova Scotia—or art space as Lighthouse in Maryport in the 
northwest of England, which in 2009 was used as a gallery space by an arts collec-
tive. In other cases, natural scientists develop lighthouses into animal observatories 
or wildlife refuges (Low Light Lighthouse on the Isle of May in Scotland; Seahorse 
Key lighthouse in Florida).
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The Northern Lighthouse Board (NLB) responsible for Scotland and the Isle of 
Man and the General Lighthouse Authorities (GLAs) of the United Kingdom and 
Ireland developed a new initiative for the Scotland’s Outstanding Lighthouses. The 
initiative aims to promote and drive tourism to Scotland’s coastal communities and 
increase awareness of the role and history of NLB’s unique heritage.

Exploitation of lighthouses through tourist activity contributes to their protection 
and revitalization. Their involvement in tourist offer would not obstruct their pri-
mary role in assuring the safety of sailing. The Croatian lighthouses are an example 
on how they can contribute to Croatian tourist offer as a unique tourist category.

Palagruža is the most attractive site in this group. Due to equipment expenses, 
regular maintenance, transport and staff, tourism rent fee is usually high and 
increases due to the transfers to and from the site. Maintenance expenses are very 
high, as lighthouse inventory decays rapidly because of exposure to weather condi-
tions and salt and this affects profit gain. Distance from the mainland and nearby 
inhabited villages affects operating costs. Connection to the mainland and to local 
water supply network allows having water supply costs significantly reduced. Water 
supply expenses for Palagruža island lighthouse take up to 50% of the income, 
while these expenses for lighthouses on the mainland take up only 15–20% of the 
income. Then, lighthouses may be a fruitful field for development of circular econ-
omy as eco-innovation, applying water saving application and green energy 
technologies.

Lighthouses enhancement attempts to prevent their falling into a state of decay, 
regenerating the places and helping the activation of local economies in favor of 
citizenship, enriching the public heritage of refurbished structures for the community.

In recent years, the Italian Agenzia del Demanio (State Property Agency) together 
with Ministero della Difesa, through Agenzia Difesa Servizi Spa, has activated the 
“Valore Paese Fari” initiative, currently being implemented, with the aim of increas-
ing the economic and social value of the assets and territories in which the light-
houses are sited, thus contributing the competitiveness of the entire Country. The 
aim is to recover public assets, owned by the State and local authorities, so that it is 
no longer just a cost for the community, but also a lever for territorial and social 
development, based on public-private partnership in management and/or financing 
reuse initiatives.

The Genova lighthouse is the only one in the world to be a symbol of a city and 
repository of a large part of its history. The construction of the base seems to date 
back to 1128, an age in which Genova was a maritime independent republic and one 
of the powerful cities in the Mediterranean. The historic value of the lighthouse and 
its symbolic value made it a cornerstone of the old waterfront reuse project. The 
result is a leisure and meeting area for citizens and tourist, where the ancient mari-
time identity of the city finds new ways to increase the social capital. The case sug-
gests a light stress on direct economic returns on the single building reuse, adequately 
considering also indirect economic effects, due to the social and economic regen-
eration of the surrounding area.

As point of interest in environment education and research, lighthouses similar 
to Capo d’Orso may catalyze environmental cultural change and sharing. More 
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generally, lighthouses are well suited to a request for tourism that is attentive to the 
environment and culture, connected to unspoiled places and places of landscape- 
environmental interest.

4.2  Religious Heritage

The religious real estate patrimony presents countless properties with high histori-
cal and artistic value which, also due to the current period of vocation crisis, have 
not received the attention necessary for optimal conservation, and which, in many 
cases, have been closed and abandoned.

The religious structures are embedded in the collective memories of the mem-
bers of a society and are a source of identity; therefore, the public becomes con-
cerned with maintenance the integrity of these edifices and conserving their cultural 
heritage symbols. Therefore, over time the protection of the religious architectural 
heritage has been increasingly recognized as a cultural obligation.

The proper reuse of buildings is one of the best ways to ensure their survival and 
a change of the original function has to keep the intangible meaning in the suitable 
reuse. Then, it is difficult to manage the limits and opportunities in the adaptive 
reuse of this type of heritage, while preserving its social and cultural significance.

In recent years, the decline of religious practices and the economic crisis have 
led to the abandonment of countless structures, often sold and privatized.

Cases show different uses of religious building, not only because they may be 
different in their structures (monasteries, churches) or in their state of conservation, 
but also because different communities may need different services and may feel 
different sensitivity to the aesthetic and/or authentic features.

Monasteries structures usually fit to hospitality function and the reuse as hotel 
has to question to what kind of customer targets address the services, choosing 
appropriate marketing channels, adequate and sustainable price for value, also prof-
iting from other contextual attractive. Nature-based hospitality may be more ade-
quate for rural areas or coastal zones, while high class hospitality may occur in 
urban historic areas, but alternatives are also offered if the religious owner also 
manages the site as a social business, hosting students or supporting social tourism.

Churches offer a larger number of reuse opportunities; some of these are very 
unusual, others are foregone, as the use as concert hall, museum or as art/handicraft 
showroom.

The Dominicanenkerk (Dominican church) is a Gothic monastery church situ-
ated in the city centre of Maastricht. The church was built in the thirteenth century 
while in 1796 the church’s ecclesiastical function ended, and in 2006 got a new 
destiny. A bookshop was established inside the church. The major renovation went 
smoothly, thanks to a successful public-private partnership between the municipal-
ity, monument care, project developer and the new user Selexyz. The architect 
Merkx + Girod from Amsterdam won the Lensvelt Architectuur Prijs in Holland in 
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2007. The sacral elements such as the stained-glass windows, fresco’s, vaults and 
the incidence of light have been saved.

Partnerships with important cultural players (as a University) can keep the mis-
sion of the building fitting to the original goals, enhancing human cultural and spiri-
tual wellbeing, and educational scope.

The Charterhouse of Avigliana was founded as a Franciscan monastery in 1515. 
Over time, had several destinations and the community of Carthusian nuns who 
lived there decided to leave it. The Abele Group took action for the purchase and 
restoration, which ended in September 2011. The Certosa di Avigliana is currently 
owned by the Social & Human Purpose Fund of REAM sgr of Turin and managed 
by the social cooperative Binaria 1515 scs. Today it is a place of hospitality, educa-
tion and location for events.

A very important question is limitation to new use that religious owner can 
impose both in the property transfer contract and in the rent or free use agreement. 
Uses in open contrast with the original and sacred function of the building are usu-
ally not admitted. Although limitations bear only the users or the first buyer, they 
reduce the typologies of entrepreneurial ventures which can settle in the site, and 
social enterprises seem the most adequate initiatives to be hosted, mainly in tempo-
rary use agreement.

Nevertheless social enterprises, even able to ensure the economic self- 
sustainability of their service delivery system, rarely can arrange a large amount of 
economic resource for the large investment required to restore or renovate a church. 
So, when the latter is in a very bad state, further partners might be necessary in order 
to provide financial support, preferably as grants (crowdsourcing community, social 
responsible corporation, private foundation), in order to prevent the burden of a loan 
repayment on social enterprises venture, usually having a fragile economic balance.

4.3  Forts and Castles

Forts were usually military buildings, aiming at defending the territory against ene-
mies. They are robust and very large structures which have been surviving many 
centuries. They usually have high historical value as their storytelling is the narra-
tive of wars changing people history and culture. This is the reason why they are 
usually state owned, although charging public finance with high restoring and main-
tenance costs.

Reuse projects are a great challenge as they need to keep historical and cultural 
meaning furthermore producing direct and/or indirect economic impacts.

In the following cases show how forts can be turned into cultural tourism attrac-
tions, saving historic heritage buildings for next generations.

The Hotwalls Studios are an enviable location with access to the waterfront and 
harbour views located in Old Portsmouth, UK; the reuse project as studios com-
bined social goals with tourism attraction, reusing the site as a creative art district.
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Fort Vechten and Fort Resort Beemster alongside the 85 km long “New Dutch 
Waterline defence system”, in Netherlands. These forts are included in the same 
cultural route and base their attractive on same natural resource: water. Fort Vechten 
seems to target families and children as visitors, offering didactic and virtual experi-
ences; this business model—high revenue oriented- may produce better economic 
results but may also conduct toward a Disneytization of the cultural heritage 
resources. Fort Resort Beemster uses water as a cultural and natural resource, add-
ing wellness services to cultural ones.

Fort Monostor, that is part of the system of historic forts situated on opposite 
banks of the Danube River. It is a shared heritage resource across state borders, and 
its reuse project, still ongoing, is under the management of a Special (Project) 
Company, which may (or may not) manage the running phase when the building 
will be full readapted.

Suomenlinna, a former naval military fortress system (eighteenth century) near 
to Helsinki, Finland, and it is now a tourism attraction for over one million of visi-
tors per year, and the success has been reached due to a Governance body very 
attentive to save the beautiful landscape and the precious natural environment from 
overexploitation.

Forts and Castels reuse have to manage a system of goals, saving cultural value 
and producing direct and indirect economic impacts. Most of them are turned into 
tourism attraction, and the package of services can include accommodation, enter-
tainment, and wellness services, as well as museum areas, live performance. Large 
spaces can be also rent for conferences, meeting and other social and cultural events. 
Most of them are listed buildings, others are going to be.

All these cases show a certain awareness of circular economy fundaments, and 
social and economic impacts seem more to guide reuse projects, also taking into 
account cultural values, landscape quality protection and natural resources saving.

4.4  Industrial Heritage

Buildings for industrial production were usually located near provisional areas of 
raw material, near ports or near densely populated settlements where it was easy to 
hire cheap workers. Then factories and their surrounding areas (with workers 
houses, schools, hospital, churches, municipal building, open spaces and other facil-
ities) gained a visual identity according to building materials and technologies of 
the time.

The economic development of western economies, the decline of industrial pro-
duction and the contemporary transition toward a service economic system often 
left industrial quarters or cities largely disused, as a consequence of a decreasing 
population and of people migration to more vibrant and modern cities, searching 
new working opportunities.

Large disused building or whole city quarters have become a great resource and 
opportunity to reuse and regenerate, strengthening new social and economic place 
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identities. The success of the reuse initiatives also depends on appropriate decisions 
regarding the core and ancillary services the building has to provide, according to 
urban planning, based on visionary forecasting of the emerging demand.

Industrial buildings (and mainly ex manufactures), although considered histori-
cal heritage, are usually not listed and provide wide room to be adapted, at afford-
able cost and without constraints to restore as it was. Thus, architects can choose to 
mix original structures, materials and style with contemporary ones, also adding 
new modern spaces to old structures and profiting of advanced technologies in the 
project and operation phase, as well as new materials and solutions, that increas-
ingly boost resource saving and green technologies.

New uses can aim at tourist attraction, as the cases of Le Grand Hornu and C 
Mine, large complex in ex coal districts, in Boussu and Genk (Belgique), small 
towns in need for economic regeneration and a new image.

Le Grand Hornu is a neoclassical former mining complex, recently reused as a 
cultural centre for innovation and design. C Mine was a mining complex too, reused 
as a recreational and educative site, also boosting artistic entrepreneurship. Both the 
cases are well-known practices of cultural and economic regeneration in heritage 
tourism (at C Mine largely based on the tourism experience paradigm), creative 
economy and art development, with indirect economic impacts in terms of new 
business ventures and jobs. It should be noted that both the regeneration projects 
were managed by a Special (Project) Company, able to fully integrate the regenera-
tion phases and the network of partners in the project.

Other reuse projects of ex industrial buildings aim at creating innovation centers, 
fostering social networks, innovation partnerships and new entrepreneurial ven-
tures. This business model frequently named as Hub, is supportive of the local 
development, offering services addressed to main local industries. Some exam-
ples are:

• Simonsland, former textile industry in Boras (Sverige) reused as a multifunc-
tional fashion center;

• Inredia, and old shirt fabric whose new mission is linking furniture industry with 
interior design;

• The Lichttoren (Light tower) a factory for Philips, a light bulb manufacturing 
company in Eindhoven which has been adapted as a living, working and leisure 
complex;

• Brew House, a former brew fabric in Goteborg, recently reused as a “culture 
fabric”, as a venue for musical events and as business support for creative 
start-ups.

Simonsland and Inredia address the needs for design and innovation of local manu-
facture (furniture and textile). Brew House is a culture oriented hub; it couples the 
mission of talent incubator for cultural and creative industries with commercial high 
rewarding activities in hosting and organizing event and concerts; this is the typical 
hybrid model of non-profit organization as it is. The site owes the success to the 
ability in managing a wide network of service providers and customers.
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The Lichttoren has more conventional goals of residential, working and leisure 
complex, although the concept of “loft” as spatial module to rent or buy was very 
innovative at the time of its reuse project.

Further reflections can also be proposed on all the cases: alliances and strong 
partnership are fundamental drivers of the success both in the project concept and 
operation phase and in the delivery of the new services the building was re- 
functionalized to.

4.5  Minor Heritage Sites

The lack of financial resources together with the constraints on interventions on the 
built cultural heritage are threatening the survival of the buildings with the risk of 
losing the benefits that they can potentially offer. When the built heritage is no lon-
ger able to fulfil its initial functions because they are no longer useful or because it 
is too expensive to provide them, the risk of the structures being abandoned becomes 
high. Nevertheless, demand for new spaces and for new services may result into 
unexpected solutions, both in the choice of spaces to reuse and in the services 
they offer.

Some interesting cases need to be cited:

• The case of Cavallerizza Reale used as stables at the Royal Palace in Turin, 
stands out as a valuable example of civic commitment towards cultural heritage, 
as a community anticipated a privatization decision limiting the use of heritage, 
taking a bottom-up action to revitalize the building through innovative financing 
(crowdfunding).

• Dynamo was an historic abandoned space underneath near the central train sta-
tion in Bologna; it is a valuable example of circular economy in reusing a 
neglected space to promote sustainable mobility by bike sharing.

• The Bourbon Pheasant standing inside the Royal Park of Capodimonte in Naples 
was reused during Covid-19 emergency as vaccine hub, also offering users cul-
tural information about the Museum collections and a coupon for free entrance 
to the next temporary exhibition. In this way, the use during the Covid-19 phase 
was turned into a chance to renew the attachment of the citizens to one of the 
most precious museum and park of the city. The initiative is also a lesson about 
the use value of minor heritage buildings, as their lower artistic importance 
enables more flexible and quick reuse solutions.

• The reuse of the historic gardens and greenhouse of Regina Margherita in 
Bologna show how gardens reuse can accelerate social innovation and creative 
community’s start-ups, also highlighting the role social enterprises (in this case, 
a social cooperative) as partners and managers of reuse projects aiming at creat-
ing social value.
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4.6  Rural Heritage

Rural buildings are often set in wider rural areas, and both may be object of reuse 
projects, with the aim of increase the value produced by these resources. Reusing 
local buildings and areas for recreation and leisure can activate economic dynamics 
owed to the attraction of tourism, generating new jobs and profits, as tourists demand 
for goods and services generates new jobs and profits.

Building reuse can also benefit social ties, as cultural initiatives can catalyze 
local inhabitants, providing space for young and old people, increasing young peo-
ple place attachment and encouraging an active aging of the old ones.

Place attachment and social ties are a key resource in rural environment, moving 
people to cooperate, and acting bottom-up, bypassing bureaucracy and procedure to 
obtain financial resource. Some reuse initiatives described below have been carried 
out by local communities only relying on its own work. This cultural mind-set can 
also avoid external speculative incoming actors which in the medium or long term 
can totally change local identity and landscape.

Different reuse initiatives in the following examples highlight different options 
and drivers of rural building and landscapes. Some of them are based on local com-
munity cooperation and work and they clearly aim at improving people wellbeing 
while further economic goals can be reached without being stressing priorities. 
Small, personal and in-kind investments are sufficient resources to reach the proj-
ects goals. The following example can be indicated:

• Lanckorona Ecomuseum, creating a museum network spreading on four rural 
municipalities near Cracow;

• the project “Adopt a terrace” in the Brenta River Valley, reusing a former system 
of intensive tobacco cultivation, by assigning free use of small pieces of lend to 
local applicants for cultivation and gardening, in order to maintain and enhance 
the landscape;

• Škratelj Homestead, a ruined stable reused as cinema and social hub;

More ambitious projects are ReDock and H-Farm projects, applying leading edge 
green technologies to minimize the impact on the landscape, albeit the extension of 
the complex and the large and knowledge intensive community which has settled in 
the area.

ReDock reused a medieval village as tourism attraction, fruitfully applying the 
best eco-innovation technologies, in the view of creating a sustainable eco-friendly 
community. The village aims to be a blueprint for a sustainable future in the coun-
tryside. As circular economy strongly promotes natural resource saving and reuse, 
this project could be more in depth analyzed to learn more about problems and solu-
tions in applying leading edge technological eco-innovation in a medieval village. 
Furthermore, an interesting field of research is the evaluation of middle-long term 
social impacts of the project on the local community, with a special attention to 
migrations and demographic trends.
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H-Farm is a case of fast-growing, fast-changing area, reusing an ex rural building 
surrounded by the agrarian land near Venice and Treviso. Cooperation between 
Municipality, University and High tech industry transformed the place into a Hub 
for digital technologies where innovation, education and entrepreneurship are 
designing a new era.

4.7  Urban Sites

Heritage building reuse needs to consider the surrounding framework and, espe-
cially in urban context, heritage building reuse projects need to connect past and 
future identities that cities have experienced. Sustainability, as a function of increas-
ing quality of life of urban residents is a driving force of social and ecological inno-
vation inspiring cities planning and urban development at national and international 
level. So, the reuse project for a single building must set multiple contextual goals 
but standing alone rarely induces a leap forward for the entire City, toward ecologi-
cal and social values. On the other hand, although multiple reuse and conservation 
initiatives can result as sustainable at a micro-level, a change in the view is ongoing 
at urban level, linking sustainability goals of the area and their monitoring to mas-
sive use of ICTs. Neverthless, an adaptive reuse project needs to take into account 
previous historical artefacts when they are of exceptional value, and repurpose ideas 
can be changed if communities acknowledge the importance to keep memory of the 
past. Some metropolitan initiatives described in the following can give examples or 
inspiration.

The House of Vans, a former underground tunnels, near London Waterloo sta-
tion, has fruitful reused a neglected space which can be precious in high dense urban 
context where any square meter of soil can reach skyrocketing prices. Keeping the 
old visual identity, the project has reinforced the uniqueness of the new space and 
functions.

Pianofabrik is the reuse project of an ex industrial building (an old laboratory of 
piano makers) now complementing with the existing cultural offer of the city of 
Bruxelles. The project aimed at creating a space playing the role of multifunctional 
hub for the intercultural and international community of Bruxelles, fostering social 
networks, innovation partnerships and new entrepreneurial ventures. A leading edge 
cultural offer and events couples with support to arts, entrepreneurship and bottom-
 up initiatives. The site owes the success to the ability in managing a wide network 
of service providers and customers, also promoting diversity and inclusiveness as 
social values.

The Kultur-Token (KT) is one of the Vienna’s Smart City initiatives to enhance 
city life whilst addressing the global challenge of climate change with local green-
house gas/air pollution reductions. By targeting culture and cultural heritage as 
rewards, the Kultur-Token business model recognizes and celebrates culture and 
cultural heritage’s role as a multi-faceted and valued “commodity” in the future 
sustainable city.
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El Mercat del Born, an historical market in Barcelona, now hosting a cultural 
center, is a case of a very long “stop and go” rehabilitation process, offering impor-
tant elements to comment. Different ages of the city history have found connection 
in the site due to the last reuse project, which is able to show different historical 
layers from XII century to the siege of the city of Barcelona in 1714, to contempo-
rary age. Furthermore, the meaning of the site strictly connects city history and past 
events to current civic proud, and this connection is supported to last by the current 
reuse functions of the site as a cultural and memorial centre. The case also offers a 
fruitful field for social research to study the link of community action in cultural 
heritage reuse to community awareness and knowledge of its history.

5  Patterns of Reuse as Business Models

Case studies analysis shows the importance of the building typology in enabling 
new reuse functions, supporting the study of Misirlisoy and Günçe (2016) and high-
lighting some typical (and replicable) patterns and business models.

Reuse models seem strictly linked to the context needs and local development 
trends. Tourism destinations often reuse heritage building to offer new attractions 
able to increase tourist flows or to increase the staying of tourists. Projects of reuse 
may be highly costly and often require specialized designer to make into practice 
new ideas, while high level marketing have to promote the attraction through differ-
ent tourism channels. Investment costs couple with high running cost, making pub-
lic private partnerships riskily and heavy.

Forts and castles, like the lighthouses, are often reused as tourism attractions, 
although they offer a larger mix of services; virtual experience and historic narra-
tives can couple with different leisure and entertainment services, fostering more 
frequent access both by residents and nearby inhabitants. The goal of economic 
self-sustainability can be easily reached when a flexible renting of spaces for single 
events increases revenues. Monasteries can be easily reused as hospitality struc-
tures, targeting social goals and accessible tourism and/or rural tourism, profiting of 
their remote and wild location. Otherwise, building reuse projects can target high 
class experience enhancing the original features of the built environment coupled 
with the excellence of the service delivery system.

Churches structures offer a larger set of choices in the activities they can host, 
albeit limits can be imposed to initiatives in open contrast with the original sense of 
the place.

The Multifunctional hubs, located in industrial heritage or other sites (rural, 
urban, etc.), provide spaces for people networking and entertainment. This general 
trend is usually conceived according to the history and the evolving needs of the 
local community, delivering business services complementing historic industrial 
specialization of the local “milieu”, otherwise fostering new business start-up in 
cultural and creative industries, or technological ones. An efficient planning of use 
and renting of the space is the mean to reach (and overcome) economic 
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self- sustainability, hosting high revenue initiatives alternated with low profit or 
social ones.

Projects involving clusters of buildings need an area based strategy: residential 
use needs to be supported by services and infrastructures, while office uses need to 
take into account different facilities and the evolving occupational trends. Clusters 
of building may also support tourism and cultural industries, creating networks of 
museums or branded hospitality, profiting of shared distribution channels.

Nevertheless, reuse supporting tourism development needs to consider modern 
success factors of tourism destinations (branding, themes, experience, online book-
ing) as well as a life-cycle approach to the destination itself. These uses also require 
an adequate supply of hospitality services and infrastructure and a high-quality con-
text (architectural and relating to landscape).

Therefore, although the building typology plays a very important role enabling, 
or sometimes hindering, adaptive reuse and new functions, local context matters 
too. Rural buildings can give local communities space to create and manage new 
ventures, also fostering social cohesion through entertainment, hobbies, cultural ini-
tiatives as cinema and museums. Heritage building reuse in rural areas near large 
towns or metropoles enhances rural areas attraction, also equipping them with resi-
dential or leisure services, aiming at people living, enjoying and wellbeing in a 
natural and green environment. Some initiatives can also bring about a rapid turn-
around in development, as new players can provide ideas and financial resources to 
change the local milieu, provided they find some consensus and support at the local 
community level.

Some reuse cases within urban contexts are generating economic and social 
value by neglected buildings or spaces, in high dense populated and built context; a 
strong demand for space and soil makes more spaces and building attractive to reno-
vate and reuse, also allowing limited economic and financial risks, as foreseen 
demand for new uses is high.

Renovation and reuse projects also support urban identity and urban strategy, 
targeting one or more goals as tourism development, social networks and innovation 
partnership, social inclusion, leisure and entertainment, quality of life, sometimes 
addressing the global challenge of climate change with local greenhouse gas / air 
pollution reductions.

6  Conclusions

Although structural rehabilitation and new services are the backbone of the reuse 
projects, they do not fully describe the business models. The core of projects is the 
value proposition, a multiple-level player field ranking and balancing economic, 
social, cultural, environmental goals. Local communities and different stakeholders 
co-create a valuable project, not only taking into account present needs but also 
sharing a long-term vision of local development. This phase is the very critical black 
box of the reuse project, as legitimacy, leadership, competencies, and financial 
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resources may fall into a never-ending negotiation, missing the main goal of govern-
ing the commons. This result is achieved only if local stakeholders are able to find 
an effective self-organization.

High skilled facilitators of local decision could speed the process, avoiding 
unworkable or unfeasible initiatives, and raising awareness of constraints and 
opportunities. Therefore, while enabling local communities to build strongly sus-
tainable business models, constraints and incentives should also be re-defined as 
new priorities emerge for a common future of people and the planet.

The cases herein described do not allow to validate circular business models as 
detailed by theory and research (Bocken et al. 2018 Upward and Jones 2016; Joice 
and Paquin 2016). Nevertheless, most of the cases fit circular economy as a general 
perspective (see Pieroni et  al. 2019; Urbinati et  al. 2017) of resource efficiency, 
shared use and economic growth.

The model of Urbinati et al. seems the best responsive to frame the results of case 
studies, highlighting upstream, downstream and fully circular models. Upstream 
circular models mainly involve innovation in building technologies (i.e. energy sav-
ing or green energy). Indeed, some cases of reuse aim at eco-innovation, and fit the 
concept of circular economy as efficient use of natural resources. Downstream cir-
cular models mainly refer to social or multifunctional uses, while fully circular 
models involve both of the perspectives including, of course, efficient economic 
management.

It is unquestionable that circular economy principles, mainly in the sense of eco- 
innovation and natural resources saving, must scale up both at urban planning and 
at citizens’ level. This leapfrog requires updated knowledge and the use of leading- 
edge technologies, including ICT-based solutions for smart mobility and smart 
environment supported by municipally based partnerships.

Economic sustainability is now receiving much more attention than in the past, 
challenging other sustainability goals and paying more attention to management 
abilities both in project design and operation phases. Therefore, multifunctional 
reuse is common to many projects, as core services or attractions and ancillary ser-
vices or facilities enable longer staying of users as well as customer satisfaction and 
repeated visits.

Nevertheless, cultural heritage is not a mere space to use and profit. Frequently 
projects lay on a wider concept of circularity, based on the sustainable development 
paradigm and targeting social, economic, cultural goals, in the view of use cultural 
heritage for people and next generations, not too burdening public finance for reno-
vation and maintenance.

Cultural heritage produces many intangible and long-term benefits: the educa-
tion of young people, the strengthening of the identity processes, the inclusion of 
disadvantaged social groups or minorities and immigrants, the development of tol-
erance and human dignity based on the knowledge and protection of cultural diver-
sity. It also enables network and learning economies. Therefore, cultural heritage is 
the main input and enabling infrastructure of culture.

Culture nourishes the human personality and it is the basis of educational pro-
cesses. It enriches the endowment—concepts, images, information, 
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emotions—available to individual and community, thus facilitating reasoning, logic 
and semantic associations, analogies and contamination.

Therefore, culture provides people with more opportunities and a general ability 
to find solutions to problems as well as a flexible attitude in dealing with the “new”. 
That is the reason why culture is assuming an increasingly strategic role as a syner-
gistic agent that provides other sectors of the production system with contents, 
tools, creative practices, increasing value added.

These patterns induce many local systems to invest more heavily in allowing a 
deeper integration between culture and the various aspects of social everyday life. 
By this way, cultural heritage adaptive reuse turns a stock of historical resources 
into an engine able to mobilize the best energies of the community, and to leverage 
human and social capital.

This perspective renews the role of financial resources and financial policies, as 
both of which may be a serious constraint toward a complex value enhancement 
which grounds on the sustainability paradigm.

A similar critical role has the choice of the management at the end of the struc-
ture rehabilitation: at this stage, social entrepreneurial ventures could provide a 
level player field of new business model toward social innovation and 
sustainability.
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Chapter 18
Key Learnings from the “Kultur-Token” 
Sustainable Business Modelling Case Study

Gillian Foster

1  Introduction

In 2020, the Vienna University of Economics and Business’ Institute for Ecological 
Economics and Institute for Cryptoeconomics (WU) conducted a sustainable busi-
ness modeling case study for a municipal initiative, the City of Vienna’s “Kultur- 
Token” (KT). The KT is one of the City of Vienna’s pilot initiatives to enhance city 
life with culture—while addressing the global challenge of climate change with 
local greenhouse gas/air pollution reductions.

The WU Institutes published the open-access working paper, “Kultur-Token” 
Sustainable Business Model: Visualizing, Tokenizing, and Rewarding Mobility 
Behavior in Vienna, Austria. The study, hereinafter “the KT Report” was the result 
of a collaboration between the Institute for Ecological Economics CLIC staff and 
the Research Institute for Cryptoeconomics, and the City of Vienna (Foster et al. 
2020). The KT Report is also a case study of the European Union Horizon 2020 
research project “Circular models Leveraging Investments in Cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse” (CLIC). The KT Report is one of the CLIC case studies that expand 
on the CLIC concept, conceptually and practically. It is about an app rather than a 
building renovation, monument, or adaptive reuse of cultural heritage (ARCH).

The KT is part of the Vienna Smart City concept because it uses digital technolo-
gies like block chain, geo-tracking, and cellular communication. Simply put, KT is 
a downloadable app for mobile phone users that rewards Viennese for low-carbon 
mobility choices. The KT Report describes the KT as follows:

The [pilot] KT app users create a personal account on users’ phones to track their own 
mobility behaviors and be rewarded for low-carbon choices. Four different transport modes 
are measured: car; bicycle/scooter; walking; and public transport (buses, trams, and trains). 
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When a user travels by bicycle or scooter, walking or public transport, (s)he is rewarded 
with “Kultur-Token” (KT). One full KT, equivalent to 20 kg CO2 avoided, can be exchanged 
in the app’s marketplace for one voucher for a ticket to various cultural events and venues 
in Vienna. Users choose from tickets available in the marketplace on a one-token-equals- 
one-ticket basis.

The individual mobility behavior data are provided with sensors in the users’ smart-
phones that gather information on GPS locations, speed of travel, acceleration, etc. The data 
collected allows the app to calculate: the route traveled; the time it took to travel a certain 
distance; and the distinctive start-stop patterns that define the most likely transport mode. 
KT is able to achieve an average accuracy of 90% for the detection of travel mode and 
distance. As users travel by any mode other than by car, the algorithms calculate the CO2 
emission equivalent of an average car trip in comparison to the low-carbon mode and award 
this amount as avoided CO2.

KT recognizes citizens transitioning to sustainable transport modes and at the same time 
provides additional access to cultural experiences for citizens. An increase in sustainable 
mobility is encouraged by providing individuals with an incentive to avoid travel by car and 
by visualization of their personal travel-related CO2 profile. Further, the app provides citi-
zens with a new way of exploring and gaining access to culture. As these offers are a bonus 
for the KT, they do not require entrance fees, thereby lowering financial barriers to access 
cultural institutions for the Viennese. (Foster et al. 2020)

The current article highlights the key learnings from the KT Report for the 
CLIC community of practice audience (CLIC research partners and pilot proj-
ects, cultural heritage scholars, and others considering business modeling for 
cultural heritage- related enterprises). The purposes of this article are to recap 
and reflect on the KT Report’s findings from the perspective of CLIC and pres-
ent recommendations. Hence, the current work investigates two questions, 
“What parallels can be drawn between the KT Report and other CLIC case stud-
ies?” and “What are the implications of the KT Report for CLIC?” This research 
is unique in the scientific literature because it is the first reflection on the new 
KT Report. The KT was not studied extensively before the KT Report and no 
other business modelling of it exists. The current article focuses on the KT 
Report’s implications relevant to CLIC for the first time; therefore, the discus-
sion herein is novel in the literature.

The remaining sections of the article proceed as follows. Section 2 answers the 
first question to bridge the KT Report and CLIC by reviewing the research phi-
losophy, objectives, and WU business modelling research methods, that link 
ARCH enterprises and the KT.  This section includes an empirical comparison 
between key features of the KT and CLIC Best Practices for ARCH. Section 3 
summarizes the implications with key lessons learned and recommendations for 
sustainable business modelling in the context of circular ARCH enterprises. 
Section 4 concludes with broad observations and future research directions result-
ing from this study.

G. Foster
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2  What Parallels Can be Drawn Between the KT Report 
and Other CLIC Case Studies?

This section explores the KT Report’s role as a CLIC business model case study. 
The task of exploring and documenting new sustainable business models relevant to 
ARCH is one of the main objectives of CLIC. What parallels can be drawn between 
the KT, the KT Report, and more typical ARCH case studies that are anchored to a 
reuse of a building or site? In retrospect, the research philosophy, objectives, and 
WU’s perspective on business modelling for the KT Report and CLIC are in 
alignment.

The KT Report’s research philosophy is an expression of “relationality” in 
urbanism as defined by Fusco Girard (2013). According to Fusco Girard, “relation-
ality is reflected in the ability to explore/understand complex systems recognizing 
interdependences, links, connections, also when they are implicit; assuming a mul-
tidimensional point of view; it is a way to interpret reality in a comprehensive/
holistic perspective that does not exclude, but integrates economic, aesthetic/visual, 
fairness aspects and values, etc.” (Fusco Girard 2013). Relational research is needed 
because the KT is complex. It bridges macro- and micro- socioeconomic and geo-
graphic scales and integrates the shared social values of culture and creativity, fair-
ness/inclusiveness and the shared social value of reducing carbon emissions from 
urban mobility in order to address climate change. To the authors’ knowledge, the 
KT Report represents the first time that the Flourishing Business Canvas (Elkington 
and Upward 2016; Jones and Upward 2014; Upward 2014) is used for a sustainable 
behavioral changeapp. The KT Report provided an opportunity to test the Flourishing 
Business Canvas1 as a research, evaluation, and strategy tool for business models 
that connect citizens, governments, and the cultural and creative industry. The KT 
Report is scientific research for understanding a complex initiative in Vienna, 
Austria. The study’s research method, business modeling, is guided by the theoreti-
cal perspective of relationality with the objective of naming and integrating dispa-
rate aspects of the KT’s socioeconomic network.

2.1  The Business Modeling Research Method of the KT Report

Business models provide a common understanding about the general dynamics of a 
simple or complex process or enterprise, provide a common vocabulary and most 
important can coalesce thinking around a set of ideas embedded in the process they 
describe. Business modelling is used for research and strategy. Historically, 
strategic business modelling is applied to profitmaking entities. The main goal is to 
establish the company’s value proposition(s) in a way that meets customers seg-
ment’s needs, to generate sales revenue and profit. The 2005 Business Model Canvas 

1 Upward, A. (2014). “Flourishing Business Canvas v2.0.” http://www.flourishingbusiness.org/.
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(Osterwalder et al. 2005) is indicative of this approach, which is widely applied in 
research for various enterprises. In the view of the authors of the Kultur-Token 
Report, a profit-centred  approach is not suitable for an enterprise that seeks to 
achieve sustainability. Foremost, because the approach does not adequately con-
sider the biophysical resources provided by the earth upon which the functioning of 
the company depends. In addition, it does not adequately consider the waste streams 
that result from the company’s activities that must be absorbed (if possible) by the 
earth’s natural systems upon which life on earth is sustained. Further, the underlying 
profit ethic focuses the exercise on paying customers. Therefore, the more common 
forms of business modelling for research do not align with relationality or ecologi-
cal economics, hence were not suitable for analyzing the Kultur-Token initiative 
and likewise many circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage (ARCH) enterprises.

According to WU’s desk research in preparation for the KT Report in 2020, busi-
ness modelling for research and strategy has evolved to include non-profits, social 
enterprises such as b-corporations, and other forms of economic and non-economic 
activity. Recent research confirms (Lüdeke-Freund and Dembek 2017) that 
Sustainable Business Modeling is rapidly becoming established as an academic 
field of academia, industry, and government (Lüdeke-Freund and Dembek 2017). 
The key element is that trade, commerce, or business activity is a means to a com-
munity development end rather than ignored or counted as an externality. For exam-
ple, Burkett (2013) states that, social enterprises, “Have an economic, social, 
cultural or environmental mission aligned to public or community benefit” (Burkett 
2013). According to Breuer et al. (2018) better understanding of business models is 
“needed to empower sustainability-oriented entrepreneurs, to support experimenta-
tion with business model design patterns and to facilitate comparative research” 
(Breuer et al. 2018). For example, the Burkett (2013) framework sets out questions 
for business modelling for social enterprises that differ from or expand on the com-
mon concepts of value, impact, and customer. Gauthier and Gilomen (2015) com-
pared business model in energy efficiency case studies in France. Their research 
concluded that organizations attempting sustainable business models could achieve 
four levels of innovation with various degrees of sustainability as a result. These 
authors identified agency and inclusion of diverse agents as a key factors of new and 
transformative value propositions that can change not only the enterprises business 
model but also change the whole market thereby challenging existing rubrics and 
reflecting transition towards sustainability (Gauthier and Gilomen 2015). Bocken 
et  al. (2014), identified archetypes of sustainable business models grouped as 
Technological, Social, and Organizational (Bocken et al. 2014). Each of the groups 
are relevant to circular economy initiatives and ARCH, but none more so than the 
technological business models, described as, “maximise material and energy effi-
ciency; substitute with renewable and natural processes; and create value from 
waste” (Bocken et al. 2014). In particular, the latter archetype, which targets “under- 
utilised assets and capabilities as a form of wasted value that could be recaptured” 
(Bocken et al. 2014) is relevant exemplifies ARCH and CLIC’s typical case studies.

For most ARCH case studies, the social and organizational benefits of the busi-
ness model flow from giving new purpose to an under-utilized physical asset. In 
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contast, the KT rewards low-carbon mobility with vouchers for tickets to cultural 
venues and events. From the perspective of Bocken et  al.’s archetypes, the KT’s 
capacity to offer free tickets to cultural venues and events captures and repurposes 
waste. In fact, it assigns new values to the cultural venues and events beyond the 
price of admission. The KT valorizes the cultural and cultural heritage assets from 
the individual (micro) to the national (macro) scales. The WU’s business modeling 
must explain and capture the multiscale environmental and social values produced 
and consumed by the KT enterprise, not only the financial ones.

The Flourishing Business Canvas is based on a “strong sustainability” ontology, 
combining “financial rewards, social benefits, and environmental regeneration” 
(Upward and Jones 2015). The structure of the Flourishing Business Canvas reflects 
the ecological economics ontology of embeddedness. Human economic activity is 
embedded within social systems, which is in turn embedded within ecological sys-
tems. The authors found the Flourishing Business Canvas fit for the purpose of 
understanding circular economy and sustainability initiatives like the KT and 
ARCH. Based on the review of existing business models, WU decided to adopt the 
Flourishing Business Canvas for the KT to best capture relationality, an ecological 
economics perspective and the environmental and social goals of the KT enterprise. 
A full description of ecological economics is beyond the scope of the current article; 
therefore, we refer readers to the following (Anderson and M'Gonigle 2012; Bruel 
et al. 2019; Common and Stagl 2005; Martínez-Alier and Muradian 2015; van den 
Bergh 2001).

The Flourishing Business Canvas was also adapted for the new business model 
for ARCH developed by the CLIC partner university ICHEC Brussels Management 
School. This new CLIC business model was tested in the circular business model 
workshops with CLIC Partners. Detailed information about the workshops can be 
found on the CLIC website (Saleh et al. 2020).2 Therefore, CLIC has applied and 
tested the Flourishing Business Canvas as both a research method with the KT 
report and as a practical strategy development tool with the partner organizations 
managing adaptive reuse projects.3 In each case, the Flourishing Business Canvas 
was adapted/expanded to better fit the case study.

In general, the KT Report follows the Flourishing Business Canvas guidance of 
(Elkington and Upward 2016). However, our study changed two elements of the 
Flourishing Business Canvas method to explain better the KT. First, the environ-
ment dimensions’ discussion of ecosystem services is expanded to include the con-
cept of cultural ecosystem services. This allows for deeper consideration of the 
cultural and cultural heritage goals of the KT. Second, monetary valuation of nature 
is contested within ecological economics; therefore, we chose not to apply moneti-
zation in the analysis. WU explicitly chose not to monetize the value of the ecosys-
tem for the KT’s activities. These transparent methodological choices are relevant to 

2 Saleh, R., Drouillon, P., & Ost, C., (2020), D4.5 Circular Business Model Workshops for Cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse. https://www.clicproject.eu/files/D4-5.pdf
3 Ibid.
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ARCH projects and enterprises because the value of cultural heritage is often con-
tested, unknown, or intangible. For example, the CLIC WP4 Deliverable D4.5 docu-
ments how the circular business model workshop participants found it difficult to 
assign monetary valuation to the cultural heritage assets.4

An additional element that WU implemented in the KT Report to identify the 
ecosystem context, which is not often used in conjunction with most Flourishing 
Business Canvas research, is Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Theory of Human 
Development. The WU authors adopted the concept from Jones (2017b) who 
applied it first (Jones 2017b). Another article by Jones, “Social Ecologies of 
Flourishing: Designing Conditions that Sustain Culture”, details his application of 
Bronfenbrenner (Jones 2017a). See Fig. 18.1. The WU desk research of Flourishing 
Business Canvas applications found only one other explicit use of the Ecological 
Theory of Human Development with the Flourishing Business Canvas in the litera-
ture. This example is the 2017 business modelling in the health care sector by 
Sonowal, Jyotish. “Hospital as a Business for Flourishing.” (Sonowal 2017). The 
Ecological Theory of Human Development is a practical framework for envisioning 

4 Ibid.

Fig 18.1 Ecosystem Context for the KT Sustainable Business Model. The socioecological sys-
tems model is adapted from Jones (2017a, b)
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the values of the enterprise from the ecosystem to microsystem levels. The WU 
authors further specified the ecosystem context from macro to microsystem levels 
according to an ecological economics framing and the KT case and setting in 
Vienna. “The ecosystem context is the combined environmental, social, and eco-
nomic or financial constraints and opportunities within which all aspects of the 
enterprise function. Clarity about the ecosystem context is critical to identify who 
pays the costs and who accrues the benefits of achieving the KT’s goals.” (Foster 
et al. 2020) The WU found that defining the ecosystem as shown in Fig. 18.1 was a 
central task of the research. The final version was reached through an iterative pro-
cess that evolved as more became known about perspectives at different scales, for 
example the KT User or the City of Vienna. Implementing the ecosystem context 
concept as described is not time consuming and creates tangibility and local focus 
to otherwise general or amorphous concepts such as “climate change”.

2.2  Comparison of KT to CLIC ARCH Best Practice

The business modelling results of the KT Report are used here to examine empiri-
cally parallels between the KT and ARCH projects. Six key features of the KT 
highlighted in the KT report are compared to the 96 CLIC Best Practice case studies 
found on the online CLIC Knowledge Information Hub (Hub), which is a state-of- 
the-art encyclopedia of ARCH projects. The best practices collated by the Hub are 
freely accessible and searchable by several pertinent criteria such as public and or 
private funding, social impact, and economic spillovers. The footnotes below note 
the search term and website links that are used to retrieve the relevant data on the 
best practices from the Hub.

 1. The KT is a publicly run enterprise. Many ARCH examples are owned and/or 
operated by governments of cities and other municipalities, non-governmental 
organizations, and public and private organizations. Of the 96 CLIC Best Practice 
case studies found on the CLIC Knowledge Information Hub, 82 or 85% involve 
public financing.5

 2. The KT enterprise does not have a profit ethic. Only 34 or 35% of the ARCH 
best practices are considered as having “very high economic spillovers”.6

 3. Sustainability, as realizing low-carbon mobility and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
reductions is driving the KT’s actions. This is comparable to the Hub’s “circu-
lar metabolism” assessment defined as follows. “It reflects the degree of reduc-
tion in the consumption of resources in terms of renewable energy sources and 
low energy consumption systems, water recycling systems, reduction of GHG 
emissions and construction wastes, recycling of materials, use of local  traditional 

5 https://clicplatform.eu/search?q=Public Accessed on October 2, 2021.
6 https://clicplatform.eu/search?q=very%20high%20economic%20spillovers Accessed on October 
2, 2021.
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materials, bio-materials and/or reuse materials as well as recovery/increase of 
biomass/green spaces and adoption of nature-based solutions.” (https://clicplat-
form.eu) Roughly 22% or 21 best practices are assessed as having “very high 
circular metabolism”.7

 4. Sustainability, as a function of increasing quality of life of residents is driv-
ing the KT’s actions. It is impossible to tell from the information on the Hub if 
social impacts are the driving force of the best practice as is noted in the KT 
report. However, the Hub lists 54, or 56% of the best practices as having “very 
high social impacts”.8

 5. The KT concept of key stakeholders is broadened beyond customer of the 
enterprise to society. This concept is reflected in the CLIC best practices as 
well. The Hub notes that the participation in the ARCH project included public 
consultation for 22 or 23% of best practices.

 6. By valorizing access to cultural venues and events, the KT expresses a desire 
to embed cultural heritage and culture in modern urban life. In principle, all 
of the CLIC best practice case studies of ARCH included on the Hub share this 
goal. The Hub states its purpose as follows, “to showcase local reuse practices 
and highlight the abandoned and underused cultural heritage as asset/opportu-
nity for adaptive reuse initiatives, stimulating sustainable investments towards 
the implementation of a “circular city” model.”9

In summary, the analysis shows that despite the obvious differences, the KT and 
ARCH share several key features as shown by the above comparison to ARCH best 
practice data accessible on the Hub. As a result, the learnings of the KT business 
modelling research is applicable to CLIC and ARCH.

3  What are the Implications of the KT Report for CLIC?

This section presents the implications of the KT report for CLIC as three key les-
sons learned followed by recommendations for business modelling in the context of 
circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage projects like those of the CLIC partners 
and beyond. The discussion highlights relevant CLIC partner projects.

First, consider if the financial goal of the enterprise is for-profit, non-profit, 
or a combination. This is the defining element of many ARCH projects. If the own-
ership of the cultural heritage asset is governmental, public-private partnership, 
non-profit, or even private, the goal of its operation may be to recover the cost of 
rehabilitation, cost or operation and maintenance, or simply to collect a nominal 

7 https://clicplatform.eu/search?q=circular%20metabolism%20very%20high Accessed on October 
2, 2021.
8 https://clicplatform.eu/search?q=social%20impact%20very%20high Accessed on October 
2, 2021.
9 https://clicplatform.eu/ Website landing page accessed on October 2, 2021.
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charge for access and entry. Two CLIC pilot project examples described on the Hub 
are the Giardino della Minerva in Salerno, Italy and the Benčić Complex ex-factory 
to become Culture Park in Rijeka, Croatia. For many ARCH projects, a profit- 
focused business model is not appropriate. Using a sustainable business model that 
is not profit-centric, for example for non-profits and social enterprises, is a better fit 
for ARCH.

Second, the positive and negative environmental impacts of the ARCH proj-
ect are better captured and explained using the Flourishing Business Canvas’s 
ecological economics ontology based on the concept of strong sustainability 
with the addition of cultural ecosystem services. Another aspect of value relevant 
for ARCH included in the Flourishing Business Canvas is the notion of co-creation 
of value and destruction of value. Value is co-created be diverse actors and agents, 
not only the cultural heritage owner. In addition, values are co-created when the 
project meets the needs of those who engage with the project, including, but not 
limited to customers. For example, individual enjoyment of the ARCH project is a 
value proposition. The value of community level enjoyment can be diminished by 
increasing exclusive access to individual members of the public; therefore, the value 
of enjoyment is destroyed. In addition, ARCH projects are encouraged to reject the 
mantra of “monetize or ignore” for cultural heritage values. Intangible values can be 
described and understood using a cultural ecosystem services model that does not 
rely solely on monetization of all values, for example monetized enjoyment.

Third, the complex social context of ARCH as recognized by urban conser-
vation theories calls for a clear alliteration of the social context to underpin all 
aspects of business modelling for ARCH. This assertion is underpinned by the 
CLIC research findings. According to Ikiz Kaya et al. (2021) one implication of 
surveying CLIC partners is that “the challenges that emerge in participatory admin-
istrative structures and processes (i.e., lack of collaboration, communication and 
coordination between stakeholders) should be addressed, especially at the local and 
national levels” (Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021). The KT report also noted the complex social 
context and the need for better integrating the actors and agents present. Therefore, 
WU recommends the Flourishing Business Canvas-based CLIC Circular Business 
Model for Adaptive Reuse projects per (Saleh et al. 2020).

In addition to the CLIC Circular Business Model for Adaptive Reuse projects, 
and as a new contribution to CLIC business modeling, WU recommends that ARCH 
projects apply the Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Theory of Human Development as 
shown in Fig. 18.1. The experience of the KT Report shows the usefulness of a 
systems perspective for ARCH. This framework allows the researchers and business- 
modelling participants to better define and understand the purpose of an ARCH 
project as a socially and ecologically embedded enterprise with multiple intercon-
nected outcomes.
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4  Conclusion

This article derives outcomes for CLIC through a retrospective examination of com-
monalties between ARCH and the Kultur-Token. The research perspective of rela-
tionality and the research objectives and methods of the KT Report are explained 
herein. The article notes the six key features of the Kultur-Token that resulted from 
the business modelling research and compare these to research data on ARCH best 
practices. The key lessons learned are summarized with recommendations.

In conclusion, the WU sustainable business model research and application of 
the Flourishing Business Canvas to the Kultur-Token was an a-typical CLIC case 
study; however, this non-adaptive reuse project provides practical recommendations 
to improve future business modelling for adaptive reuse of cultural heritage proj-
ects. The deliberation on the research experience of the KT report published in 2020 
and an empirical ex-post assessment using the data of the Hub are now possible in 
2021. An interesting line of research in future is to examine the long-term impacts 
of CLIC’s business modeling research on practice. For example, will the recom-
mendations of a Flourishing Business Canvas-based business model with a strong 
sustainability approach take hold for ARCH in years to come?
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Chapter 19
Investment Leverage for Adaptive Reuse 
of Cultural Heritage

Tracy Pickerill

1  Introduction

The investment needs of urban, peri urban and rural areas to achieve sustainable 
growth varies depending on the size of urban conurbations and rural clusters, demo-
graphic trends, geographic location, political and economic stability and the quality 
of existing assets, including cultural heritage assets. The reticence of traditional 
capital markets to quantifying intangible socio-cultural, environmental, aesthetic, 
and spiritual values in the cultural heritage investment decision making process, can 
lead to market failure, investment barriers and a consequent trade-off between value 
judgments relating to the value preferences of diverse stakeholders. Altered finan-
cial markets stemming from political and economic turbulence over the last decade 
has exacerbated this situation and negatively impacted on the financial viability of 
many cultural heritage activities. Market failure coupled with pure profit orienta-
tion, from some sectors of the marketplace, can potentially result in inappropriate 
adaptation or demolition of built heritage assets unless gap finance can be sourced 
from limited public finances or sympathetic philanthropic benefactors, leaving the 
fate of many cultural assets to profit driven capital markets and political whim.

Four bodies of knowledge are critical to the choice of hybrid financial instru-
ments (combinations of complementary financial and non-financial tools) designed 
to leverage investment flows for cultural heritage adaptive reuse, while remaining 
mindful of the physical, humanistic and ecological synergies that exist within com-
plex cultural landscapes:
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 (i) Tool Knowledge: to identify type and operational characteristics of finan-
cial tools;

 (ii) Design Knowledge: to facilitate targeted and tailored blending of financial 
tools to leverage circular investment streams, mitigate risk and avoid 
displacement;

 (iii) Stakeholder knowledge: to understand the motivations and behaviour traits of 
investors to participate in collaborative investment ventures;

 (iv) Impact knowledge: to pre-define strategic impact goals at the design stage.

Inter-related economic demand-side and supply-side policy tools are the fundamen-
tal building blocks with which governments traditionally implement heritage policy. 
Keynesian economic theory promotes direct government intervention (demand side 
policies), via government spending such as grants and direct government loans, 
funded by taxation and borrowing. Classical economic theory promotes indirect 
government intervention (supply side policies), such as fiscal incentives to create a 
positive economic environment to entice private investment. The concept of a regen-
erative, generative and symbiotic ‘Triple Circular’ adaptive reuse strategy devel-
oped by Fusco Girard (2019) provides a valuable guiding principle for decision 
makers to inform the choice and design of holistic regenerative funding mecha-
nisms that align with the ultimate goal of achieving value creation where societal, 
environmental and financial benefits are in equilibrium.

1.1  Redefining Capital Leverage Thinking

The capital markets are designed to prioritize capital preservation and maximize 
profit for wealth creation, with little regard to regenerative social, cultural and envi-
ronmental value creation. The ongoing work of traditional philanthropic endow-
ment foundations and evolving global corporate metrics, of ESG compliance and 
intentional measured and managed impact (IMM), provide a point of mediation 
between the harsh realities of the marketplace and the need for inclusive people-led 
and place-led gap funding mechanisms. In 1963, Martin Luther King Jr. referred to 
the inescapable network of mutuality and challenged the motives of charitable 
endeavor writing “Philanthropy is commendable, but it must not cause the philan-
thropist to overlook the circumstances of economic injustice which make philan-
thropy necessary” (Luther King 1963). Over sixty  years later, these words still 
resonate in the quest for intentional and regenerative investment leverage strategies 
to engender long-term sustainable renewal of the ecosystem, including safeguarding 
cultural heritage assets. This ties in with the philosophy of Zeleny (2021) that in 
order to solve societal disruption and disequilibrium, one has to identify and under-
stand the causes of human suffering and natural resource extraction, not simply 
mitigate the symptoms. In periods of rapid transition, solutions to degenerative  
ecosystems, must remain multidisciplinary and evolutionary to create resilient 
investment environments. With regard to cultural philanthropic impact investment 
markets, Fram (2018) suggests that those who influence the allocation of capital 
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have an obligation to consider whether current practices solve or perpetuate the 
challenges impact investments aim to address and poses the conundrum: ‘How can 
capital serve people and not the other way around?

1.2  Hybrid Financial and Non-financial Instruments

Financial instruments leverage private investment by channelling funds to final 
recipients via multi-layer structures, involving public &/or private co-financing 
modalities of beneficiaries, with the expectation of both social and financial returns 
(WEF and OECD 2015). Gianoncelli and Boiardi (2017) make a distinction between 
‘hybrid financial instruments’ and ‘tailored financing’ in the context of venture phi-
lanthropy. Hybrid Financial Instruments are monetary contracts that combine fea-
tures of traditional financial instruments (grant, debt and equity) to achieve the best 
possible alignment of risk, return and impact for investments. Tailored financing is 
the process whereby investors choose from a range of available financial instru-
ments dependent on the risk, return and impact profile of the investor. Blended 
Finance Principles, developed by the OECD, state that blended finance should be 
anchored to a development rationale, designed to increase commercial finance, tai-
lored to a local context, designed to ensure efficient partnering and monitored for 
transparency and results (OECD 2020). Pooled financial instruments entail collab-
orative partnerships to solve the parallel needs of local governments and local com-
munities by raising combined funding on the capital markets via various financial 
instruments. Apart from knowledge sharing, the pooling of assets to raise finance 
allows for mitigation and diversification of risk for investors, creates economies of 
scale and enables less experienced partners to improve their capacity and credit  
rating. Key characteristics of hybrid ‘blended’ and ‘pooled’ finance include:

• Leverage: use of development finance and philanthropic funds to mobilize  
private capital investment;

• Impact Return: investments that drive measured social, environmental and  
economic progress;

• Financial Return: financial returns for private investors in line with market 
expectations, based on real and perceived risks;

• Revolving Funds: recycled flows of money via loan repayments (debt) or the 
realisation of investments (equity);

• Collaborative Fund Structures: access to private sector financial tools and exper-
tise to support public policy goals (WEF and OECD 2015).

1.3  Combining Return, Risk and Impact Metrics

Risk adjusted market return is defined as financial returns for private investors in 
line with market expectations, based on real and perceived risk (WEF and OECD 
2015). ‘Return on Capital’ focuses on the return investors earn while their invested 
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capital remains at risk. ‘Return of Capital’ focuses on when investors receive their 
actual invested capital back. The use of financial instruments designed to achieve 
socio-cultural and environmental impacts, in addition to a risk adjusted financial 
return, carry an additional duty of care or ‘impact liability’, as failure of a financial 
instrument could negatively impact vulnerable people or communities. This creates 
a two-tiered risk spectrum of:

• Risk adjusted Market (financial) Return or Below Market Return
• Risk adjusted Impact Return

Gianoncelli and Boiardi (2018) make a distinction between the two extremes of 
‘investing for impact’ and ‘investing with impact’, along a spectrum of impact capi-
tal investment strategies. Investors for impact (Impact first) prioritize the achieve-
ment of intentional long term social impact with or without financial return, ranging 
from financial loss to capital preservation. Investors with impact (Finance first) pri-
oritize the achievement of positive financial returns, with the achievement of social 
impact as a secondary goal. At the extreme, investors with impact may limit their 
risk mitigation to minimum screening criteria of ‘Do No Significant  Harm’ 
(Gianoncelli and Boiardi 2018). Within these two extremes, a range of social impact, 
financial return and risk mitigation investment strategies exist to support social 
innovations at different stages of development (ex-ante, seed, start-up, scale-up and 
ex-post evaluation) within different levels of market sector maturity. These strate-
gies may overlap and complement each other in the central scale-up stage, where 
some investees begin to build their capacity and achieve financial independence and 
sustainability. By improving the regenerative operational and financial capacity of 
investees, the generative capacity (and by association the symbiotic capacity) is also 
scaled up.

1.4  Sustainable and Circular Financial Reporting

ECA (2019) defines sustainability reporting as the practice of measuring, disclosing 
and being accountable to internal and external stakeholders for organizational per-
formance towards the goal of sustainable development. Investment strategies, 
including asset allocation, portfolio construction and risk management processes, 
effect the pricing of financial assets and the long-term risk and return opportunities 
of investments. In order to maintain their market share, financial entities must  
demonstrate that investments are financially sustainable, equitable and resilient, via 
transparent Environmental, Social & Governance (ESG) compliance, impact mea-
surement and climate resilience building processes. Independent rating agencies1 
evaluate ESG analytics to inform investment markets. In recent years, the European 
Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA) raised concerns that unregulated and 

1 such as MSCI, KLD, Sustainalytics, FTSE, RobecoSAM, Asset4, Vigeo Eiris.
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unsupervised ESG ratings increase the risk of capital misallocation, greenwashing 
and product mis-selling (ESMA 2021).2 The EU Sustainable Finance Strategy 
including the Taxonomy Regulation (EU 2020) and Complementary Delegated Acts 
(Disclosures Delegated Act EU 2021/2178, Climate Delegated Act EU2021/2139 & 
amended Delegated Regulation EU2023/2485, Complementary Climate Delegated 
Act EU2022/1214 and Environmental Delegated Act EU2023/2486) has started to 
address this issue by providing detailed technical screening criteria for environ-
mentally sustainable economic activities, including legal obligations for financial 
market participants. The Complementary Climate and Environmental  Delegated 
Acts provide a suite of additional criteria,  with evolving metrics and thresholds 
relating to different economic activities. The EU Taxonomy uses the European 
Industry classification system (NACE) as an indicative orientation  of eligible  
economic activities. It is envisaged that future reviews of the Delegated Acts will 
reflect technological progress and evolution in climate and environmental policy. 
The Regulation on the transparency and integrity of Environmental, Social and 
Governance rating activities (ESGR) had been adopted by the European Parliament 
pending formal approval (EU 2023). In essence, the ‘living’ Taxonomy is a green 
finance criteria and performance tool to encourage investors to allocate capital to 
assist the transition to a low carbon, resilient and resource-efficient economy, by 
measuring sustainable, and circular transitionary investment flows (including targeting 
EU funding priorities). The Taxonomy sets performance thresholds,3 including 
(i) Climate change mitigation (ii) Climate change adaptation (iii) Sustainable use 
and protection of water & marine resources (iv) Transition to Circular Economy 
(v) Pollution prevention and control (vi) Protection and restoration of biodiversity & 
ecosystems (EU TEG 2020a). Reinforcing the social dimension, EU Taxonomy 
principles for recovery and resilience identify the need to build social, economic 
and ecological ecosystem resilience in preparation for future climate related disrup-
tion (EU TEG 2020b). In parallel with protecting vulnerable communities, the prin-
ciples highlight the importance of creating robust collaborative financial investment 
frameworks to attract private investment to support and reinforce both member state 
and collaborative transnational investment towards reaching zero emission targets.

2  Developing a Capital Leverage Toolkit for Adaptive Reuse 
of Cultural Heritage

The toolkit incorporates umbrella clusters of financial (grant and endowment, 
tax, debt, equity) and non-financial (regulation, real estate, risk mitigation, risk 
performance, capacity building, impact metric and digital network) instruments to 

2 ESMA also cited the lack of a legally binding ESG definition and comparability among providers 
of ESG ratings.
3 requiring economic activities to (i) Substantially contribute to at least 1 objective; (ii) Do No 
Significant Harm (DNSH) to the other 5; & (iii) comply with minimum safeguards.

19 Investment Leverage for Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage



500

Fig. 19.1 Panoptic visualisation of CLIC investment leverage toolkit. (Source: Author)

encourage the flow of private investment funds for cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
activities. Creating value, within the cultural heritage financial landscape, is as 
much about understanding existing and opportunistic relationships between collab-
orative capital leverage enablers, as about blending complementary financial instru-
ments. The clusters are based on analysis of European and International finance 
literature and Pan European financial directives (EC 2015a, b; WEF and OECD 
2015; EIB 2015, 2020a, b; ECA 2020; OECD 2020). Flexible financial & non-
financial instruments can be:

• Blended with complementary instruments within tailored place-led or typology- 
led4 initiatives.

• Pooled within multilateral partnership collaborations initiated by financial 
intermediaries;

Figure 19.1 provides a panoptic visualization of the CLIC Toolkit highlighting the 
relationships between ‘blended’ complementary Financial and Non-financial 
Instruments and ‘pooled’ Capital Leverage Enablers.

The ultimate choice and design of funding mechanisms is not just a technical 
decision, based on the most efficient way to solve a particular funding gap, it is 
influenced by political and economic context, pre-existing institutional structures, 
the inclusion of diverse communities and finally ideological pre-dispositions regard-
ing socio-cultural and environmental goals.

4 ‘Typology based’ can refer to building type (such as Civic, Spiritual, Industrial, Residential, 
Commercial) or vintage architectural style (such as, inter alia, Ancient, Islamic, Classical, 
Byzantine, Romanesque, Gothic, Renaissance, Baroque, Rococo, Neo-classical, Art Nouveau, 
Neo-Gothic, Art Deco, Modernist, Bauhaus…..).
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2.1  Investment Motivations of Market Spheres

Understanding diverse investment motivations between the different economic mar-
ket spheres is key to designing hybrid funding instruments tailored to the specific 
needs of investment beneficiaries and final recipients. Collaborative funding strate-
gies, involving formal or informal structures, both within and between market 
spheres, requires the design of complex funding mechanisms that align the financial 
and impact goals of collaborating stakeholders, bearing in mind their return expec-
tations, investment timeframe and appetite for risk. While the importance of public 
action to leverage private investment should never be underestimated, it is also 
important to highlight the significant role of grassroots community finance strate-
gies and actions to initiate social impact activities. The four main economic market 
spheres include:

Government 1st Market Sphere Direct & indirect public action for the common 
good, funded by tax collection and borrowing. Many local governments face mul-
tiple financial constraints including insufficient and unpredictable monetary support 
from central government, weak fiscal structures, poor revenue generation from civic 
assets and legal constraints. Public financial and non-financial instruments initiated 
at local government level are backed by national and regional government adminis-
trative, regulatory and financial resources, which in turn are backed by European 
Union financial and technical support structures.

For-Profit 2nd Market Sphere Profit motivated corporate entities with tax liabil-
ity. Corporate structures can vary across a broad spectrum of risk adjusted profit 
motivation ranging from socially agnostic corporations that prioritize financial 
returns to Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) and EU Taxonomy compli-
ant corporations.

Non-Profit 3rd Market Sphere Mission motivated community organizations, 
philanthropic cultural foundations and charitable trusts with tax exempt status. 
Many informal local community groups and formal non-profit grassroots commu-
nity organizations, in deprived urban neighborhoods and isolated rural communi-
ties, often lack the financial track record, entrepreneurial capacity and network 
infrastructure to overcome exclusion from traditional capital markets. Community- 
led cultural heritage activates traditionally rely heavily on philanthropic cultural 
foundations and charitable trusts to bridge the financial and entrepreneurial gap 
between local community action and access to capital market finance.

Hybrid 4th Market Sphere Emerging philanthropic and market savvy ‘hybrid’ 
entities motivated by patient profit generation (or at least capital preservation) in 
addition to intentional Impact Measurement and Management (IMM). Complex 
legal and tax structures are necessary due to combined hybrid for-profit, reduced- 
profit and non-profit structures. This hybrid structure is an innovative way to address 
the issue of access to finance as the non-profit stream can attract grant aid, while the 

19 Investment Leverage for Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage



502

for-profit stream can attract social investment, thereby increasing the potential to 
pool resources (Gianoncelli and Boiardi 2017). Achleitner and SpeissKnafl (2012) 
identify emerging investment leverage enablers in social capital markets as develop-
ment banks, venture philanthropy funds, social Investment funds and advisors, 
social stock exchanges & funding platforms. Salamon (2014) adds capital aggrega-
tors, philanthropic banks, corporate originated philanthropic foundations, enterprise 
brokers and climate exchanges to this evolving list.

Cross-sector partnership models including local communities and citizens allows 
the risks and returns of cultural heritage strategies to be shared. The diversification 
offered by partnership structures, ranging from high-budget to a simple exchange of 
information and expertise, permits a wide range of resources and skills to be brought 
together.

3  Investment Leverage Enablers

The clusters of investment leverage enablers, for adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, 
within the CLIC toolkit, are categorized as:

 (i) Financial Intermediaries & Collaborative Funding Networks
 (ii) Participatory Communities and Regions
 (iii) Equity Risk Capital & Angel (Impact) Investors
 (iv) Traditional & Hybrid Investment Philanthropic Foundations & Trusts
 (v) Hybrid Philanthropic Donor Advised Funds
 (vi) Co-Giving & Co-Investment Platforms: Lottery Funds & Crowd Funding
 (vii) Digital Pathfinding Networks and Tools (Fig. 19.2)

3.1  Financial Intermediaries and Collaborative 
Funding Networks

‘Financial Intermediaries’,5 are financial entities that initiate the leverage of ‘pooled’ 
capital from a collaborative funding network of investment partners. The financial 
intermediary then channels the pooled funds, via selected financial instruments, to 
underfunded target recipients within a pre-defined geographic location, sector or 
disadvantaged community, that cannot access capital in traditional investment  
markets. To hedge risk, financial intermediaries typically make investments in 

5 WEF and OECD (2015) defines financial intermediaries as institutions that facilitate the channel-
ing of funds between investor and investee company or project and between lenders and borrowers.
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Fig. 19.2 CLIC toolkit investment leverage enablers. (Source: Author)

stages—Inception & Design / Adaptation / Use & Operate—allowing them to only 
provide additional capital infusions when certain milestones have been achieved. 
Financial intermediaries can operate within for-profit, non-profit or hybrid fund 
structures including the provision of venture philanthropy capital, impact investment 
capital, and impact foundation capital (Richter 2014). World Bank (2013) categorises 
financial Intermediaries as:

• Bank Intermediaries including commercial, credit union & savings banks; and
• Non-bank Intermediaries including government agencies, NGOs, foundations, 

social equity fund providers, community development & microfinance entities.

Although funding collaboratives take a variety of forms, a common distinguishing 
feature is that they scale up their collective impact by networking to make coordi-
nated decisions about the strategic targeting, leveraging and allocation of their 
pooled resources (Eikenberry and Bearman 2014).
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3.2  Participatory Communities and Regions

Cultural heritage adaptive reuse activities are reinforced by the participation and 
commitment of regional and community-led actions to enhance living and working 
conditions in deprived urban neighborhoods and isolated rural communities. 
Throughout Europe, significant number of community-led social enterprise organi-
zations, stemming from collective awareness, are evolving within the social enter-
prise arena to address unmet societal challenges such as the need to promote social 
justice (equity, diversity & inclusion) and environmental protection. This dynamic 
is more prevalent in member states where there is a strong social economy and 3rd 
market sphere tradition paving the way for transformative social enterprise enti-
ties. Academic institutions have a key role to play in this sphere through societal 
engagement activities and knowledge sharing.

3.3  Equity Risk Capital and Angel Investors

Direct equity risk capital, also ‘termed ‘venture capital’, is provided in tandem with 
human and institutional capacity building consultancy support for target recipients, 
to achieve intentional and measurable social, cultural and environmental impact 
(Tuan 2014). Equity venture philanthropy fund activities increasingly incorporate 
people and community led placemaking goals and the need to achieve intentional 
impact measurement and management (IMM) goals in addition to ESG and EU 
Taxonomy  compliance  (mandatory or voluntary) and alignment with SDGs  
mapping in their decision-making process.

Indirect equity investment opportunities in the venture capital arena take place 
via public and private stock and bond exchanges. The evolution of social stock 
exchange platforms, since 2013, provides a transparent market mechanism for 
enterprises with a socio-cultural and environmental mission to raise finance on the 
capital markets while protecting their triple bottom line corporate structure.6  
The distinction here is that social and environmental exchanges encourage efficient 
allocation of capital by transparently pricing financial instruments against financial 
and social returns. Exchanges broadly take the form of regulated environmental 
(trading carbon credits) and social stock exchanges (trading social enterprise bonds) 
and private self-regulated platforms syndicating social enterprise partnerships 

6 Chicago Climate Exchange [CCX]; Euronext ESG funds: Amsterdam Brussels Dublin Lisbon 
London Oslo Paris; European Climate Exchange [ECX]; European Union Emissions Trading 
Scheme [EU ETS]; Impact Exchange of Mauritius [IIX]; Impact Investment Exchange [IIX] 
Singapore; Mission Markets trading platform supporting social and environmental capital mar-
kets; Social Stock Exchange Limited [SSE] UK.
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(Robeco and Booz and Co 2009; Shahnaz et al. 2014). Social enterprise brokers 
source and connect social and environmental investors to mission focused invest-
ment opportunities with the potential to deliver risk adjusted market returns in addi-
tion to socio-cultural and environmental impacts (Hagerman and Wood 2014). The 
choice of financial instruments and funding collaboratives entail different financial 
risk and return profiles, leverage opportunities and investment scale requirement 
giving enterprise brokers an important role in structuring impact investment 
strategies.

3.4  Traditional and Hybrid Investment Philanthropic 
Foundations and Trusts

Philanthropic communities are uniquely placed to play an essential role in future 
rebuilding and recovery efforts for Europe (McKinsey 2020). Philanthropic founda-
tions fulfil a diversity of policy driven non-profit functions across Europe (circa 800 
Foundations) with combined budgets amounting to €60 billion per annum (ECF and 
AKS 2020). The charitable non-profit status of heritage trusts is also an important 
asset in the process of persuading the public to donate funds, legacies and property, 
due to the inalienable status of donated assets. While traditional foundations have 
the potential to provide a cohesive and inclusive link between European & national 
policy makers and civil society, cross border investment synergies are severely hin-
dered by political lethargy in terms of unsolved legislative and taxation collabora-
tion barriers (EFT and TGE 2017). Hybrid investment philanthropic foundations 
involve the restructuring of traditional non-profit grant-giving endowment functions 
to enable parallel for-profit investment functions. Foundation’s core assets are used 
as collateral to leverage additional investment funds in the quest for financial return 
in addition to intentional measured impact. Salamon (2014) uses the term 
‘Philanthropic Bank’ to describe this evolution, pointing out that not all foundations 
have the capacity to follow this route due to legal and administrative challenges.

3.5  Hybrid Philanthropic Donor Advised Funds

Hybrid philanthropic donor advised funds involve the restructuring of for-profit 
financial institutions, offering mutual investment funds, to create a parallel non- 
profit tax-exempt Donor Advised Fund (DAF). This facilitates donors to create an 
individual tax-deductible charitable account within the ring-fenced philanthropic 
arm of the financial entity and choose an investment strategy based on their specific 
mission and risk profile (Cohen 2014).
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3.6  Co-giving and Co-investment Platforms

Within the cultural heritage arena, an array of digital platforms have emerged in 
recent years including cultural heritage matching crowd funding and lottery funding 
ventures.

3.6.1  Heritage Crowd Funding Ventures

In the last decade, crowdfunding models across Europe have evolved from a fringe 
fund raising tool to a recognized financial instrument providing capital leverage for 
ventures, ranging from local community initiatives to large urban regeneration ini-
tiatives. With advancement in digital technology, crowd funding ventures open up 
inclusive donating, investing opportunities in addition to community engagement, 
skills development and marketing research. Baeck et al. (2017) identify the emer-
gence of public & private partnerships, including matching funding schemes, within 
crowdfunding platforms. While donation-based crowdfunding requires no return, 
equity-based and loan-based investment crowdfunding initiatives require a revenue 
generation activity, which either pays back the loan with interest or generates net 
profit for investors. Regulation for donation-based and reward-based crowdfunding 
does not exist at the EU level, although investment-based equity and debt models 
will be subject to both EU and member state regulation relating to the underlying 
use of equity and debt financial instruments (Mazur 2017) (EC 2017).

3.6.2  Heritage Lottery Funding

In 2018, €18 billion generated by European Lotteries (EL) members, was returned 
to society in their respective countries and channeled towards national tax revenues, 
research, sports, culture and social projects (EL 2018). Cultural heritage projects 
and activities benefit within the culture category, although it is difficult to establish 
contribution to heritage as categories vary by country. Lotto Baden-Wurttemberg 
(Germany), the UK Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) and the French ‘Loto du 
Patrimoine’ have developed ‘heritage specific’ lottery fund models (Baeck 
et al. 2017).

3.7  Digital Pathfinding Networks

Pathways for the creation of liaisons between impact driven entrepreneurial investors 
and resource strapped cultural heritage projects and communities can be hindered 
where investors and investees simply cannot find each other. Evolving technological 
advancements, such as digital portals, within the cultural philanthropic investment 
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landscape, has made this knowledge sharing and matchmaking process more trans-
parent and achievable, although still complicated to decipher due to the myriad of 
emerging online giving and investment platforms.

4  Financial and Non-financial Instruments

In parallel with the categorisation of emerging impact investment leverage enablers, 
the CLIC toolkit highlights both traditional and evolving financial, and non- financial 
instruments within nine ‘umbrella categories’ as follows:

 (i) Grant & Endowment Instruments
 (ii) Tax Instruments
 (iii) Debt Instruments (Bonds & Loans)
 (iv) Equity Instruments
 (v) Heritage Regulation & Real Estate Instruments
 (vi) Risk Mitigation & Performance Instruments
 (vii) Impact Metric Instruments
 (viii) Capacity Building Instruments
 (ix) Digital Pathfinding Networks & Tools (Fig. 19.3)

4.1  Philanthropic Grant and Endowment Instruments

The traditional grant instrument of providing a cash transfer from donor to target 
recipient, with no expected repayment, remains unchanged although some enhance-
ments have emerged in the marketplace such as targeting grant aid to achieve inten-
tional measured impacts and innovations in the area of idea generation allied to 
funded competitions, prizes and crowdfunding that engender public participation. 
Some grant instruments require matching contributions from grant recipients in the 
form of financial contributions or ‘in kind’ benefits such as voluntary services 
(Pickerill and Armitage 2009).

4.2  Tax Instruments

Tax incentives offer an effective mechanism to encourage private investment in cul-
tural heritage activities. Indirect, tax based incentives involve no direct transfer of 
money although foregone taxes represent a cost to the state. Traditional tax incen-
tives include Income / corporation tax credits, sponsorship, property, VAT, transfer, 
inheritance and capital gains tax (Pickerill and Pickard 2007). To achieve SDGs, 
and by association cultural heritage policy goals, countries need to ensure equitable 
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Fig. 19.3 CLIC toolkit financial and non-financial instruments. (Source: Author)

and inclusive tax policy (UN Habitat 2020) including cross border tax policies (EFT 
and TGE 2017). Land Value Capture (LVC) is a process where local governments 
can increase their tax revenue based on the increased value of privately held land 
derived from rezoning, infrastructure and other public investments (Peterson 2009) 
(Noring 2019).

4.3  Debt Instruments

Debt is a means of achieving leverage when the debt allows the borrower to increase 
its assets which in turn generates more net revenue (McVeigh and Sass 2014). Debt 
instruments include loans and bonds.

Both senior debt (commercial bank loans) and mezzanine equity (venture risk 
capital loans) interest rates may be significantly increased to reflect real, or per-
ceived, additional investment risk associated with start-up enterprise and adaptive 
reuse or landscapes enhancement initiatives in non-prime locations or disadvan-
taged communities. This has triggered a rise in social purpose venture risk capital 
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loans at subsidized interest rates. Micro finance investment vehicles work on a simi-
lar basis to social purpose venture capital, where an investment fund or financial 
intermediary, serves as a conduit for capital flowing into microfinance investment 
institutions for distribution to micro enterprise entrepreneurs (Salamon 2014).

Bond issues, also termed fixed term securities, are a common traditional debt 
instrument used to finance long term capital investment (CapEx) projects or shorter 
term ongoing operating expenditures (OpEx). Bond securities with shorter maturi-
ties are termed ‘Notes’. While private non-profit social purpose entities can initiate 
a bond issue on a taxable basis, most bonds are issued by government agencies, 
either solo or within a public private partnership, to ensure tax-exempt investment 
status for bond purchasers (Balboni and Berenbach 2014).

4.4  Equity Instruments

An equity instrument is an investment tool which enables the investor to purchase 
an ownership share in a socio-cultural venture with a claim on future returns in the 
form of value creation (capital gains) and/or profitable revenue streams (dividends). 
Traditional equity investors forsake the less risky collateral backed returns of debt 
instruments by speculating for risk-adjusted higher returns. Critically, if the invest-
ment venture fails, equity holders are at risk of losing their initial capital investment 
as their share of any liquidated assets is subordinate to debt instruments. Private 
equity investors (investing directly in enterprises not floated on a formal stock 
exchange) face additional liquidity and return risk in relation to early-stage adaptive 
reuse projects and socio-cultural enterprises with limited cash flow expectations 
(Brand and Kohler 2014). Equity investors can invest in various stages of a project 
or enterprise with phased finance, although it is most often used at an early incep-
tion, design and development stage at a point where activities are unable to secure 
debt financing. Social equity instruments play a vital role in absorbing early-stage 
losses until a cultural venture begins to generate enough revenue and create enough 
value to access traditional debt and equity tools.

4.5  Heritage Regulation and Real Estate Instruments

Within the Alternative Investment Fund (AIF) regulatory regime, Real Estate 
Investment Funds (REIFs) can invest in underlying real estate assets via whooly 
owned Special Purpose Vehicles (SPVs) in order to ringfence the liability relating to 
each real asset. The SPV can also facilitate tax efficiency by avoiding or reducing 
withholding tax on dividend and interest payments. Real estate fund managers have 
the option to set up a Real Estate Investment Trust (REIT) within the remit of AIF, by 
listing the REIT structure on a recognized Stock Exchange (Fox and Rooney 2015). 
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REITs are designed to deliver tax efficient dividends payments to investors with 
modest long-term share price appreciation. European member states with REIT 
enabling legislation in place include Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 
Hungry, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Spain, The Netherlands (PCW 2020).7 The 
main operating restrictions are that the REIT company must primarily be in the 
business of owning and operating real estate and must payout a pre-determined 
percentage of taxable income (varies by country) on dividends to shareholders, 
some of which may be paid in stock. Shareholders are then taxed on their dividend 
income. REITS can trade at significant discount to the value of underlying real 
estate assets as they are subject to the whims of stock market sentiment (Linneman 
and Kirsch 2020).

A revolving fund structure provides a pro-active tool to purchase and adapt 
endangered heritage structures and onward sell (or let) them to sympathetic new 
owners (or tenants) with protective covenants. A variety of public or private entities 
can operate a revolving fund, but the majority of funds that buy and sell properties 
are managed by private, non-profit entities in order to attract capital from donors. 
The most common sources of start-up funds for revolving funds are grants from 
government agencies, cultural foundations or corporations. Lending institutions can 
provide funding in the form of debt finance secured by the fund’s assets or personal 
guarantees. As funds gradually become depleted, fund-raising is an ongoing activity 
of most revolving funds. Non-profit cultural heritage revolving funds rely on tech-
niques such as renovation lease agreements to ensure long-term protection of the 
properties they sell on.

Syndication is a method of raising capital for large scale real estate investments 
in which a group of investors pool their capital to invest in a single property. The 
main benefit of a syndicate structure is that is allows investors to control investment 
decisions, compared to real estate investment companies (REIFs and REITs) where 
investors lose control over the investment decision making process (Cook 2016).

4.5.1  Regulatory Property Rights

Creating a balance between regulatory tools and financial instruments forms the 
basis with which many state agencies implement cultural heritage policy. Legislative 
measures are of limited use unless political commitment exists to monitor compli-
ance and use sanctions for non-compliance, such as, fines &/or expropriation. A 
range of regulatory real estate mechanisms, each with their own benefits, risks and 
implications for funding leverage, include Land Value Capture  (LVC), developer 
contributions, planning bonus agreements, co-operative housing (land,  equity & 

7 International REIT enabling legislation is in place in Australia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Hong 
Kong, India, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Singapore, South Africa, South Korea, 
Taiwan, Thailand, Turkey, United Kingdom & USA (PCW 2020).
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debt sharing), social value leases (linked to impact metrics), renovation leases, dis-
trict heating & cooling partnerships, vacancy & derelict land tax, transfer develop-
ment rights, split landlord & tenant incentives, digital real time energy efficiency 
monitoring and leveraging government land assets. The main sources of Land Value 
Capture are the recouping of unearned land value uplifts benefiting private property 
owners due to beneficial planning rights (land re-zoning) and close proximity to 
publicly funded infrastructure and urban regeneration initiatives, causing spiking 
land values (linked to tax Instruments).

4.6  Risk Mitigation and Performance Instruments

As in all capital markets, debt default carries the risk of bankruptcy, damaged repu-
tation and poor credit rating negating future borrowing ability. Lenders may be 
induced to issue loans, reduce interest rates, or extend the loan term for cultural 
heritage projects upon receipt of a loan guarantee, or reserve cash deposit, from 
credit worthy public or private third-party partners to the borrower. This shifts the 
risk from the lender to the credit enhancer in order to induce the lender to make a 
loan. Cultural heritage finance initiatives can mitigate risk for commercial bank 
lenders by providing collateral assets, such as real estate or business assets, to  
mitigate the risk of loan default. Governments and private foundations may also 
provide guarantees for mission focused bond issues to enhance their credit rating.

A complexity arises in the case of service-based cultural initiatives which lack 
tangible assets as collateral to mitigate risk. Performance Risk Financing (PRF) is a 
relatively new concept (not yet piloted in the cultural heritage arena) that combines 
public-led performance-based procurement (service contracting) with private inves-
tors and non-profit or for-profit service providers to achieve targeted financial return 
with measured social impact (Von Glahn and Whistler 2014). When a service pro-
vider achieves the agreed upon social outcomes or impacts, the state pays the proj-
ect, and by extension re-pays the investors, the principle plus a risk premium. 
Measurable outcomes can relate to human wellbeing and could be structured to 
address additional societal concerns such as environmental and circular sustainable 
practices.

4.7  Impact Metric Instruments

Measurement metrics relating to cultural heritage span a number of market sectors 
including economic (financial), socio-cultural and environmental impact. Internal 
Rate of Return (IRR) is one of the most common metrics used in financial analysis 
to estimate the performance and profitability of potential investments, in parallel 
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with the interpretation of risk relating to specific projects or activities.8 IRR analysis 
provides a tool to benchmark a potential investment across the spectrum of asset 
classes (such as Equity, Debt & Real Assets). However, the IRR measurement met-
ric is limited in its analytic insight, as it does not explicitly measure the risk ele-
ments of investments, such as: the size and length of the investment, timing and 
stability of expected cash flows, investment management capacity, liquidity/exit 
risk. In the specific case of comparative investment decisions, relating to adaptation 
or retrofit of built heritage property assets, IRR does not distinguish between loca-
tion, quality of adaptation, cost overrun risk, tenant credit risk, leasing risk, or exit 
liquidity. The final risk return decision ultimately lies with the investor.

A cornerstone of impact investing is the ability to translate impact intention into 
impact results. Impact Measurement and Management (IMM) is the process of 
identifying the impact achieved and assessing the projected and realized impact of 
financial instruments to communities and the planet. The four key elements are 
intentionality, financial returns, range of asset classes and impact measurement. 
GIIN (2020a, 2021) acknowledge that although impact measurement and manage-
ment (IMM) practices have matured in the last decade (such as, IRIS+ Core Metric 
sets and Impact Management Projects (IMP) Financial Markets), opportunities for 
further refinement remain. The impact measurement process may entail a combina-
tion of both internal institutional analysis and external independent analysis. The 
European Venture Philanthropy Association (EPVA) provide a step-by-step toolkit 
of strategies and best practice to assist investors for impact (Gianoncelli and Picon 
Martinez 2020). GIINs (2020b) analysis on ‘The State of Impact Measurement and 
Management Practice’ highlights interpretation, comparison and validation of 
impact results, to negate ‘impact washing’, as the most significant challenge facing 
impact investors.

GIIN (2021) make an observation that SDG alignment & mapping and 
Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) Integration strategies do not fulfil the 
criteria for intentional measured impact. Real estate and construction sustainability 
metrics are evolving to include tenant and community engagement initiatives 
(ARUP and EMF 2020). Investors and developers voluntarily engage with the 
independent sustainability certification benchmarking processes to establish sus-
tainability and circularity performance and gain market share from investors seek-
ing responsible investment opportunities. Global real asset benchmark certification 
includes, inter alia, GRESB Score, LEED, BREEAM, EU Levels,  WELL, 
WiredScore, RESET Air, nZEB, Net Zero Carbon Standard, DGNB.  The social 
dimensions of safety, labour and human rights within ESG ratings are expanding to 
include indicators such as tenant wellness, satisfaction, justice (equal and affordable 
access to energy efficient buildings and housing) and tenant behavioural changes 
(Kempeneer et al. 2021).

8 IRR is defined as the annual rate of return (annual growth expectation) that generates a Net 
Present Value (NPV) of zero for a stream of expected (or actual) cashflows (Linneman and 
Kirsch 2020).
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4.8  Capacity Building Instruments

UN Habitat (2020) states that well resourced human and institutional capacity, such 
as coordinated multi-level governance structures, robust policy and legislative 
frameworks, strong leadership and collaborative skills is a necessary prerequisite to 
combat urban and rural landscape challenges. The provision of non-financial capac-
ity building instruments, such as knowledge sharing, training, technical support, 
mobilization and matchmaking networks, is fundamental to strengthening financial 
sustainability and institutional resilience of recipients, in addition to reducing grant 
dependency (Gianoncelli and Boiardi 2017) (GIIN 2017).

4.9  Digital Pathfinding Tools

From a communication perspective, in the context of matchmaking, grant-giving, 
co-investing, knowledge sharing and volunteering, digital portals provide visible 
pathways for stakeholders to find each other in an emerging cultural financial land-
scape. In addition to providing secure electronic systems for the transfer of funds, 
digital technology innovations in recent years have revolutionized knowledge trans-
fer and networking within the cultural heritage sphere (Stehle 2014). Advances in 
R&D for Proptech and Fintech are currently in an early evolutionary phase creating 
speculation about digital solutions for future technical, regulatory, security and data 
protection scenarios.

5  Illustrative Pooled Funds and Blended Financial 
and Non-financial Instruments

The potential combinations of financial and non-financial instruments with the above 
umbrella clusters are limitless. The following examples provide a brief illustrative 
contextual insight into the benefits of blending and pooling investment strategies.

5.1  Pooled Hybrid Private Investment Leverage

Financial intermediaries engage in collaborative investment strategies to enable 
mission focused place-led and heritage-led adaptive reuse, urban regeneration and 
community initiatives. The following examples illustrate for-profit and non-profit 
private investment funds acting as financial intermediaries to enable hybrid combi-
nations of financial and non-financial instruments.

19 Investment Leverage for Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage



514

5.1.1  Fondation du Patrimoine (France)

Private non-profit foundation created with corporate endowment funding, working 
in partnership with local governments, Loto du Patrimoine, corporations and  
citizens to provide grants and capacity building assistance to regional and local  
heritage projects using tool combinations:

• Escheated inheritance
• Tax deductions
• Lottery funds
• Donations in-kind and crowd funding
• Donations from corporations and SMEs.9

5.1.2  Calvert Impact Capital (USA)

Private non-profit impact fund, launched with support from Ford, McArthur and 
Mott foundations, that leverages funds to provide micro finance to enterprise and 
adaptive reuse initiatives in disadvantaged communities. Funds are leveraged via:

• Community Investment Note (bond debt instrument)
• Collaborative co-lending syndication services (CIC 2020).

Calvert Impact Capital assesses three layers of impact measurement (Investor, 
Portfolio and Community) using both internal and external (IRIS+ & Impact 
Management Projects 5) data sources (CIC 2020).

5.1.3  IPUT plc. (Ireland)

Private for-profit Real Estate Investment Fund (REIF) that leverages capital in the 
marketplace using debt (revolving loans and bonds) and equity Instruments (institu-
tional investors), via

• Institutional private equity shareholder investments
• US Private Placement Market investments (US Private Bond Market);
• Revolving Credit facility from Wells Fargo Bank including Green Finance (IPUT 

2019, 2020; PFW 2020).

IPUT plc. engages with real estate industry energy, wellness, sustainability and 
ESG financial reporting benchmarks. The company also invests in public realm 
enhancements in addition to cultural, community, tenant and employee initiatives 
and events as part of their sustainability strategy. IPUT is a signatory to the World 
Green Buildings Council (WGBC) (IPUT 2019, 2020).

9 Presentation by Celia Verot, Director General, EC Workshop on Complementary Funding for 
Cultural Heritage, 25–26th January 2021.
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5.1.4  BlackRock (Luxembourg)

Circular Economy Fund, sub fund of the Blackrock Global Funds (BGF), launched 
on the stock exchange in partnership with the Ellen MacArthur Foundation, to drive 
investment in companies transitioning to circular economy business models, driven 
by climate mitigation, resource scarcity, technological disruption and rapid urban-
ization. The fund is rated ‘AA’ on the Morgan Stanley Capital International (MSCI) 
ESG Index (BGF 2021).

5.1.5  Detroit Home Mortgage Programme (USA)

Non-profit grassroots community collaborative funding structure, involving part-
nership with government agencies, national and local banks, cultural foundations 
(Kresge, Ford and Community Foundation of South Michigan) and various non- 
profit neighborhood-based community groups. The programme is designed is 
rebuild the city’s failed housing market by using a mix of grants, loans and loan 
guarantees that enable buyers to purchase and adapt abandoned housing 
(OCC 2018).

5.1.6  Irish Landmark Trust and Dublin Civic Trust (Ireland)

Irish landmark Trust is a private non-profit trust that leases abandoned heritage 
assets (such as lighthouses, castles and gate lodges) and carries out restoration and 
adaptive reuse works, for letting as self-catering holiday accommodation. The nego-
tiated lease term is usually circa 50 years and once a lease expires, the heritage asset 
reverts to the original owner (https://www.irishlandmark.com/). By contrast, Dublin 
Civic Trust, also a private non-profit trust, purchases and undertakes restoration and 
adaptive reuse works to heritage buildings at risk of demolition, using a revolving 
fund structure. Completed projects are sold to recapitalise the revolving fund, in 
addition to charitable donations. The Trust is a member of Europa Nostra, ICOMOS, 
Building Limes Forum Ireland, INTBAU (traditional building, architecture and 
Urbanism network) and European Environmental Bureau (EEB) (http://www.dub-
lincivictrust.ie/).

5.1.7  Stadsherstel Amstel Foundation (The Netherlands)

StadshertsteI Foundation is a hybrid for-profit limited-liability company and a  
non- profit public housing corporation. The hybrid structure is justified by the fact 
that the annual dividend to shareholders is fixed at 5%. The dividend is exempt from 
tax as long as the upgraded value of a building does not exceed the cost of works.  
In the case of dissolution, shareholders only receive their initial capital outlay plus 
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the dividend. The company purchases endangered historic buildings in very  
poor structural condition and buildings whose rehabilitation will contribute to  
city regeneration, such as corner buildings to consolidate streetscapes (https:// 
stadsherstel.com/).

5.2  Blended Hybrid Financial Instrument Combinations 
in North America

Politically, a strong pro-market bias underlies the choice of financial instruments in 
North America, hence the selection of illustrative examples from the USA, where 
private and community owners are permitted to ‘piggyback’ different financial 
instruments on top of each other until adaptive reuse projects become financially 
viable. All works to historic structures are carried out under the supervision of the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (NPS 2017). These examples show that every 
funding solution is different relating to the tailored needs of recipients. Flexible 
policy allows private owners, who are experiencing cashflow issues during the 
development phase, to syndicate their future tax credits to third party investors  
(for a percentage fee) and receive the cash payments upfront. In some states, where 
owners do not have a high enough income to claim a tax credit, the benefit can be 
converted into an alternative mortgage credit. Illustrative case studies include:

5.2.1  Oliver Neighborhood, East Baltimore (USA)

Low-income housing initiative, enabled via partnership structure, to adapt a street 
of abandoned historic row houses to low-income community housing. A partnership 
was formed in 2016 between TD Bank (99% ownership), East Baltimore Historic 
Group (1% ownership), ReBUILD Metro (faith-based community non-profit), 
Community Reinvestment Funds USA, City of Baltimore and State of Maryland. 
The East Baltimore Historic group act as superior housing landlord and sublet to 
low-income tenants.

Oliver Neighborhood Historic Low-income Housing, East Baltimore, Maryland, USA

Construction loan TD Bank $12,175,500
Historic Tax Credit TD Bank as equity investor $6,438,534
ReBUILD Metro loan financed by 10 year unsecured promissory Notes  
to 26 investors

$6,648,364

City of Baltimore grant $3,171,000
State of Maryland grant $3,100,000
Deferred Developer fee $2,340,782
US Treasury Magnet Fund $600,000
East Baltimore Historic Group $10,000
Total project Cost $34,484,190

Source: (OCC 2018)
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5.2.2  Germania Print Works, Milwaukee (USA)

Adaptive reuse of a disused industrial complex in 2017, (built 1896), involved con-
version from an abandoned printworks to a mixed retail and low-income housing 
development.

Germania Print Works, Milwauke, Wisconsin, USA

Federal Historic Tax Credit (via investor equity) $3,276,892
Federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit (via investor equity) $1,909,856
Wisconsin State enabled Bond finance $10,213,000
Wisconsin State enabled low interest loan $1,400,000
Wisconsin State Historic Tax Credit (via investor equity) $2,619,871
City of Milwaukee Tax Increment Financing Loan $1,500,000
Accrued Interest $51,418
Deferred Developer Fee $1,206,782
Total project Cost $22,177,819 (100%)

Source: Rutgers and NPS (2019)

6  Conclusions

Cultural heritage adaptive reuse investment activities involve long-term time hori-
zons and investment strategies. Strategic blending of both financial and non- financial 
instruments, combined with mutually beneficial partnerships between public, pri-
vate and people-led investment leverage enablers, has the potential to activate posi-
tive cash flows for cultural heritage activities. The positive impact that combined 
state and philanthropic finance contribute to both human and cultural capital can 
never be overstated. However, a significant unmet demand for funding to halt the 
ongoing depletion of Europe’s finite heritage assets still remains, as there is a mis-
alignment between the investment needs of the owners and curators of cultural 
assets and what mainstream investors are willing to finance.

A number of emerging investment leverage enablers, with a mission to ‘create 
value and give back’, signal an appetite for ‘real’ long-term sustainable investment 
opportunities in the marketplace. Market oriented capital leverage enablers, such as 
pension funds, insurance companies and real estate funds, have an obligation to 
their co-investors and shareholders to mitigate risk and optimize investment returns, 
in parallel with ESG compliance and intentional impact (IMM) returns. This indi-
cates that the investment mindset is increasingly recognizing the supply-side invest-
ment perspective (investors desire to make risk-adjusted market and impact 
investments) to compliment traditional demand-side perspective (direct state fund-
ing mechanisms for owners, curators and local communities).

The spectrum of capital leverage enablers, ranging from philanthropic grant- 
givers (impact first) to purely profit motivated investors (finance first), captures a 
broad knowledge base and skillset. Partnership arrangements between capital lever-
age enablers, within these two extremes, will facilitate the cross fertilization of 
knowledge and skillsets.
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The design of collaborative funding networks, to support grassroots enterprise 
and reuse of obsolete heritage resources, must remain flexible to respond to local 
regional socio-cultural and economic contexts and allied political priorities. Many 
investment leverage instruments can only be materialized with political support, via 
legislative and revenue enactment. This highlights the importance of evolving inten-
tional impact metrics (IMM), Taxonomy and ESG reporting standards and regula-
tions, providing transparent and robust evidence-based analytics on the positive 
impacts of cultural heritage activities, to bolster investor confidence and reduce the 
risk of capital misallocation, greenwashing and product mis-selling.

A critical investment bottleneck still exists in creating sustainable investment 
leverage for small scale local community cultural heritage activities, particularly in 
disadvantaged urban and depopulated rural locations. Work still remains to cultivate 
‘connective networking Infrastructure’ to foster tactical relationships between 
‘grassroot’ cultural heritage initiatives and cash-rich investment markets. The use of 
risk mitigation and capacity building instruments, aligned with the development of 
digital network pathfinding tools, is vital to bridging the connective infrastructure 
gap to open up micro investment leverage opportunities for local communities. 
Sustainable hybrid funding strategies should also seek to strengthen the financial 
sustainability and resilience of recipients.

Capital market invest strategies rely heavily on economic market sentiment in 
addition to increasing reliance on intentional impact metrics. To encourage private 
investment capital flows to urban and rural, built and landscape heritage, cultural 
heritage must be recognized as a ‘Market Asset Class’. This would facilitate both 
traditional capital market financial metrics and evolving socio-cultural and environ-
mental impact metrics to generate transparent evidence-based comparable market 
data, relating to the costs and benefits of cultural heritage activities. Only then, can 
informed and transparent market and impact risk assessment take place, to inspire 
greater investment confidence.

The potential contribution of a Pan-European cultural heritage philanthropic 
foundation to engender greater financial synergy between citizens, local communi-
ties, capital markets and local government agencies remains untapped. The rise of 
combined market driven and impact focused venture capital investment initiatives, 
combined with the rise in citizen-led co-giving and co-investment crowd funding 
platforms, indicates an eagerness among proactive people and communities to 
coalesce in order to safeguard tangible and intangible cultural heritage resources.

Indicators, such as the arrival of the BlackRock Circular Economy Fund support-
ing adopters, enablers and beneficiaries of circular economy, the launch of the EU 
Taxonomy ‘green finance’ criteria tool imply that cultural heritage has the potential 
to become a vector for circular economy transitionary ambitions with the capacity 
to make a real contribution to the SDGs, the Renovation Wave and the European 
Green Deal. Evidenced by the fact that some financial and non-financial instrument 
combinations and investment leverage partnership arrangements, highlighted in this 
chapter, did not exist 20 years ago, it is not unreasonable to predict that the financial 
landscape will further evolve, in line with expansion in human and institutional 
capacity and the ongoing need for human centric solutions to dysfunctional  
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eco- systems. Future manifestations of hybrid circular financial solutions will not be 
effective unless the selection and design process remains empathetic to the needs of 
local communities and ecosystems, in parallel with vulnerable heritage resources. 
Only then will capital investment strategies work for people, and not the other 
way around.
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Chapter 20
Circular Financing Mechanisms 
for Adaptive Reuse of Cultural Heritage

Aliona Lupu and Ivo Allegro

1  Introduction

Cultural heritage represents a typical example of “common good” belonging to each 
citizen leaving in a certain place and the identity character of a community. It usu-
ally receives funding from the public sector for the purpose of its preservation.

The recent pandemic crisis has affected in an unprecedented way both our lives 
as well as cultural sector fruition. Indeed, the societal challenges have become more 
acute and this may bring to turn off the spotlights on already limited dedicated pub-
lic budget to cultural heritage. The pandemic has affected every dimension of the 
cultural heritage value chain: loss of revenue, stop of maintenance and restoration 
works, the restriction of access and participation in cultural events etc. According to 
a recent report by the Joint Research Centre of the EC, over seven million of cultural 
and creative jobs are at risk due to the crisis (Montalto et al. 2020). The Council 
conclusions on risk management of cultural heritage emphasises the relevance of 
sustainability and resilience for cultural heritage management and mobilisation of 
financial resources to safeguard the endangered heritage (CoE 2020).

In this context, top-down public policies become more and more inefficient, 
because of their excessive concentration on cultural heritage preservation and less 
focus towards the exploitation of cultural heritage potential. In a period of increas-
ing pressure on public budgets, this activates the perverse spiral of increasingly 
inadequate investments because of scarce available resources in the hands of the 
public decision-maker.

Moreover, in the absence of clear allocation criteria, spreading equally the avail-
able resources among the existing cultural heritage initiatives can even worsen the 
inefficient distribution of funds, because bad investments withdraw resources from 
good investments. This translates into the impossibility to reach a minimum 
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efficient investment scale capable of triggering positive processes of circular and 
cumulative causation (Myrdal 1958) that can fuel self-propulsive developmental 
dynamics and, more generally, to exploit the full business potential. In the medium 
term, this situation can lead to the depletion of a non-trivial part of the cultural heri-
tage, including its immaterial values. The consequence is the call for the “private 
hand” at the last stage with a wrong approach of “decommissioning”, which often 
brings cultural heritage “on sale”1 that brings to the denial of its fruition or the 
deformation of the cultural identity of a place with significant negative externalities 
against short-term economic benefits.

Opposite to the exclusive public intervention, the choice of privatization of cul-
tural heritage often generates both immediate cash flows as well as side effects in 
medium/long term. The private sector can adopt a “cherry picking” approach by 
leaving less valuable cultural heritage in the public hands. This increases the prob-
lems of ordinary management and insufficient resources, activating, therefore, the 
perverse spiral of progressive decay of the residual cultural heritage. From a social 
point of view, in the medium term, the privatization can contribute to the community 
impoverishment of powerful instruments of collective memory and identity due to 
the inaccessibility of privatised goods or to the high costs of use.

In CLIC project, the cultural heritage adaptive reuse is suggested “as the entry 
point for implementing the circular city, that is the specific spatial/territorial aspect 
of the circular economy” (Fusco Girard 2019).

In the transition from a linear economy to a circular economy, financing repre-
sents one of the main critical barriers. The most affirmed circular business models 
are still perceived as highly risky by the investors: new revenues and ownership 
structures, cash flows spread out over time, longer payback periods, increased risk 
of default and demand for working capital, decrease in short-term margins etc. 
(Achterberg and Tilburg 2016).

At the same time, the long-term strength and robustness of circular business 
models are not accounted for in current financial decision-making models. To 
finance circular businesses investors needs to change their mind-sets and innovate 
the existing investment evaluation techniques with new ones.

In this perspective, the financial mechanisms described in this chapter will regard 
both physical adaptive reuse of cultural heritage (ARCH) initiatives (i.e. restoration, 
revitalisation and rehabilitation) as well as the “new functions in the re-use linked to 
the innovative/creative functions” (Fusco Girard 2019), interpreted, in particular, 
through the adoption of circular business models. The final aim of the financing 
mechanisms proposed is to lower the financing barriers that prevent the human- 
centric and favourable exploitation of cultural heritage.

1 The documentary “Europe for sale” by Andreas Pichler.
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2  Taxonomy and Definitions of Circular, Sustainable, Green, 
Social, Impact and ESG Finance for ARCH, Blended 
Finance and Leverage Concept: An Overview

One of the key objectives of Horizon2020 CLIC project were to develop circular 
financing mechanisms for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, also considering 
the impact generated by investments. The starting point was the focus on the “circu-
larity” concept for finance. Indeed, the first step of the financial mechanisms design 
phase was the analysis of the existing taxonomy for circular, sustainable, green, 
social, impact and ESG finance. Policy makers, regulators and other financial sec-
tor stakeholders have recently advanced several relevant proposals for the men-
tioned definitions and taxonomy, aimed to become financial sector’s standards. At 
global and European level, there is still a need for convergence on terminology 
among markets participants, stakeholders, as well as policy makers and regulators.

The first definition of Circular Economy Finance has been provided by the 
members of the FinanceCE working group,2 founded by PGGM3 and supported by 
the Ellen MacArthur Foundation. The members’ goal is to create and stimulate a 
common understanding of circular economy finance:

Circular Economy Finance is any type of instrument where the investments will be exclu-
sively applied to finance or re-finance, in part or in full, new and/or existing eligible com-
panies or projects in circular economy (ABN Amro 2018).

In 2018, the Sustainable Finance Study Group under G20, has extended the defini-
tion of Sustainable Finance as:

Sustainable finance can be broadly understood as financing as well as related institutional 
and market arrangements that contribute to the achievement of strong, sustainable, balanced 
and inclusive growth, through supporting directly and indirectly the framework of the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). A proper framework for sustainable finance devel-
opment may also improve the stability and efficiency of the financial markets by adequately 
addressing risks as well as market failures such as externalities (G20 Sustainable Finance 
Study Group 2018).

In the same period, the European Commission has also developed a rich policy 
agenda on sustainable finance, which plays a key role in mobilising the necessary 
financial resources to deliver on the policy objectives under the European Green 
Deal (European Commission 2019). In the EU’s policy context, “sustainable finance 
is understood as finance to support economic growth while reducing pressures on 
the environment and taking into account social and governance aspects. Sustainable 
finance also encompasses transparency on risks related to ESG factors that may 
impact the financial system, and the mitigation of such risks through the appropriate 
governance of financial and corporate actors” (European Commission 2020).

2 ABN AMRO, ING and RABOBANK.
3 PGGM is a cooperative Dutch pension fund service provider.
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Green Finance can be defined as “financing of investments that provide environ-
mental benefits in the broader context of environmentally sustainable development”, 
addressing also the “adjustment of risk perception” “related to environment factors” 
(G20 Green Finance Study Group 2016).

The EU’s Action Plan on Financing Sustainable Growth (March 2018) called for 
the creation of a classification system for sustainable activities or Taxonomy. As of 
2020, the design of financial instruments and investment strategies must take 
the EU Taxonomy performance thresholds into consideration, as set out by the 
EU Technical Expert Group (TEG) on Sustainable Finance. The EU Taxonomy is a 
“green finance” criteria tool to assist investors, companies, issuers and project pro-
moters navigate the “transition to a low carbon, resilient and resource-efficient 
economy”. The Taxonomy sets technical screening criteria for six environmental 
objectives, requiring economic activities to substantially contribute to at least one 
objective; and Do No Significant Harm (DNSH) to the other five (EU TEG 2020).

The EU Taxonomy Objectives are:

 (i) Climate change mitigation;
 (ii) Climate change adaptation;
 (iii) Sustainable protection of water & marine resources;
 (iv) Transition to Circular Economy;
 (v) Pollution prevention and control;
 (vi) Protection and restoration of biodiversity & ecosystems (EU TEG 2020).

Interestingly, the development and use of the Taxonomy is rather appropriate with 
the development phase of circular financing under CLIC project. Indeed, CLIC final 
goal is perfectly aligned with the Taxonomy’s forth objective on the transition to 
a circular economy. At the same time, based on the adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage initiative and the circular business model to be adopted, one or more of the 
other five objectives can be addressed. Under the CLIC project framework, the 
Taxonomy is relevant for both businesses/non-profit organisation as well as for 
financial participants (private or public) interested in the implementation of CLIC 
circular financing mechanisms.

The main features of the Taxonomy have been considered during the design 
stage of new financial mechanisms for ARCH initiatives. Moreover, the Taxonomy 
already provides the technical screening criteria for the sector of building renova-
tion—the most relevant one when addressing ARCH initiatives, if not considering 
also the economic activities of the deployed business models inside the adapted 
cultural heritage asset. Indeed, the sector of building renovation is considered by 
the TEG providing environmental contributions to all the six objectives under-
lying the Taxonomy.

The definition of Social Finance refers to and is consistent with the Social Bond 
Principles supported by ICMA (ICMA 2020; International Capital Market 
Association 2020). Social Finance is financing that supports actions mitigating or 
addressing a specific social issue and/or seeking to achieve positive social outcomes 
especially but not exclusively for a target population(s). Social finance project cat-
egories include but are not limited to, providing and/or promoting affordable basic 
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infrastructure, access to essential services (such as health and healthcare), afford-
able housing, employment generation including through the potential effect on 
SME financing and microfinance, food security, and socioeconomic advancement 
and empowerment (ICMA 2020).

According to the definition of ICMA, Impact Finance is the financing of busi-
nesses or economic activities which produces verifiable and direct positive impact 
on the society and/or environment, based on agreed metrics and benchmarking 
while also seeking market aligned or better financial return (ICMA 2020).

ESG investing places itself within the investment spectrum between financial 
and social returns. One extreme of the spectrum, based only on pure social investing 
such as philanthropy, looks for social returns, related to environmental or social 
benefits, including with regard to human and worker rights, gender equality etc. The 
other extreme of the spectrum is characterised by the maximisation of investors’ 
value through financial returns based on absolute or risk-adjusted measures of 
financial value (Boffo and Patalano 2020).

Within this spectrum, ESG investing aims at financial returns maximisation and 
application of ESG factors for the risks and opportunities assessment in a mid to 
long-term perspective.

The definitions for circular, sustainable, green, social, impact and ESG invest-
ment are characterised by rather vague boundaries depending on different factors. 
The interaction between the provided definitions is quite high and it can be assumed 
that wider definitions incorporate narrower ones. For example, Sustainable 
Finance can be considered as a wider definition incorporating impact investing, 
ESG investing, green finance and social finance etc. (Boffo and Patalano 2020).

Alongside with the different definitions of finance, the adoption of blended 
finance as an innovative approach to financing sustainable development is also 
important for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage.

In the “Blended Finance Principles Guidance”, the OECD defines blended 
finance as the strategic use of development finance for the mobilisation of additional 
finance towards sustainable development. The perspective addressed is that of 
developing countries and (multilateral) development banks and finance institutions. 
The OECD also identifies other market players to get engaged in blended finance 
such as foundations, philanthropic investors, institutional investors, commercial 
banks, private equity and venture capital funds, hedge funds, as well as corporations 
and SMEs (OECD 2020).

The five core principles for blended finance developed by OECD at a glance 
are the following:

• Anchor blended finance use to a development rationale;
• Design blended finance to increase the mobilisation of commercial finance;
• Tailor blended finance to local context;
• Focus on effective partnering for blended finance;
• Monitor blended finance for transparency and results (OECD 2020).

The “Blended Finance Principles” developed by the OECD, are used as guidance 
when structuring circular blended finance mechanisms under CLIC project.
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Moreover, the “leverage” terminology behind the CLIC financial mechanisms is 
based on the definition provided by the World Bank, as “the ability of a public finan-
cial commitment to mobilise some larger multiple of private capital for investment 
in a specific project or undertaking” (WorldBank 2011; Griffiths 2012).

2.1  CLIC Project Approach Towards Circular Financing 
of ARCH Initiatives

Building on the definitions above, when addressing the financing of adaptive reuse 
of cultural heritage initiatives, it is important to consider the main steps of a circular 
investment pattern in ARCH, such as:

• design—this phase covers the planning of the CH transformation, ARCH design, 
circular business model viability, project readiness for investment preparation 
and sourcing of finance;

• build—this phase represents implementation-related investment, covering oper-
ational costs for construction, rehabilitation and adaptation of the project. It 
includes the building material sourcing in the perspective of the circular economy;

• use and operate—this phase refers to the new use of the adapted cultural heri-
tage, the deployment of the viable circular business model and self-sustaining 
financing of the project’s long-term running costs (Gravagnuolo et al. 2021).

Different investment phases may require different types of sustainable finance: e.g. 
for the design stage, social finance or grants can be used; for the building stage, 
circular and/or green financing can be used; for the use and operate phase—social, 
impact or ESG finance can be used, also based on the adopted business model.

Furthermore, circular ARCH initiatives can represent commercially viable 
investments or may not generate sufficient cash flow to cover, completely or par-
tially, investment costs with a sufficient return on capital or the running costs after 
investments (particularly relevant for the use and operate phase).

In the CLIC project, three scenarios have been identified:

• Cold ARCH: a project that does not generate any cash flow for the investment 
disbursement and coverage of long-term running costs or that generates low level 
cash flows, insufficient to cover running costs;

• Lukewarm ARCH: a project that generate sufficient cash flow to cover long- 
term running costs but insufficient to counterbalance the investment disburse-
ment or vice versa;

• Hot ARCH: a project that generate sufficient cash flow for the coverage of both 
the investment disbursement as well as long-term running costs (financially free 
standing).

Based on the three scenarios, different types of sustainable finance can be used, e.g. 
for cold ARCH, social finance can be chosen; for lukewarm and hot ARCH—ESG 
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Fig. 20.1 CLIC project 
approach towards circular 
financing of ARCH 
initiatives. (Source: 
Authors)

investing can be the option. The ambiguity in the adoption of different types of sus-
tainable finance can even increase because ARCH initiatives often evidence greater 
financial complexity due to the size of the investments necessary to allow adaptive 
reuse. Many actions to be implemented are connected to the possibility of “heating” 
“cold” or “lukewarm” operations by not acting at single asset/building level but in a 
systemic and aggregate return approach, valorizing area-based initiatives.

The CLIC overarching approach towards circular financing of ARCH initiatives 
shall be focused on a flexible vision in the use of (blended) financing instruments, 
based on different expected risk-adjusted returns, in function of the ARCH invest-
ment phases and the capacity of the adopted circular business models to generate 
cash flow and impacts. This approach can further support the private leverage invest-
ments in circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage (Fig. 20.1).

3  CLIC Circular Financing Instruments for Adaptive Reuse 
of Cultural Heritage

3.1  ARCH Investment Readiness Facility

Many barriers prevent investment in adaptive reuse of cultural heritage in the per-
spective of circular economy. In the framework of CLIC Project, different barriers 
have been identified such as: regulation, lack of knowledge, decision-making, lack 
of incentives, limited community engagement, balancing cultural significance and 
economic viability, commercial risk and uncertainty, technical difficulties etc.  
(Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021).

More specifically, the lack of capacity for a systemic and aggregate return 
approach with respect to ARCH initiatives represents a relevant weakness in the 
field. This makes it difficult to identify an integrated mix of initiatives in order to get 
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an attractive ARCH operation with acceptable social and financial returns. These 
aspects usually are not addressed because of processes complexity and risks embed-
ded in the administrative and authorization procedures for the implementation activ-
ities. If not adequately addressed in the initiating phase, these issues may change 
into commissioning and procurement risks (i.e. the ARCH initiative will not achieve 
the approvals by the public stakeholders and/or the engaged community, with con-
sequent delays or contentious relationships). Thus, to diminish this complexity, 
project promoters avoid to work on the bundling of ARCH initiatives but, in this 
way, they condemn the investment initiatives towards failure or non-feasibility.

To achieve the desired investment targets for ARCH and drive sustainable devel-
opment, it is fundamental to build an enabling environment for ARCH invest-
ments at EU, national and/or local levels.

The design of “financeable” ARCH initiatives that will attract both traditional 
and impact investors must ensure sustainable profitability that matches investors’ 
return expectations (social, social and market financial, market financial returns) as 
well as the expressed interests and needs of local stakeholders. The financing con-
siderations must include cultural, social and environmental aspects as well.

Preparing the field for ARCH privately leveraged investments requires specific 
funding, in some cases with limited direct return expectations. Such financing 
requirements may be covered by public funds, foundations, technical cooperation 
agencies or others.

The findings of the empirical analysis under CLIC project (Ikiz Kaya et al. 2021) 
highlight several driving-factors and enablers that can accelerate adaptive reuse 
practices. The authors advise the inclusion of EU funding, as “the most useful and 
feasible enabler of heritage adaptive reuse” in the circular economy framework.

Public funds can be used to support the implementation of feasibility studies, to 
evaluate the economic viability and expected impacts of ARCH investments, to 
have legal support etc. The employment of public funds may contribute to enhance 
the investment maturity/readiness of the ARCH initiatives and mobilise private 
investments. This form of technical assistance, already used on a smaller scale in 
CH sector by several revolving funds (Pickard 2009), developed in CLIC project 
under the form of a financial supporting mechanism called Investment Readiness 
Facility (IRF) for ARCH, will allow to address the barriers and challenges men-
tioned above and improve the financial landscape for ARCH initiatives.

The idea behind the set-up of this mechanism has been inspired at least by two 
sources:

• The relevance of the “built environment” for ARCH initiatives and circular econ-
omy deployment. The built environment affects many sectors of the economy 
with relevant impacts on the environment and resources use. The expected 
“Strategy for a sustainable built environment” by the European Commission in 
2021, will guarantee the integration of all relevant policies such as climate, 
energy and resource efficiency, management of construction and demolition 
waste, accessibility, digitalisation and skills. At the same time, it will promote 
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circularity principles throughout the lifecycle of buildings (European 
Commission 2020);

• Linked with the previous point, there are several resemblances between ARCH 
and energy efficiency retrofitting initiatives. Both typologies, partly overlapping, 
can present similar characteristics regarding the economic and financial viability 
(with respect to “cold”, “lukewarm” and “hot” initiatives), longer pay-back peri-
ods, and similar market failures.

The IRF has been designed upon the recent EC facilities4 to support public and 
private bodies in developing bankable sustainable urban and energy projects and 
preparing and mobilise private investments in the sector.

All these facilities can support partially ARCH initiatives, addressing only spe-
cific aspects of the projects involving cultural heritage buildings and only through a 
limited number of eligible activities. Circular ARCH initiatives need stronger dedi-
cated support.

The Investment Readiness Facility for ARCH will have the aim to bridge the 
financing gap for circular ARCH initiatives through supporting all activities neces-
sary to prepare viable projects and mobilise the necessary investments.

The IRF can be implemented at EU level and/or in  local context (national or 
regional level) and be complementary to the existing EC facilities, based on the 
investment strategy of each ARCH initiative. At EU level, the EC and its partners 
(e.g. EIB, Agencies etc.) can manage the facility. While, at national and regional 
level, the IRF can be managed by the respective public authorities and funded 
through dedicated European Structural Investment Funds (ESIFs).

The facility can be provided to the beneficiaries under the form of binding grant, 
which will be reimbursed in case of missing the contractual milestones and key 
performance indicators. The facility can be also managed through the CLIC Hybrid 
Fund. The features of the described mechanism should take into account both the 
physical interventions for the ARCH as well as the deployed circular business 
models in the specific adapted cultural asset (in the case of project-base initiative) 
or cultural area (in the case of area-based initiative). The facility may envisage two 
levels of financing: higher amount binding grants for big projects (physical inter-
ventions and business models) and lower amount grants for the feasibility studies 
demonstrating circular business models viability.

The instrument aims at supporting the following goals:

• Design circular business models and organisational innovation;
• Build technical, economic, financial, impact measurement and legal expertise;
• Ensure high degree of replicability of similar initiatives;
• Remove existing barriers (administrative, financial, market failures etc.);
• Mobilize private investments;

4 https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/project-development-assistance-pda, https://eiah.eib.org/about/
initiative-urbis
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• Bundle projects and mix interventions to reach critical size and “warm up” the 
initiative, exploit also financially and economically unsustainable projects and 
achieve the expected returns and impacts.

The beneficiaries of the IRF may be both public authorities (regions, municipali-
ties, other local authorities and public entities) as well as private for-profit (large 
enterprises, SMEs) and non-profit organisation (social enterprises, B-corporations 
etc.). The overall budget dedicated to the facility can be shared between the two 
categories according to a predefined allocation.

The targeted sector will be represented by the circular adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage initiatives.5 All other complementary sectors that contribute to integrate the 
ARCH initiative may be considered eligible, e.g. energy efficiency, urban transport 
(in case of an area-base initiative) etc. The complementary sectors may be assessed 
case by case and, the list of these sectors may be integrated in the future. The overall 
eligibility of the initiative will be assessed if it responds fully to the circular econ-
omy framework (both for the built heritage as well as for the adopted business 
model or “use&operate” of the building).

A potential first list of activities supported by the IRF may be:

• Feasibility studies;
• Executive design of the works, including also the aspects relating to the energy 

efficiency measures and renewable energy;
• Financial and economic analysis;
• Cost-benefit and impact analysis;
• Relevance to the EU Taxonomy analysis;
• Environmental assessment;
• Ex-ante socio-cultural impacts assessment;
• Energy audits;
• Risk analysis;
• Legal support, also for drafting Energy Performance Contracts (EPC);
• Procurement phase designing;
• Financial structuring, considering also drafting Result-based financing and Pay- 

per- results schemes, third parties financing as ESCOs for the energy efficiency 
aspects;

• Capacity building;
• Evaluation of the addressed value-chain and their coherence with the circular 

economy approach;
• Co-design in participatory logic in order to contain the risk of commissioning 

and the onset of syndromes related to “not invented here” and to “not in my 
backyard” etc.

5  …groups of buildings or sites which are legally protected or of prestige value, but also all 
groups of buildings in urban or rural settings which form a coherent whole by virtue of the 
homogeneity of their style or the imprint of the history of groups of people who have lived 
there (CoE 1991).
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Moreover, the project proposals shall demonstrate organisational innovation, in par-
ticular through:

• innovation in the mobilisation of the investment programme—bundling, pooling, 
stakeholder engagement, community finance etc.;

• innovation in the financial engineering: alternatives to traditional financing etc.

The IRF instrument will support circular ARCH initiatives that generate impacts 
according to a set of criteria and indicators (Bosone et al. 2021), in coherence with 
the EU Taxonomy and the main definitions under the umbrella of sustainable finance 
mentioned above. At the end of the technical assistance programme based on the 
IRF, the investment contracts will be enhanced with the impacts scoreboard and the 
baseline, to be than monitored during the whole investment period at least on 
annual basis.

The IRF can be managed as an instrument on two levels: for small project 
(<= €5 million) and large projects (> €5 million). Moreover, similar to the other 
technical assistance facilities, it is recommended to have the instrument bind to the 
successful implementation of the supported investments. For this reason, the IRF 
can be enhanced by the application of a leverage factor—for example, of at least 
15 for small projects and of at least 20 for large projects. This mean that for each 
euro invested in the technical assistance for ARCH initiatives, there should be mobi-
lize respectively at least 15 and 20 euros in terms of investments. As evidence, it can 
be necessary to require the beneficiaries to demonstrate by the end of the technical 
assistance support that the framework contracts with the investors and other stake-
holders have been signed.

The process for the submission of the project proposals can be open on a first- 
come- first –serve basis, subject to the availability of funds and the synergies with 
the already existing ARCH initiatives portfolios, at the discretion of the manage-
ment team.

The IRF management team will also have to define the application format for the 
proposals, the general conditions for awarding the facility support (evaluation and 
selection criteria) and the awarding process.

After awarding the IRF support to the beneficiary and signing the contract with 
the managing authority, each IRF beneficiary has to complete the agreed activities, 
including the identification and selection of investors, within a maximum two-year 
timeframe.

3.2  ARCH Hybrid Circular Impact Fund

Non-profit organization, entrepreneurs and SMEs are essential for economic growth, 
job creation, boosting innovation and promoting social cohesion in particular when 
addressing the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. In the context of the EU New 
Green Deal towards climate neutrality and the achievement of the Sustainable 
Development Goals, as well as the post-pandemic COVID-19 recovery, the role of 
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entrepreneurship and of the European SMEs in contributing to the sustainable eco-
nomic development, in improving the quality of life and producing social and cul-
tural impacts, in particular in the cultural sector, is fundamental. Hence, the 
importance of financial support under the form of (social) impact investments given 
to new initiatives, also through the exploitation of ARCH, for their development and 
scale-up has become more and more visible, especially at regional levels.

Different new impact investment funds have appeared across Europe under the 
form of incubators, accelerators and programmes to support start-ups, social entre-
preneurship, seed investors and many investment vehicles have emerged. None of 
these instruments focus specifically on the circular adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage initiative and the respective circular business models.

The proposal of an ARCH Hybrid Circular Impact Fund (also “the Fund”) 
aims at fostering the valorization of cultural heritage through sustainable adaptive 
reuse and circular business models with cultural and social impacts and financing 
valuable initiatives for people and environment. In accordance with CLIC project 
objectives, the main impact areas of the Fund investments are cultural and natural 
heritage protection and safeguard, social inclusion and integration, culture and edu-
cation, health and well-being, resilient and sustainable cities and human settle-
ments, sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, directly linked to the SDGs: No 
Poverty (SDG 1), Quality Education (SDG 4), Decent Work and Economic Growth 
(SDG 8), Sustainable Cities and Communities (SDG 11), Life on Land (SDG 
15) etc.

The ARCH Hybrid Circular Fund has been designed on the following main 
features:

• Publicly owned with private co-investment requirement or only privately owned;
• Revolving approach;
• Blended finance;
• Use of investments/proceeds for the circular economy initiatives;
• Impact and/or ESG invest;
• Results-based financing;
• Project bundling.

As envisaged for the Investment Readiness Facility above, the Fund can be set up 
at European, national or regional level. At EU and national levels, it can be also 
implemented through the Fund of Funds—i.e. a pooled fund that invests in other 
funds. In this specific case, the Fund will be implemented at regional level with 
potential market replication in different European geographical areas.

From the governance point of view, the Fund can be publicly owned with pri-
vate co-investment requirement for each project to be financed or fully privately 
owned. In the Italian context, for example, in the last twenty years many public 
funds have been launched with the private co-investment approach for the financing 
of innovative start-ups: funds such as Innova Venture of Lazio Region, Start-up, 
Start-hope of Abruzzo Region, Venture Capital Fund of Basilicata Region with the 
newest experience at national level of Fondo Nazionale Innovazione of CDP Venture 
Capital Sgr. The final goal of these funds were to increase the offer of risk capital 
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for innovative start-ups and SMEs leveraging private investments and enhancing 
regional impacts. Many of these funds have been partially funded through ESIFs. 
Under this perspective, the co-investment approach can represent an effective 
modality to involve private investors in the financing of circular ARCH initiatives 
and businesses. In average, the private co-investment in the Fund can be settled at a 
level of about thirty percent.

The Fund will also adopt a revolving approach with the meaning of a pool of 
“patient” capital to be dedicated, under different forms of financial instruments, to 
specific circular ARCH initiatives, with the restriction that the monies are returned 
to the fund to be reused for similar activities. The most common source of up-front 
capital for the revolving funds is represented by grant aid from regional or local 
authorities but, also from local foundations and corporations. It is important to evi-
dence once more time here the relevance of the ESIFs use to start-up the Fund.

Interestingly, with the expansion of impact invest funds and the effects of the low 
market rates, volatile financial markets and post-pandemic expectations, the phe-
nomenon of “permanent capital” is taken pace on capital markets. The “perma-
nent capital” is characterized by a type of investment where the available capital is 
managed for an unlimited period of time that can go past 15–20 years. It does not 
focus on the short term returns of investments, but use the funds for initiatives that 
create long-term value. This type of “permanent capital” is particularly well-suited 
for the revolving approach of the Fund and the long-term funding needs of ARCH 
initiatives that can present longer pay-back periods with respect to traditional 
businesses.

The Fund can include different circular financial instruments that can be also 
used under the blended finance formula. For example, the Fund can be set up with 
the following instruments:

• Equity and quasi equity;
• Low-rates loans;
• Minibonds or Basket of Bonds/Minibonds;
• Guarantees.

The Investment Readiness Facility can be managed also under the Fund umbrella 
with specific focus on private beneficiaries that can support through this instrument 
the project design phase and advance towards the financing stage.

All the financial instruments under the Fund management will be based on circu-
lar and sustainable finance principles and the EU Taxonomy. The use of different 
financial instruments on a case-by-case base and their blending, when necessary, 
can contribute towards further mobilization of private investments and long-term 
value creation.

The financial instruments under the Fund umbrella shall be used to finance only 
circular ARCH initiatives/projects and business models/organisations that generate 
long-term positive impacts. Based on the recent best practices at global and 
European level in issuing green, social and sustainable bonds, a “use-of-proceeds” 
approach has been chosen for the design of the financial instruments under the 
Fund umbrella (TEG 2020). Bond market used to raise capital for general corporate 
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purposes, based on the risk profile of the issuer, which is explicated then in its credit 
rating and the interest paid. A “use-of-proceeds” approach provides transparency 
for investors, facilitate impact reporting, and allows the financing of any organiza-
tion/company regardless their main business activity—thus, fostering the transition 
towards sustainable business models etc.

The proceeds of the envisaged financial instruments should finance circular 
ARCH initiatives that are also aligned with the requirements of the EU Taxonomy.

Adopting this approach, the financial instruments can be used to finance cir-
cular organisations or companies or projects/area-based projects supporting 
circular ARCH.

As example, the circular business models in ARCH shall address features as:

• Circular inputs: organisations/projects that substitute virgin raw materials with 
recycled materials originating from materials and resources recovery;

• Energy efficiency: retrofitting of the built environment for energy savings and 
less pollution, adoption of renewable energy etc.;

• Circular design: organisations/projects that adopt innovative design techniques 
and approaches to facilitate the recycling, reuse and life time extension;

• Spatial integration of the ARCH initiative: in particular for area-based projects, 
it is important to address the context in which the initiative is developed, consid-
ering also the integration of the whole supply chain from a circular perspective 
(mobility, infrastructures, regulations etc.) (Saleh et al. 2020);

• Create positive impacts: organisations/projects shall address SDGs and seek to 
achieve positive social, cultural and environmental outcomes. All designated cir-
cular ARCH initiatives should provide clear the mentioned benefits, which will 
be assessed and, where feasible, quantified by the players involved in the financ-
ing process;

• Sharing business models: organisations/projects that increase the capacity utili-
zation of an ARCH asset during its useful life;

• Life time extension: organisations/projects that increase reuse/refurbishment/
remanufacturing to extend the useful life of products and assets;

• Product-as-a-service: improve the circularity of the whole supply chain through 
product-as-a-service offerings etc.

In the case of social oriented circular business models involving ARCH, social proj-
ect categories may include:

• the provision of affordable housing;
• employment generation, and programs designed to prevent unemployment stem-

ming from socioeconomic crises, including through the potential effect of SME 
financing and microfinance;

• socioeconomic advancement and empowerment (e.g. equitable access to and 
control over assets, services, resources, and opportunities; equitable participa-
tion and integration into the market and society, including reduction of income 
inequality).
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Many ARCH initiatives aim at addressing or mitigating specific cultural or social 
issues and achieving the well-being of society with positive impacts for a target 
population. The latter can include, but are not limited to those that are: unemployed, 
women, undereducated, migrants or displaced persons, living below the poverty 
line, excluded or marginalized populations or communities etc.

A crucial step in the circular financing is the impact assessment of the ARCH 
investments. The process shall regard the qualitative and quantitative assessment of 
all the generated impacts by the organization or by the project. Beyond the environ-
mental impact assessment, an overarching importance has the evaluation of working 
conditions, human rights, gender equality, health and other determinants of wellbe-
ing in the ARCH initiatives. All these impacts issues can be addressed through 
adjusted ESG6 methodologies.

A common framework of indicators for the assessment of multidimensional 
impacts of ARCH initiatives adopting the circular economy principles have been 
developed under CLIC project with respect to the three ARCH circularity dimen-
sions: regenerative (auto-poietic), symbiotic and generative capacity (Fusco Girard 
2019; Iodice et al. 2021). This framework has been structured for ex-post evalua-
tion. Similar circularity criteria, where possible, are suggested to be adopted for 
ex-ante evaluation of the ARCH investments in order to build the impact indicators 
baseline to allow the decision-making process for the ARCH initiative evaluation 
and selection, monitoring and reporting of the investments.

Additionally, in coherence with the impact assessment framework, investors 
could increasingly adopt results-based financing (RBF) structures in their finan-
cial instruments in a core evolutionary step to foster impact-driven investments and 
contribute to the sustainable development. RBF solutions may include performance- 
based contractual agreements and pay by results schemes. These formulae can be 
included in the agreements underpinning the Fund umbrella of financing instru-
ments mentioned at the beginning of this section. This type of approach of RBF 
schemes can generate cost-savings for investors by ensuring that funds are spent 
only if the results and/or outcomes are achieved. Amongst other benefits, such vehi-
cles can help promote stronger performance management, enabling constant 
improvement of investment programs, especially when funded partially by public 
resources.

3.2.1  ARCH Initiatives Bundling

As already mentioned in the introduction part of this chapter, ARCH initiatives 
often evidence greater financial complexity due to the size of the investments neces-
sary to allow adaptive reuse. It is possible to have financially free standing ARCH 
initiatives and non-viable ones. Many actions to be implemented are connected to 

6 Environmental, Social and Governance.
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the possibility of “heating” “cold” or “lukewarm” operations by not acting at single 
asset/building level but in a systemic and aggregate return approach.

This means that the umbrella of ARCH financing instruments can be adopted in 
a more efficient way from the financial point of view through bundling the invest-
ments, considering not only project-based initiatives but also area-based interven-
tions, which allow the creation of critical mass and synergies with both higher 
financial returns as well as more relevant social-cultural and environmental impacts.

Area-based initiatives can be addressed under the framework of “integrated con-
servation systems”, first advocated in Europe by the “Amsterdam Declaration” at 
the Congress on the European Architectural Heritage in 1975 (CoE 1975). Among 
the considerations made by the Congress, cultural heritage is considered not only 
individual buildings of exceptional quality and their surroundings, but also all areas 
of towns or villages of historic or cultural interest. The conservation issues must be 
addressed as major objective of town and country planning: “The conservation of 
these architectural complexes can only be conceived in a wide perspective, embrac-
ing all buildings of cultural value, from the greatest to the humblest – not forgetting 
those of our own day together with their surroundings. This overall protection will 
complement the piecemeal protection of individual and isolated monuments and 
sites” (CoE 1975).

An area-based scheme works upon a balanced portfolio of integrated projects 
that bundled together could give a boost to cultural heritage (including also indus-
trial heritage) areas in need of investment, also thanks to the “heating” effects of the 
financial returns generated by the synergies of different assets commonly consid-
ered not sufficiently attractive if stand-alone.

The bundling of ARCH initiatives should aim to stop and reverse the decline of 
cultural and historic landscapes and townscapes (often affected by phenomena simi-
lar to those of “circular cumulative causation” outlined by Myrdal (1957) in the 
“Economic Theory and Underdeveloped Regions”) by capitalising on their unique 
character to create attractive, vibrant, and interesting places where people want to 
live, work, visit and invest.

3.2.2  Process for Circular ARCH Initiatives Evaluation and Selection, 
Management of Investments and Reporting

The process for ARCH initiatives evaluation and selection is detailed in the Fund 
regulation where each financial instrument goal is described with respect to the 
Fund overall strategy and rationale. The Fund regulation details all expected socio- 
cultural and environmental objectives and economic-financial performance of the 
investments. Furthermore, the Fund regulation outlines the eligibility and exclusion 
criteria or any other process applied to identify and manage material risks.

The investments or proceeds from the Fund should be transparently tracked in 
the accounts of the receiver of these funds, in order to verify that investments keep 
contributing to ARCH initiatives and to the shift towards a circular economy during 
the lending/investment period.
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The reporting process can be set up at project/portfolio level and at the Fund 
level. The funds receivers should report on the allocation of funds and the impact of 
the financed activities. The Fund managers should report on their investments and 
monitor the impact generated at project/portfolio levels. The reporting shall include 
reference to the alignment with the EU Taxonomy and, if necessary, with other simi-
lar guidelines (e.g. EU Green Bonds Standards). The reporting shall be done at least 
annually.

Finally, it is also recommended by many recent guidelines in sustainable finance, 
the use of an external review to confirm the alignment of circular ARCH portfolio 
with the key features of the circular and sustainable finance and EU Taxonomy, for 
example by “second party opinions” (e.g. auditors, circular economy and similar 
experts). At present, no globally recognised circular certifications exist for circular 
organisations, projects or products. This is even truer for the specificity of circular 
ARCH field. The voluntary external review market is in an early stage but its devel-
opment is very relevant for the promotion of integrity, credibility, harmonisation 
and efficiency of the circular and sustainable finance, as well as investor confidence 
(ABN Amro 2018; TEG 2020).

3.3  Hybrid Public Private Partnership Approach

The increasing adoption of Public Private Partnerships (PPPs) for ARCH may con-
tribute to increase private investments for the maintenance and valorisation of pub-
lic cultural assets with positive effects on the efficiency of cultural heritage 
management.

Public administrations can implement ARCH initiatives through PPPs, with inte-
gral or partial but prevalent (to be compliant with Eurostat rules on the accounting 
of PPPs in public budgets) private financing, thus satisfying the twofold imposed 
function of preservation and valorisation. At the same time, public administrations 
can benefit from the expertise and management competences of the private sector in 
different phases of the process: design, implementation and management of the cul-
tural public good.

PPPs, if implemented with correct logics and approaches, ensure a better risk 
sharing among different actors with higher efficiency in project implementation, 
greater mobilisation of private funds without worsening public finances, higher 
probability of success of the project etc. Moreover, in PPPs it is expected a perfect 
alignment of public and private interests in deploying the best value for money 
(VfM) (Allegro and Lupu 2018).

Opposite to the undoubted advantages of PPPs linked to the convergence of 
interests between public and private sectors that should lead to the implementation 
of a higher quality project, there are several weaknesses to be considered when 
executing PPPs. Information asymmetries between public and private may enable 
phenomena of moral hazard and adverse selection in perfect coherence with the 
“contract theory” of George Akerlof (1970) and “incomplete contract theory” 
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pioneered by Sanford J.  Grossman (1986), John H.  Moore (1990) and Oliver 
D. Hart7 (1995).

In certain periods, it is possible to assist at short term distorted perspective of the 
public administration derived from the activation of “cherry picking” selection pro-
cesses where private sector select the projects with higher returns on investments. 
The result of these phenomena will reflect in an impoverishment of the public sector 
and in potential public administration financial tensions in near future due to the 
management of the remaining “poor” cultural heritage projects portfolio.

Knowledge gaps are also some of the main weaknesses when implementing 
PPPs: programming misaligned with respect to the effective needs of the public 
administration and the societal ones, shortcomings in the governance capacity of the 
public authority, partnership misaligned regarding risks sharing between public and 
private, difficulty in selecting the best projects, specific knowledge and compe-
tences lack.

From the private perspective, because of the “public” features of cultural heri-
tage, the private sector may overestimate the returns of the investments and under-
estimate the related costs.

Thus, PPPs are not necessarily a magic bullet cure for the problems of scarce 
resources, mismanaged cultural heritage and the unique solution to the addressed 
challenge. However, at the same time, PPPs, if managed with more competences, 
innovation and transparency can be even more productive and sustainable for the 
valorisation of cultural heritage and industry especially in an era of scarce public 
resources and significant skills and management gaps on the part of the public sec-
tor. If properly designed, PPPs can provide considerable operating flexibility: for 
the public sector to be compliant with its own regulations and resources, for the 
private sector, to bring to the project different management models, know-how, 
financial and technical/technological inputs.

The use of PPPs in cultural sectors is relatively recent and rather limited. Many 
lessons learnt from the use of PPPs in more “traditional” fields (i.e. health, infra-
structures, education etc.) can be transferred to the cultural industry with innovative 
sector-specific adjustments in a holistic perspective, that may regard active involve-
ment of citizenship, creation of shared value for all actors, use of innovative circular 
business models and impact financing etc. The hybridisation through the adjustment 
of a strategic instrument such as PPP will contribute to achieve the final goal of 
cultural sustainability with relevant impact not only for the economic development 
of a territory but also for the social inclusiveness and enhancement of local com-
munities. This effect can be obtained, for instance, by linking a certain part of the 
remuneration of the private party to the achievement of specific social results 
(according to the logic of “pay for results”) or a certain social impact (according to 
the logic of “social impact investments”). The explicit consideration of these “social 

7 O. Hart and B. Holmström have been awarded the Nobel Prize in 2016 “for their contributions to 
contract theory”.
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effects” in the PPP contract can also help to overcome those possible “side effects” 
associated with the information asymmetries mentioned above.

The involvement of citizens as individuals (the 4th P for “People”) in the defini-
tion of priorities of PPP for the implementation of ARCH is of particular relevance 
for the role of cultural heritage as “common good”.

The decisions on an ARCH initiative, which probably is rooted in an urban or 
rural context/landscape, may have an impact on daily life of people that live in the 
surroundings of the cultural heritage. If citizens’ involvement in the decision pro-
cess is weak, this can bring to negative perceptions of the ARCH with potential 
unsuccessful implementation of the initiative also linked to the exponential growth 
in the commissioning risk (as mentioned in connection with the Investment 
Readiness Facility for ARCH). Moreover, it is important to give evidence that citi-
zens can provide benefits to ARCH initiatives through the deployment of creative 
and innovative ideas and solutions.

Today, especially in the European context, there is a continued need for innova-
tions for the cultural heritage valorisation, in particular with respect to business 
models innovation, for building a solid and transparent pipeline of economically 
and socially sustainable related investment projects in order to demonstrate the 
attractiveness of this sector to private investors.

Public administration can introduce in the tendering processes and contractual/
service agreements elements for the deployment of innovative solutions for the cul-
tural heritage valorisation. The tender proposals, also under PPPs projects, can be 
evaluated according innovation criteria such as organisational innovation in finan-
cial engineering (also, including impact investing, results-based financing and per-
formance contracts with revenue-share formulae etc.), mobilisation of investments 
(bundling of different projects, different stakeholders engagement etc.). At the same 
time, similar features as for the Fund above regarding the circular economy ARCH 
initiatives aligned with the EU Taxonomy, use of blended finance etc. shall be com-
mon elements also of the PPP schemes.

The measurement of cultural shared value that integrate economic and financial 
analysis with cultural, social, governance and environmental analysis creates value 
for all the actors involved i.e. public, private for-profit, non-profit and, citizens.

Several key characteristics of impact investing can be mutualised to the cultural 
heritage projects and investments under a PPP scheme:

• the intention of the investor to generate cultural, social and/or environmental 
impacts;

• the expected return (social, impact of financial) on investment by the entrepreneur.

These characteristics evidence the need for transparency in the ex-ante definition of 
the cultural, social and environmental expected impacts from the investments, Key 
Performance Indicators (KPIs), the measurement methodologies and the period of 
measurement, the reporting of the cultural investments impact.

As already evidenced for the Fund, the measurement of impacts is becoming 
more and more relevant in investments with social spill overs, but at the same time 
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it is really complex because of lack of track record and historical data. Different 
stakeholders may have different interests in the measurement of the impacts:

• public administrations have interest because of lack of resources and identifica-
tion of the best Value for Money;

• non-profit organisations need to demonstrate the generated impacts for further 
funding, for creating changes and for transparency and responsibility;

• for-profit enterprises measure impacts to improve their investments, transpar-
ency, responsibility, innovation and reputation;

• investors are looking for impact investments.

In the ARCH domain, as already mentioned above, a framework under CLIC proj-
ect with cultural, social, environmental and economic criteria have been developed 
with particular focus on the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage investment projects. 
Thus, the use of PPP in the ARCH field seems to require the use of a hybrid approach 
very focused on the impacts generated by the activity of the private partner.

4  Conclusions

Cultural heritage, intended as a “common good” belonging to each citizen, tradi-
tionally receives funding from public sector, primarily for the purpose of its preser-
vation and without the aim to exploit it economically. In a period of increasing 
pressure on public budgets, this approach activates the perverse spiral of increas-
ingly inadequate investments because of scarce available resources in the hands of 
the public decision-maker. Different scales of investment, adaptability of assets for 
new uses, attractiveness of urban areas, as well as ownership and governance struc-
tures, determine the adoption of different financing mechanisms for the cultural 
heritage valorisation. This chapter described the three financing mechanisms devel-
oped under the CLIC project specifically relevant for the adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage (ARCH).

The proposal of the three financial mechanism under the CLIC framework proj-
ect goes in this direction and yearn for an intense impulse towards sustainable 
financing of circular ARCH to preserve the cultural value and achieve the SDGs 
locally. An opportunity in the deployment of the mentioned financial mechanisms 
can come from the synergies between private patient capitals and European, national 
and regional public funds and, in particular, through new exploitation ways of ESIFs.
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Introduction

Incentivizing creativity within the cultural heritage entrepreneurial sector is critical 
to fostering innovation and sustainable development, particularly in the context of 
the circular economy. This section explores the potential for stimulating creative 
solutions that not only preserve heritage but also reimagine it as a driver for eco-
nomic growth. By examining strategies such as financial incentives, policy frame-
works, and collaborative networks, this chapter delves into how the entrepreneurial 
sector can be empowered to integrate creativity and sustainability into adaptive 
reuse projects. The goal is to uncover pathways that enable heritage to thrive as a 
living, evolving resource within a circular economy model.

Part V
Is it Possible to Incentivise Creativity in 

the Cultural Heritage Entrepreneurial 
Sector?
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Chapter 21
Heritage-Led Entrepreneurial Ecosystems: 
Skills and Role of Startups and Innovation

Antonia Gravagnuolo, Aliona Lupu, Jermina Stanojev, and Valeria Catanese

1  Introduction

Cultural heritage is recognized as a powerful driver of sustainable development in 
cities and regions. The adaptive reuse and regeneration of cultural and natural heri-
tage can become a driver of jobs creation, as demonstrated by many experiences 
(Gravagnuolo et al. 2021). At the same time, cultural heritage adaptive reuse can 
involve communities in innovative and unexpected ways, generating multiple posi-
tive impacts in the territories and boosting a more sustainable, resilient, and equi-
table development model to finally create cities of opportunities connecting culture 
and innovation1 (Gravagnuolo et al. 2020).

1 Tenth Session of the World Urban Forum, “Cities of opportunities: connecting culture and innova-
tion” (8–13 February 2020, Abu Dhabi, UAE), https://wuf.unhabitat.org/cities-opportunities- 
connecting-culture-and-innovation
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The EU is committed to promoting culture in its international relations, and par-
ticularly the diversity of cultures in the EU 2 (European Union 2012). Promoting 
culture as a vital element in EU international relations has been one of the three 
main objectives of the European Agenda for Culture since 20073 (European 
Commission 2007). Here the culture sector is regarded as an increasingly source of 
job creation, that is a key goal in European Union, contributing to economic wealth. 
The culture sector is also an excellent conduit for promoting social inclusion and 
supporting cultural diversity.

The European Commission’s 2014 Communication Towards an integrated 
approach to cultural heritage for Europe underlined the importance of maximising 
the intrinsic, economic, and societal value of cultural heritage, in order to promote 
inter-cultural dialogue. In the agenda for cultural heritage research and innovation 
Getting Cultural Heritage to Work for Europe4 (Thurley et al. 2015), cultural heri-
tage is understood as a production factor and hereby an important resource for inno-
vation, social inclusion, and sustainability.

One of the first collective reports within the EU policy framework, under the 
Structured Dialogue of the European Commission, Towards an integrated approach 
to cultural heritage for Europe – Prospectus on “Skills, Training and Knowledge 
Transfer for Traditional and Emerging Heritage Professions” (Ateca Amestoy et al. 
2017)5 it has recognised that “the cultural heritage sector must also be responsive 
and ready to grow, reacting to changing conditions, including new demands coming 
from diverse European societies, new technologies, new uses for cultural heritage 
and emerging markets. The sector needs to be encouraging both cultural entrepre-
neurship and a personal/professional expansion into new roles, professions and 
competencies, enriching and complementing the existing field.”

These issues have been defined in the context of a more overarching approach 
understanding that “the creation of new job profiles commonly takes place at the 
margins where different fields or disciplines interface, this should be a point of par-
ticular attention, and cultural entrepreneurship encouraged in”. Similarly to some 
scientific publications developed some years later, the group of the Structured 
Dialogue noted that “the field of cultural heritage research and innovation is quite 
fragmented. Subsectors are scattered among different approaches, and ideas for cul-
tural heritage innovation are mainly linked to innovative technological processes for 
conservation of cultural heritage, rather than to innovative governance, networks, 
reuse, entrepreneurship etc.” Therefore, an urgent need for “creating a dialogue with 
the educational sector about innovation, entrepreneurship, and two-way influence 
between principle and practice in order to develop relevant programmes” has been 
identified.

2 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=en#pag
e=75&zoom=100&view=FitB
3 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52007DC0242&from=EN
4 European Commission. Getting Cultural Heritage to Work for Europe Report of the Horizon 2020 
Expert Group on Cultural Heritage; European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2015.
5 www.voicesofculture.eu/skills
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The European Parliament resolution of 8 September 2015 “Towards an inte-
grated approach to cultural heritage for Europe” (2014/2149(INI)) under point 
41  “The economic and strategic potential of cultural heritage” “Invites the 
Commission to consider the possibility of the European Institute of Innovation and 
Technology (EIT) establishing, under its next Strategic Innovation Agenda, a 
Knowledge and Innovation Communities (KIC) in the field of cultural heritage and 
creative industries, thus directly supporting a holistic vision of research and innova-
tion”. The Structured Dialogue report was among the first ones from the sector to 
clearly call for setting up a KIC on cultural heritage (and creative industries).

These needs were further clearly reflected in the work of the OMC (Open Method 
of Coordination) Working Group of Member States’ Experts, the report “Fostering 
cooperation in the European Union on skills, training and knowledge transfer in 
cultural heritage professions” (2019) where “entrepreneurship” has been listed 
under a skill needed for cultural heritage transversal competences.

These developments have been consequently followed by a call in 2020 for cul-
tural heritage under the Blueprint for sectoral cooperation on skills that was intro-
duced by the Skills Agenda for Europe 2016 to build on previous work by the 
European Commission and sectoral partners to address sector skills mismatches, in 
particular the European sector skills alliances. The European Skills Agenda 2020 
has confirmed the Blueprint as a key initiative to create new strategic approaches 
and cooperation for concrete skills development solutions in the industrial ecosys-
tems as introduced by the updated EU industrial policy. Blueprint Alliances gather 
key stakeholders from industrial ecosystems that can include for example business, 
trade unions, research institutions, education and training institutions, public 
authorities etc. For cultural heritage sector, the project CHARTER—Cultural 
Heritage Actions to Refine Training, Education and Roles has started the implemen-
tation with an aim to create a lasting, comprehensive sectoral skills strategy to 
ensure Europe has the necessary cultural heritage skills to support sustainable soci-
eties and economies. The project shall use strategic collaboration and innovative 
methodologies to bridge the gaps between educational and occupational systems, 
employer and job market needs and gaps, to reduce skills shortages, gaps and 
mismatches.

Furthermore, recent academic research has shown that innovation and entrepre-
neurship in the field of reuse and enhancement of cultural heritage and landscape 
could be underestimated (Saleh and Ost 2023). Entrepreneurial attitude and capac-
ity are not yet significantly developed in the heritage sector (Ost and Saleh 2021; 
Gravagnuolo et al. 2017). The reasons can be summarized as follows: on one hand, 
the lack/scarcity of private investors disposed to funding businesses in the field of 
cultural heritage, considered as a potentially risky investment, not remunerative 
enough; on the other hand, people working in the heritage field tend not to recognize 
themselves as possible entrepreneurial subjects, revealing almost a kind of reluc-
tance of the sector to “move away” from economic and financial issues, without 
intentionally pursuing economic-financial self-sustainability in heritage-related 
activities. Basically, there are many  valuable ideas but there is often a lack of 
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practical experience and funding to turn them into innovative services and busi-
nesses (Catanese and Gravagnuolo 2021).

Another reason for that, is that the knowledge triangle model has not been inte-
grated in cultural heritage transforming the knowledge triangle model in a way that 
meets societal renewal needs of innovation in cultural heritage (Stanojev and 
Gustafsson 2022). The results of the study (Stanojev and Gustafsson 2022) indicate 
that some of knowledge triangle stakeholders are present in the field of cultural heri-
tage, however they are not engaged in a right way or not interested to be involved. 
The findings suggest that the progressive (re)combinations of their engagement, 
with community participation and other instruments, tools and stakeholders could 
create visionary foundations for advanced visions, building up a common basis for 
open innovation activities. So far, the knowledge triangle model has not been 
adjusted for assessing innovation in the cultural heritage and landscape from the 
perspective of research, education and business innovation.

Examples of circular business models that can be implemented in the heritage 
sector are related to social and cooperative enterprise models, with the simultaneous 
reduction of costs through circularization of processes and creation of social, cul-
tural, and economic value (Dalberg Global Development Advisors 2014). Social 
entrepreneurship is particularly linked to circular economy business models as they 
share “mission-driven” organisational forms (Porter and Kramer 2011). As high-
lighted by Sacco and Teti (2017), 8 dimensions can be identified in which cultural 
value is produced through cultural, creative and heritage-related business activities: 
(1) Innovation—The investment in cultural heritage and cultural activities stimu-
lates cooperative behaviours, innovation-oriented mind-sets in the community and 
innovative entrepreneurship; (2) Wellbeing—Enhancement of emotional, perceived 
and physical wellbeing (thus minor costs for public health systems); (3) 
Sustainability—Socially beneficial behaviours (minor costs for city management), 
long lasting stakeholders’ value; (4) Social cohesion—reduction of crime rates, 
social conflict solving, cultural diversity and identity; (5) New entrepreneurship 
models—Stimulation of divergent thinking, new business models, enhanced 
employment opportunity; (6) Lifelong learning—Enhanced adaptive  capacity/resil-
ience, increased economic efficiency over time; (7) Soft power—Soft skills increas-
ing productivity, visibility, city/country brand value; investment attractiveness; (8) 
Local identity—Sense of belonging to a community, involvement of civil society 
and private owners in financing and managing heritage (cost-sharing), enhancement 
of city/territory as a location for living, travelling, working and making business.

In the heritage field, the pro-active role of civil society organizations, social 
enterprise, civic foundations, community hubs was explored in the Horizon 2020 
CLIC project and stressed as a resource for cultural, economic, social and environ-
mental growth in Europe and for improving the “good life” in the city/territory 
(MacDonalds 2011; Guntram et al. 2014; McKeever et al. 2015; Ragozino 2016). 
The role of “Heritage Commons” adaptive reuse in stimulating cooperation, mutu-
ality, subsidiarity, local identity and sense of belonging to EU values was explored, 
evaluating the multidimensional beneficial impacts (Michiara 2016).

A. Gravagnuolo et al.
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Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage can be seen as a process that substantially 
includes cooperation and conflict solving in the contemporary complex society. It is 
not only producing a technical design project, a viable business model for its 
economic- financial management, public quality control procedures and regulations. 
It is related to the construction of common values, community, sense of public ben-
efit/interest (Fusco Girard 2020, 2021a, b). In transition times, the traditional mod-
els of knowledge and value creation become obsolete. The innovation comes out of 
a “creative hybridization” process that crosses all sectors (cultural, social, eco-
nomic, environmental, technological) to produce new ideas/processes/values (Fusco 
Girard and Gravagnuolo 2017).

Despite the economic crises, the third sector (also addressed as “third sphere” or 
social economy, i.e., next to private and public sectors) is growing. This sector plays 
an important role in terms of social cohesion and inclusiveness, and also of eco-
nomic value generation and for improving the living conditions. Here we assume a 
pro-active role of this sector for promoting the reuse of historic assets, both creating 
economic value and social—environmental value.

Social economy organisations traditionally refer to the set of associations, coop-
eratives, mutual organisations, and foundations whose activity is driven by values 
of solidarity, the primacy of people over capital, and democratic and participative 
governance (OECD 2018). The social economy includes a broad range of entities 
with different business and organisational models, operating in a number of eco-
nomic sectors: from agriculture to construction, from information and communica-
tion to energy and climate, from financial and insurance activities to human health, 
social works activities, culture, arts and media etc. Despite this diversity, their main 
common principles and features can be summarized as follows: the primacy of peo-
ple as well as social and/or environmental purpose over profit; the reinvestment of 
most of the profits and surpluses to carry out activities in the interest of members/
users (“collective interest”) or society at large (“general interest”) and democratic 
and/or participatory governance (European Commission 2021a, b).

A further characteristic of social economy organisations is that they typically 
operate developing their economic activities at the local level. The local tie rein-
forces their ability to activate synergies across value chains with local stakehold-
ers (including policy makers, SMEs, researchers, and citizens) and experiment with 
new and cooperative ways of working to provide place-based solutions able to sat-
isfy societal needs (OECD and European Commission 2022). According to the 
European Economic and Social Committee study on the “Recent Evolutions of the 
Social Economy in the European Union” in 2017 social economy enterprises and 
organisations in the European Union accounted to 2.8 million, employed 13.6 mil-
lion people and contributed to 8% of the EU’s GDP (Rafael Chaves Ávila and José 
Luis Monzón Campos 2019).

Social economy can significantly support the implementation of the circular 
development model and the achievement of SDGs in different ways. The Circular 
Economy Action Plan recognizes the potential of the social economy as a “pioneer 
in job creation linked to the circular economy” (European Commission 2020), start-
ing from reusing and recycling activities and gradually expanding to diverse sectors 
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paying special attention to inclusion and social cohesion. Indeed, social enterprises 
have opened up job and training opportunities for more vulnerable groups, includ-
ing people with disabilities (European Commission 2021a, b) and marginalized 
individuals (migrants, people who have experienced drug/crime problems etc). In 
this perspective, they promote more equitable and fairer societies.

Moreover, social economy organizations can promote more resilient societies, as 
recently demonstrated by the COVID-19 crisis, by providing themselves a range of 
crucial services related to health and social services and  collaborate with local 
authorities to  integrate services and mitigate the social impact of the crisis espe-
cially for the most vulnerable groups. Going beyond the concrete contribution to the 
most critical phases of the COVID emergency, putting social and environmental 
concerns at the hearth of their operations and business models, social enterprises 
can help transform society and the economy by experimenting alternative business 
models, inspiring sustainable and inclusive practices, identifying new sectors and 
providing services able to start processes of urban regeneration and territory revital-
ization, in particular in remote areas or in disadvantaged contexts (OECD 2020).

Social economy organisations are credited with showing the economic potential 
of sectors strongly related with circular economy that had previously been ignored 
by investors because they could not guarantee the same returns on investment, even 
though the resulting economic and social benefits were substantial (OECD and 
European Commission 2022), which is the case of cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
and valorization (Ragozino 2016).

Against this backdrop, the present contribution aims to share the experience of 
the Horizon 2020 CLIC project in developing innovative circular business models 
for cultural heritage adaptive reuse, through the selection and training of start-ups 
during the entrepreneurial event of the CLIC Startup Competition and subsequent 
mentoring programme.

The following sections present a virtuous case study as an example of successful 
social entrepreneurship and circular business model of heritage reuse and regenera-
tion, the Catacombs of San Gennaro in Naples, Italy. Then, the rationale of the 
CLIC Startup Competition initiative is presented, as well as the evaluation criteria 
for the selection and development of innovative business models. The results and 
training programme are presented, drafting first conclusions and proposing a critical 
reflection on the role of social entrepreneurship and innovative business models for 
circular cultural heritage adaptive reuse.

2  The Case Study of the Catacombs of San Gennaro 
in Naples, Italy

A virtuous example of heritage-led social entrepreneurship which has been selected 
by the CLIC project as one of the best practices of urban regeneration through the 
recovery and valorisation of religious heritage is represented by the Catacombs of 
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San Gennaro6, Naples, Italy. The development model of the Catacombs, based on a 
bottom-up valorisation of an abandoned cultural heritage, which has generated so 
many multiple positive impacts on the local community, has been investigated also 
at the international level to understand its replicability in different contexts.

The Catacombs are an archaeological site/religious heritage located in one of the 
most densely populated and characteristic neighbourhoods of Naples, the “Rione 
Sanità”, and are an important part of the city’s history strongly intertwined with that 
of its patron saint, San Gennaro. The original nucleus of the Catacombs of San 
Gennaro dates back to the second century AD.  One of the largest catacombs in 
Southern Italy, the Catacombs remained for a long time in a state of neglect until a 
small group of local young people began to take care of this heritage, recognizing 
its immense cultural value and extraordinary potential, founding in 2006 the coop-
erative enterprise “La Paranza”, which is currently responsible for the management 
of the Catacombs. Through the recovery and valorisation action conducted by the 
cooperative La Paranza and the Community Foundation “San Gennaro” engaging 
the local community, the ancient heritage site returned to live, starting a broad 
requalification process that has gradually interested the entire district. Inspired to 
the principles of circular and social economy, the recovery of the Catacombs has 
produced significant positive impacts for the community: creation of new jobs, 
enhanced wellbeing, social cohesion, urban regeneration, education and local 
empowerment, solidarity relationships, thus turning in an engine of economic and 
cultural growth in the deprived area of Naples historic centre called “Sanità” neigh-
bourhood (Europa Nostra, ICOMOS and Climate Heritage Network 2021). The 
Catacombs have entered into a symbiotic relationship with the neighbourhood, gen-
erating a virtuous process that has encouraged the creation of other businesses (eco-
nomic growth) but also of educational and leisure activities that take place in 
buldings that have been reused that contribute to social cohesion. Just to make an 
example, the Sanitansamble association,7 which is inspired by the experience of ‘El 
Sistema’, an educational model with free access for children and young people in 
Venezuela promoting collective musical practice as a means of community organ-
isation and development in difficult areas and social contexts. The Sanitansamble 
has more than 80 young people, including children and adolescents aged 7–24, in 
two orchestral ensembles which have performed at many prestigious events and 
concerts in local theatres, including the Nuovo Teatro Sanità located in the district, 
and national theatres. Another example of adaptive reuse of buildings in the district 
is represented by the Casa del Monacone, an ancient convent transformed in a hos-
pitality structure.

By reversing the bad “reputation” of the Sanità district that blocked tourism, 
thanks to the support of the local community that has realized the opportunities 
stemming from the recovery project and to the strategic position respect the histori-
cal centre of Naples, the district has turned into one of the most attractive city tour-
ism destinations.

6 https://catacombedinapoli.it/en/
7 http://sanitansamble.it/la-nostra-storia/
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Data referred to 2021 report significant milestones: 13,500 sqm of the Catacombs 
have been recovered, 44 jobs for young people created and 87.000 people visited the 
sites (in 2019, before the pandemic period, visitors reached 160.000 per year) 
(Buglione et al. 2021). In June 2022, the Catacombs of San Gennaro were selected 
among the 30 most outstanding heritage achievements, being honoured with the 
European Heritage Award, promoted by Europa Nostra, for the following motiva-
tion: “This cooperative of young people has undertaken an extraordinary task for 
the benefit of heritage and the people of Naples, creating a sense of ownership 
among the community for their local heritage. They have helped transforming a 
previously underdeveloped area into an attractive destination for tourists, while 
recovering a fascinating, hidden element of the city’s heritage. With great determi-
nation and ingenuity, La Paranza Cooperative has demonstrated how to care for 
heritage, in spite of limited resources8”.

The regeneration process of the Sanità District is still ongoing. The internation-
ally renowned architect and senator for life Renzo Piano has chosen Naples, together 
with Bari and Rovigo, for the 2022 edition of the G124 project,9 aimed at carrying 
out  requalification projects in peripheral urban areas that the senator defines as 
“suburban mending” actions.

Something we in G124 have done: small mending interventions that can trigger 
regeneration also through new trades, micro-businesses, start-ups, light and wide-
spread construction sites, thus creating new jobs. These are just sparks, but they 
stimulate the pride of those who live there. Because as Italo Calvino wrote, ‘there 
are fragments of happy cities that continually take shape and vanish, hidden in 
unhappy cities’. These fragments must be discovered and valued. It takes love, even 
if it is in the form of anger, it takes identity, it takes pride of being a periphery10.

Inspired by the experience of entrepreneurial best practices of cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse and regeneration, the CLIC Startup Competition called for innova-
tive ideas to turn cultural heritage from a cost into an investment, generating new 
jobs and enhancing cohesion and community collaboration.

8 https://www.europeanheritageawards.eu/winners/la-paranza-cooperative/
9 G124 is the code that identifies a room in Palazzo Giustiniani in the Senate assigned to the archi-
tect and senator for life Renzo Piano as well as the name of his group working on the periphery and 
the city to be. The G124 group employs young architects on an annual contract who are paid from 
Renzo Piano’s parliamentary salary, which has been entirely earmarked for this project. Each year 
the architects will be replaced by others selected through a special call for applications. For further 
information: https://renzopianog124.com
10 PERIFERIE 1. Diario del rammendo delle nostre città, 2014, https://renzopianog124.com/pub-
blicazioni/diario-delle-periferie-2-marghera/
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3  CLIC International Startup Competition: Why and How?

The CLIC international Startup Competition was designed as a capacity-building 
programme addressed to early stage and pre-seed startups, informal teams and 
already active entrepreneurs working on a business idea for the adaptive reuse and 
enhancement of cultural heritage inspired to the circular economy principles for 
enhanced sustainability, social impact, and environmental regeneration. Consistently 
with the objectives of the CLIC project and the work carried out within the Task 
Force on “Circular models for cultural heritage adaptive reuse in cities and 
regions”,11 the initiative was conceived to support the development of sustainable 
business ideas coherent with economic and social models to place cultural heritage 
and historic urban landscapes adaptive reuse at the forefront for the implementation 
of a European model of circular economy and circular city-region centred on the 
regeneration of cultural and natural capital.

The CLIC Startup Competition intended to increase the entrepreneurial capacity 
in the heritage sector by investing in capacity building. Start-ups usually need not 
only financial support, but also—and above all in the early stage when the project is 
still in a very embryonic phase—non-financial support as advice, knowledge and 
assistance from experts who can help to develop a consistent, solid business model, 
to get in contact with a network of relationships and investors and plan the com-
mercialization of their ideas, in order to have rapid development prospects and 
reduce the failure risk which is particularly high in the startup phase.

The topics of the startup competition were identified in line with the challenges 
of circular adaptive reuse of cultural heritage as emerged in the CLIC research. The 
call emphasized the role of social impacts and ethical finance for a long-term and 
equitable recovery from the pandemic crisis. Therefore, the initiative was oriented 
to projects and ideas able to reduce the already existing social inequalities further 
accentuated by the COVID-19 emergency especially in the cultural sector, to miti-
gate the negative consequences of the crisis and to design solutions for cultural heri-
tage adaptive reuse able to contribute to the health and wellbeing of people in the 
post-covid recovery phase.

The call was opened to startups, as well as to individual innovators and informal 
teams, including foundations, civil society organizations, social enterprises and 
cooperatives, creative collective of artists and innovators, focusing on the following 
heritage-related fields,  as per CLIC Startup Competition Call (Catanese and 
Gravagnuolo 2021).

Cultural, Safe and Sustainable Tourism
E.G. Startups/ideas addressed to innovative solutions to develop new products and 
services in cultural and sustainable tourism sector, taking into account the new and 
future scenarios for cultural tourism in Europe and beyond. Their focus could 
include adaptive reuse of abandoned heritage sites for cultural tourism functions; 
cultural tourism development in less-known cultural heritage and landscape areas 

11 https://www.clicproject.eu/taskforce/
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and post-tourism experiences; “inclusive” and human-centred solutions designed 
for people with special needs (including also senior tourists, pregnant women, par-
ents with small children, people with dietary problems, etc.); reduction of pressure 
on overcrowded heritage tourism destinations. All these solutions, by broadening 
the range of choices for the final users increasing the attractiveness of areas mar-
ginal compared to the common tourist hotspots and fulfilling the needs of specific 
groups, were expected to guarantee tourists a safer and more enjoyable experience. 
Startups/ideas should have taken into account also the negative impacts of tourism 
on the environment and local communities as well  as  ways to reduce and miti-
gate them.

Creative, Cultural, Education and Entertainment Industries
E.G. Startups/ideas in the creative and cultural industry including education and 
entertainment able to conceive innovative products and services to stimulate cul-
tural heritage adaptive reuse projects. Their focus could include designing creative 
circular economy solutions for a virtual/immersive cultural heritage experience (for 
example, Augmented Reality, virtual guides, etc.); raising awareness, knowledge 
and engagement of local communities in cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects; 
engaging young audiences through educational and entertainment services (for 
example, through gamification).

Heritage Community, Social Innovation and Ethical Finance
E.G. Startups/ideas oriented to social innovation for cultural heritage adaptive reuse, 
able to build up and strengthen the “heritage community”, bridging it with relevant 
stakeholders and possible funders. Their focus could include innovative fundraising 
activities/products (for example, crowdfunding, blockchain, tokenization); coopera-
tive and co-created solutions/projects; bottom-up, participatory, collaborative, and 
cooperative approaches for the conservation, valorisation, maintenance and adap-
tive reuse of cultural heritage.

Technologies and Materials for the Circular City and Building
E.G. Startups/ideas developing technological solutions that contribute to the real-
ization of a circular city and circular building. Their focus  could include green 
energy solutions and technologies and responsible use of resources in a lifecycle 
perspective; management & treatment solutions for wastes reduction, reuse and 
recycle; low-tech and nature-based solutions for the conservation and adaptation of 
different types of cultural heritage; virtualization and Industry 4.0 technologies for 
restoration such as 3D scanning and 3D printing; data management tools (open digi-
tal platforms) for cultural heritage towards circular city and circular building imple-
mentation. Technological solutions should demonstrate how they ensure 
compatibility and respect of cultural heritage values.

Abandoned Cultural Landscapes Regeneration
E.G. Startups/ideas dealing with innovative products and services for the develop-
ment, reuse, and regeneration of abandoned cultural landscape areas, paying special 
attention to rural, internal and mountain areas, villages and less accessible natural 
and cultural heritage.
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The energy node was considered central, in line with the European Green Deal. 
As an example of the interest in this sector, the Energy Efficient Mortgages Initiative12 
aims to mobilise capital markets and implement ESG best practices in the financial 
sector in support of the objectives of the EU Green Deal and Renovation Wave 
Strategy. Investment in energy efficient buildings and energy saving renovations 
need particular attention. Innovation in the energy sector, focusing on heritage build-
ings and sites, is particularly relevant. Therefore, the CLIC Startup Competition paid 
particular attention to startups providing energy efficiency systems and renewable 
energy systems for historic buildings and landscapes. One of the categories of the 
competition call was dedicated to “circular cities and buildings”, explicitly calling 
for startups/ideas “developing technological solutions aimed at circular cities and 
buildings, whose focus can include […] green energy solutions and technologies”.

3.1  The Evaluation Process

A total of 73 innovative ideas were collected through the CLIC Startup Competition, 
coming from Europe, USA, Asia, and Africa. As is clear from Fig. 21.1, half of the 
participants were pre-seeded start-ups, but the other half were evenly distributed 
among informal teams and individual innovators who, in most cases, had not yet 
formed themselves into startups, cooperatives, associations etc. The type of partici-
pants showed that, at the general level, very often those who are concretely engaged 
in the valorisation of both tangible and intangible heritage, despite having a valid 
business idea—albeit at an embryonic stage—do not perceive themselves as poten-
tial entrepreneurs (Figs. 21.1 and 21.2).

As described in the CLIC Startup Competition Report, the preselection of the 
most promising startups/teams was based on the following criteria:

Coherence with CLIC Approach
Criterion 1—Cultural heritage regeneration and environmental, human, social 

regeneration

Startups/projects should have a clear focus on the conservation, adaptive reuse, and 
valorisation of cultural heritage, tangible or intangible, adopting a circular economy 
approach based on environmental, human, and social capital regeneration. Attention 
to the environmental impacts, social and cultural impacts of the business activity. 
Attention to turn marginal, abandoned, and underused cultural resources into driv-
ers of territorial and community regeneration. Startups/projects avoid wastes and 
over-exploitation of natural, cultural, and social resources, generate/use renewable 
energy, generate/use nature-based solutions to regenerate ecosystems. Startups/
projects enhance multi-stakeholder and multi-level synergies and cooperation at 
urban/territorial scale and enhance human capital and knowledge opportunities 
especially in marginalized urban and rural areas.

12 https://energyefficientmortgages.eu/
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Fig. 21.1 Participants distribution per typology

Fig. 21.2 Participants distribution per progress stage

Market Potential
Criterion 2—Financial self-sustainability

Startups/projects should have a clear financial self-sustainability, ensuring adequate 
revenue streams compared to investments and management costs. This criterion 
includes the evaluation of the target market and the peculiar value proposition in 
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relation to the target problem or need and competitors. Here it is also evaluated the 
capacity of the startup/project to develop a Minimum Viable Product, or, in case of 
advanced startups, the success achieved with the MVP. Financial self-sustainability 
is evaluated as “potential” in relation to early-stage projects, based on their target 
market, competitors, revenue model, strategy. For advanced startups, financial self- 
sustainability is evaluated according to their financial metrics.

Criterion 3—Team and skills

The team carrying out the startup/project should have a clear entrepreneurial 
approach and include all necessary and complementary skills to realize the innova-
tive product/service and sell it in the market. This criterion includes the evaluation 
of industry knowledge, unique skills, leadership, key relationships, prior successes 
and/or failures.

The applicant teams were divided into 3 main groups:
Circular tourism;
Circular creative industries and social innovation;
Circular creative cities and regions (Fig. 21.3).

The awarded teams were identified by the Jury based on the three above-men-
tioned criteria, the effectiveness of their pitch and the ability to provide adequate 
and convincing answers to the remarks made by the invited experts. The Jury mem-
bers did evaluate not only the robustness and self-sustainability of the development 
model of the projects, or the added value compared to competitors in the market but 
paid special attention to the capacity of the project to generate positive environmen-
tal and social impacts—especially in terms of inclusiveness (gender equality, minor-
ity cultures integration) and local community empowerment.

Fig. 21.3 Participants distribution per topic
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The best 15 teams were invited to present their business idea at the final event of the 
CLIC Startup Competition, selected through an evaluation process structured in dif-
ferent phases which involved an international Jury including European Commission 
representatives, researchers in the cultural heritage field, investors and innovation 
specialists, experts in startups, representatives of cultural and creative foundations, 
social designers, and experts from the social investment sector. During the training 
phase, the teams had the opportunity to better define their business idea, exploring 
potential solutions to overcome the weaknesses of their projects, emphasizing their 
strengths and—most importantly—embedding more and more the circular model in 
their business plan.

Evaluation Criteria at a Glance
Value proposition in relation to the circular solution: description of the 
challenge and circular solution proposed—“how your product/service con-
tributes to circular economy and tangible/intangible cultural heritage valori-
zation, reuse, conservation? Please focus also on environmental and social 
sustainability, inclusiveness and local communities’ empowerment”

 – does the startup clearly focus on cultural heritage reuse and valorization?
 – does it adopt a clear circular economy approach?
 – does it generate positive environmental and social impacts?
 – does it pay attention to inclusiveness, gender equality and minority cul-

tures integration?

Market potential: “description of the market you are entering, is it a growing 
market? Who are your competitors (direct and indirect)? What can you do 
better than your competitors? Description of your business model – with basic 
metrics: annual revenues in € actual/expected costs”

 – does the startup addresses a large and/or enlarging market?
 – is the problem or need addressed real?
 – is the solution proposed efficient and of high quality?
 – is the solution proposed sufficiently developed?
 – is there a clear and robust revenue model?
 – is there a clear competitive advantage with respect to other solutions avail-

able in the market?

Team/Skills

 – is the team complete?
 – has the team sufficient expertise to develop the proposed solution?
 – are there sufficient or potential networks to be engaged?

Expertise—“What do you need to start/scale-up your business? What do you 
expect from this competition?”

A. Gravagnuolo et al.
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The main award consisted of a four-month acceleration programme provided by 
experts in finance and entrepreneurship which once again demonstrates the urgent 
need felt by the organizers of filling the gap of entrepreneurial skills in the field of 
cultural heritage as a key factor to support on the ground a new generation of circu-
lar startups with a “vocation” for social innovation, thus maximising the impact of 
the capacity building action and of the entire research project.

3.2  CLIC Mentoring Programme: Towards a new Generation 
of Circular Startups

The approach of the mentoring programme (Catanese and Gravagnuolo 2021) was 
based on the use of a mix of practical methodologies including business innovation 
roadmap tool, investment readiness level, business model canvas. This approach 
was aimed at facilitating the involved managers to generate a holistic and systemic 
picture of their business and to elaborate a strategic master plan for implementation 
measures (Fig. 21.4).

The investment readiness level of the following aspects was evaluated:

• Leadership team capability
• Product readiness
• Market readiness
• Financial readiness

The programme was structured in a series of training sessions, interspersed with 
practical sessions and in follow-up sessions with each team. Theoretical explana-
tions on Business Modelling and Business Planning were provided. Furthermore, 
during the plenary sessions, thanks to breakout rooms, participants were divided 
into smaller groups, both to carry out the activities/exercises proposed by the experts 
and to share ideas, get tips, hint, and exchange information among themselves.

Specifically, the first session was focused on the study of the Business Model, the 
learning objectives were:

• Understand the key concepts of the business model, through the definition of 
“Business Model”

• Acquire knowledge of the constitutive elements of the Business Model Canvas 
for value creation (Customer Segments, Value Propositions, Channels, Customer 

Fig. 21.4 Mentoring programme scheme for circular heritage startups
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Relationships, Revenue Streams, Key Resources, Key Activities, Key Partnerships 
and Cost Structure)

• Find out how to apply the Business Model Canvas to map their Business Model
• Acquire a basic understanding of the business model design process and related 

frameworks.

The teams identifyed how to create and deliver value to customers and analysed the 
different components of a business model canvas.

The second session focused on Business Planning. Learning objectives con-
sisted of:

• Understand the key concepts of business planning
• Acquire awareness of one’s goals, timing of action and the potential of one’s 

business
• Find out how to transform the circular Business Model Canvas into their 

Business Plan
• Become aware of what really needs to be done to secure funding.

The activity performed consisted of a SWOT analysis with the aim of evaluating the 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of the project in order to identify 
the main advantages to offer to customers and therefore identify the key innovative 
elements that differentiate their business idea from competitors.

At the end of the second session and the next one-to-one sessions, the teams:

• Defined their clear value proposition
• Identified their main product/service to develop a Minimum Viable Service 

(MVS) or Product (MVP)
• Set business goals and established measurable objectives
• Analyzed target markets/clients and competition
• Defined the “go to market strategy”
• Identified the main costs/needs to achieve their goals.

The participants were able to prepare, with the help of experts, an Initial Business 
Plan, identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the start-up and the chances of 
success, to understand where to make corrections and adjustments to their idea.

The third session was focused on the explanation of the Business Model and the 
Business Plan. The purpose was to complete the drafting of the business plan started 
during the previous sessions and identify an action plan in order to:

• Set the strategic goal
• Set up the activities/steps that must be performed to achieve the strategic goal
• Identify the resources responsible for each activity
• Define deadlines and goals
• Identify the final need
• Identify indicators and metrics to monitor progress.

The expected output was a Final Business Plan and an Action Plan.
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The last session was dedicated to innovation, entrepreneurship, and financing 
strategies with a focus on the scouting of funding sources. The following topics 
were explored:

• The concept of innovation
• EU support for research and development programs
• Impact investment and financing tools
• Reward-based crowdfunding.

The training programme developed aimed at enhancing the skills levels in heritage- 
led businesses, contributing to the development of the sector. The most promising 
startups resulted from the CLIC initiative are presented below.

4  Startups Business Models Contributing to Circular 
Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse

4.1  Nice Visions

Nice Visions13 is an innovative company based in Slovakia which has developed Solar 
Tiles, a solar system for facades and roofs specially designed for areas where appear-
ance is as important as energy production such as urban centers and historic build-
ings. By combining renewable energy sources (the energy production of photovoltaic 
panels) with the use of ceramic tiles, Nice Visions ensures increased energy efficiency 
of historic buildings, without ruining cultural heritage. In addition, the product is 
designed to comply with the PV Cycle recycling scheme, bringing most materials 
back into the material cycle. This creative company focuses on creative strategies on 
how to fulfill basic human needs within the urban context, including transition to a 
zero-carbon future among their top priorities. The team is committed to develop inno-
vative solutions to integrate renewable energy sources in urban areas (Fig. 21.5).

13 https://hello.nicevisions.com/

Fig. 21.5 Nice Visions: a solar system for facades and roofs
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4.2  ExtrArtis—Artists in Residence for Creative 
Tourism Economy

ExtrArtis14 is a cultural project that aims to involve emerging artists through the 
experimentation of the practice of Artist Residency, letting them have a salary for 
their work and materials during the experience, without facing the costs of accom-
modation in residences with a high historical and artistic value. The project was 
created to enhance the less known cultural heritage, interpreting art as an engine of 
creativity for tangible and intangible transformation of the territory in which it inter-
venes. The Italian team of innovators promotes a cultural heritage enhancement 
project while co-creating and testing sustainable human-centered innovations for 
circular cultural tourism through collaborative innovation networks/methodologies 
and improved investment strategies (Fig. 21.6).

4.3  Taste of Terraces

Together with local farmers of the area of the Amalfi Coast, Taste of Terraces 
promotes sustainable development and environmental protection, dedicating spe-
cial attention to the recovery of local biodiversity and agricultural productions at 
risks of extinction. The team has incentivized the re-cultivation of the historical 
Re Urberto (or so-called “Fiascone”) tomato to preserve the rich cultural land-
scapes terraces of the area. Taste of Terraces started in 2009 to search and estab-
lished partnerships via local crowdfunding to re-cultivate and preserve this old 
heritage variety of tomatoes, bringing back many native species (fruits, vegeta-
bles, wheat, etc.) that would have been lost otherwise, thus securing biodiversity 
and preserving the terraces which are part of the UNESCO World Heritage 
(Fig. 21.7).

14 https://www.extrartis.com/extrartis-artists-residencies-for-creative-economy/

Fig. 21.6 ExtrArtis, Sorrento (Italy)
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Fig. 21.7 Taste of terraces, Amalfi Coast, Italy

Through the Startup Competition, the circular business model was developed in 
detail, the online shop was launched and a new promotional product with a local 
artist was created. The start-up born on the terraces now aims to strengthen and 
expand its partnerships, generating new jobs in the field of landscape recovery and 
regeneration.

Currently, more than 10 hectares of neglected terraces have been recovered 
thanks to the ancient tomato recovery project, with more than 15 family farmers 
involved in the process, which manage to integrate their yearly income through the 
activity. It is estimated that around 40% of the terraces once present on the Amalfi 
Coast are now abandoned, causing, among other things, hydrogeological instability 
problems linked to the poor maintenance of sloping land. The Re Umberto (Fiascone) 
tomato recovery project is seeking to recover tangible and intangible cultural heri-
tage and landscape, for the benefit of the territory, also generating potential new job 
opportunities and a small economic return for the families and family farmers 
involved, concretely implementing a regenerative and sustainable economic model 
that could become viable for the future.

4.4  A Terraced Soundscape

The Italian association “A Terraced Soundscape15” addresses the issues of sustain-
able tourism and regeneration of abandoned cultural landscape in Canal di Brenta. 
Born in 2010, the association has participated to the competition presenting the 

15 https://www.adottaunterrazzamento.org
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Fig. 21.8 A Terraced Soundscape, Casarette, Valbrenta (Italy)

project of requalification of an historical and rural contrada in the province of 
Vicenza, named Casarette. By signing an agreement with the Municipality, the asso-
ciation has taken on the responsibility of the management of this important natural 
heritage to recover terraced landscape of the valley. The long-term goal of the asso-
ciation is to conclude the requalification of the housing unit in Casarette, investing 
in agricultural experimentation, entertainment of various kinds leveraging on both 
natural and cultural resources (hiking, artistic works, firstly the project of reproduc-
ing the soundscape of the valley hence the name of the business idea) and training, 
thanks to the construction on site of an educational farm, aimed at rediscovering the 
importance of the ancient techniques of agriculture and dry-stone craftsmanship. 
Furthermore, the collaboration with ITLA Italia—the International Terraced 
Landscapes Alliance Italia—will be oriented to the creation of a branch of the 
Italian School of Stone dry (Fig. 21.8).

The recovery of Casarette has the merit of rebuilding a cultural context where 
people worked in contact with the nature by collaborating. The team wants to chal-
lenge the noise of the mine and the highway running into the valley by reproducing 
the soundscape of the valley into an acoustic installation.

4.5  Marte

MARTE is a startup in the field of art and technology founded in 2019. It aims to 
connect artists, institutions, and small spaces to develop a cultural economic model 
to support emerging, independent, and experimental artists, while promoting cul-
ture and the regeneration of spaces in rural areas and suburbs. The company pro-
motes a creative, open-distribution model to improve opportunities for artists to 
disseminate their projects, encourage innovative collaboration and regenerate the 
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identity of local communities. The startup combines research, innovation, and digi-
tal assets with environmental sustainability. An added value of this project is repre-
sented by its replicability.

5  Conclusions

The CLIC Startup Competition built a large community of innovators that included 
international, national, and regional organizations, more than 70 startups and teams 
of innovators operating in all continents, and researchers. The initiative was able to 
reach a large audience, mobilizing the interest of high-level experts and organiza-
tions in Europe and beyond.

The interest in this competition showed a potential in entrepreneurship linked to 
the cultural heritage sector, adopting a circular economy perspective. The startups 
participating were mostly in early stage of development, which shows the need of 
entrepreneurial skills development in the heritage sector. The mentoring programme 
provided, as well as the additional special prizes, are expected to benefit the startups 
awarded as they were hungry of this kind of non-financial support, to reach a level 
of development suitable to seek for more direct financial support and become self- 
sustainable over the medium-long term (Catanese et al. 2021).

In general, the technological startups resulted in a more advanced stage of devel-
opment, while social innovation-oriented startups were generally less advanced 
with regard to market potential criteria but ranked higher in circularity coherence 
criteria. This aspect is particularly relevant because it sheds light on the ecosystem 
of actors engaged in cultural heritage adaptive reuse from a social and cultural per-
spective, which is made mostly by third sector actors, civil society organizations, 
NGOs, or even informal teams of innovators not related to any legal person. These 
kind of “potential” startups find difficulties in seeing themselves as “entrepreneurial 
actors”, and cases their original audience reflects a quite defensive perception 
towards the idea of “making money” or generating “private profit” through cultural 
heritage “common good” resources. However, this perception can be substantially 
subverted if a “human-centred” circular economy approach is adopted, which can 
encourage innovators to develop projects able to become self-sustainable over time, 
generate jobs for youths and marginalized social groups through the diverse revenue 
streams, and adding a wide range of positive social, cultural and environmental 
impacts linked to the success of the startup itself—fostering the positive approach 
of ‘not only doing business that does not harm people and the planet, but also doing 
business that makes good’ (Saleh and Ost 2023). The initiative and business projects 
collected highlighted through practical examples how the business and financial 
sector can contribute to address the challenges of cultural heritage adaptive reuse 
(Ost 2016; Pickerill 2021; Fusco Girard and Gravagnuolo 2017).

The CLIC Startup Competition was a learning experience for participants. The 
circular business models proposed and co-developed through the selection process, 
including the training session, provided new skills to existing and potential 
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entrepreneurs in the heritage sector, stimulating innovation towards circular adap-
tive reuse of cultural heritage  (European Commission, Directorate-General for 
Education, Youth, Sport and Culture 2019a, b). Further initiatives could be advo-
cated to enhance skills in the heritage sector, particularly in line with the objectives 
of the European Year of Skills and those that are already in place, CHARTER proj-
ect, the new EIT KIC Culture & Creativity initiative of the European Institute of 
Innovation and Technology (EIT) the New European Bauhaus initiative, the C-Ship 
Cultural Entrepreneurship programme developed at ICHEC Brussels Management 
School, and other programmes, projects and initiatives oriented to fundraising and 
entrepreneurship for cultural and heritage sector, such as the guide for cultural 
entrepreneurs “So you need Money” of the Creative FLIP project (IDEA 
Consult 2021).

In conclusion, the results of the CLIC project were promising in terms of gener-
ating new business ideas and projects, showing a potential for research and educa-
tion institutions to become active in providing entrepreneurial and innovation skills 
in the cultural and heritage sectors. Clearly, some projects could not reach all objec-
tives, however it can be expected that the enhancement of skills and entrepreneurial 
mindset will benefit the sector indirectly and contribute to the European innovation 
and entrepreneurial ecosystem for culture and cultural heritage.
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Introduction

This section provides concluding reflections on the adaptive reuse of cultural heri-
tage within the framework of the circular economy, summarizing key insights and 
lessons learned from previous chapters. It also offers practical guidelines aimed at 
supporting future initiatives in this field, addressing challenges such as sustainabil-
ity, resource efficiency, and community engagement. By distilling the main take-
aways and proposing actionable strategies, these conclusions serve as a roadmap for 
stakeholders looking to align cultural heritage reuse with circular economy princi-
ples, ensuring long-term success and value generation for both heritage assets and 
local communities.

Part VI
Conclusions and Some Guidelines
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Chapter 22
Conclusions and Some Guidelines

Luigi Fusco Girard and Antonia Gravagnuolo

Which conclusions? Which critical reflections about the CLIC results? Which 
recommendations?

This volume offers an overview on the theoretical framework and operational 
aspects of the circular symbiotic heritage ecosystem model (Luigi Fusco Girard, 
Chap. 2), focused on the relationships between cultural heritage adaptive reuse and 
local development in the perspective of the circular economy and circular city/
region implementation.

The adoption of the circular model requires to take care of the long term,1 of 
intangibles that do not have a monetary dimension, and thus it recognizes a specific 
weight to many benefits that are those typical of cultural heritage, that in traditional 
economic terms are underestimated. The circular model re-establishes “weights” 
with respect to conventional economics, according to ecological and human-centred 
values, valorising the intangible dimensions that are usually not recognized opera-
tionally in (for example) cost-benefit analyses. On the other side, the adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage contributes to the realisation of the circular city model.

1 Economic analysis, as known, is characterized by the reduction of heterogeneity/multidimension-
ality, and by the valorisation of “present” instead than “future”, for example through the concept 
of the “discount rate” widely used in economic and financial analysis.
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1  The Contribution of the CLIC Research in the Context 
of Current Global Challenges: The Role of Cultural 
Heritage Adaptive Reuse in the Perspective 
of the Circular Economy

As discussed by Fusco Girard,2 the circular symbiotic heritage ecosystem repre-
sents the theoretical framework developed through the CLIC research, which 
focuses on abandoned and underused cultural heritage identified as a potential 
resource for the implementation of the circular economy and circular city/region 
model, regenerating territorial “wasted” capitals (manufactured, social, human, 
environmental, financial…) and turning them from costs into drivers of enhanced 
social cohesion, ecological regeneration, self-sustainability, new jobs and cultural 
development, i.e. an engine of social, cultural and urban/rural regeneration.

Grounded on the results of previous researches, such as Cultural Heritage Counts 
for Europe (2015), and international guidelines and recommendations such as 
UNESCO Historic Urban Landscape (2011), ICOMOS Heritage Impact Assessment 
(2011), the ICOMOS Burra Charter (2012), and many documents representing cor-
nerstones of the cultural heritage conservation research over the last decades, the 
CLIC model of the “circular symbiotic heritage ecosystem” builds a holistic (not 
partial) framework and actualises heritage conservation and adaptive reuse in the 
context of the greatest challenges of the current times as climate change, ecosys-
tems and natural resources depletion, social fragmentation and the right of people’s 
health and wellbeing. Recently, the contribution of cultural heritage to the “Green 
Deal” policies was highlighted by international organisations such as ICOMOS and 
Europa Nostra. The European Cultural Heritage Green Paper3 underlines that the 
contribution of cultural heritage to the circular and green transition was underesti-
mated or completely not acknowledged in the European policies. This book, which 
entails the CLIC research contribution, aimed to fill this gap by highlighting the 
many different ways in which cultural heritage can be considered as a key element 
of a sustainable future in Europe and beyond, supporting a just and more effective 
transition linking past and future, and ensuring that cultural diversity is preserved as 
fundamental human right.4

The circular model is the proposal of regeneration of a network of relationships 
and interdependencies, as the key for the success of adaptive reuse. Human relation-
ships are enhanced through the presence of unique, vibrant, accessible and open 
places of encounter that express the cultural identity (e.g. the European “square”), 

2 Luigi Fusco Girard, “The circular “human-centred” adaptive reuse of cultural heritage: theoreti-
cal foundations”, Chap. 2 of this book.
3 ICOMOS and Europa Nostra (2021), European Cultural Heritage Green Paper https://www. 
icomos.org/en/focus/climate-change/102906-publication-of-the-european-cultural- 
heritage-green-paper-in-french-and-spanish
4 See also: UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity, 2001. https://en.unesco.org/
about-us/legal-affairs/unesco-universal-declaration-cultural-diversity

L. Fusco Girard and A. Gravagnuolo

https://www.icomos.org/en/focus/climate-change/102906-publication-of-the-european-cultural-heritage-green-paper-in-french-and-spanish
https://www.icomos.org/en/focus/climate-change/102906-publication-of-the-european-cultural-heritage-green-paper-in-french-and-spanish
https://www.icomos.org/en/focus/climate-change/102906-publication-of-the-european-cultural-heritage-green-paper-in-french-and-spanish
https://en.unesco.org/about-us/legal-affairs/unesco-universal-declaration-cultural-diversity
https://en.unesco.org/about-us/legal-affairs/unesco-universal-declaration-cultural-diversity


575

as well as through increased opportunities for participation and collaboration, pro-
moting mutual trust, interrelation, cooperation at all levels.5 Cultural heritage, pres-
ent in almost all cities and rural areas in Europe, can largely contribute, at certain 
conditions, to re-build human connections, and thus social cohesion, as showed by 
the studies on social impacts of cultural heritage regeneration presented in this 
book.6 International policy documents such as the UN Agenda 2030, the UN New 
Urban Agenda, the Paris Agreements, etc. have one main goal: to enhance people’s 
wellbeing. According to the Agenda 21 of Rio de Janeiro,7 the aim of sustainable 
development is the “fulfilment of basic needs, improved living standards for all, bet-
ter protected and managed ecosystems and a safer, more prosperous future”, thus 
“consideration should also be given to the present concepts of economic growth and 
the need for new concepts of wealth and prosperity which allow higher standards of 
living through changed lifestyles and are less dependent on the Earth’s finite 
resources and more in harmony with the Earth’s carrying capacity” (section 4.11). 
The human being is the centre of sustainable development, in harmony with Nature. 
Cultural heritage can provide a substantial contribution to the goals of sustainable 
development, and to the implementation of human rights in the territory, if the cir-
cular symbiotic heritage ecosystem model is implemented, contributing to more 
circular and “human-centred” cities and regions.

The CLIC research aimed at providing first of all a theoretical reflection on the 
role of cultural heritage for addressing societal challenges, as well as practical 
answers on whether and how the circular symbiotic heritage ecosystem model 
can be implemented in different contexts and heritage typologies: religious heritage 
sites, industrial heritage sites, archaeological resources, forts, castles and military 
sites, rural cultural landscapes, historic villages. This book comes as a useful read-
ing, demonstrating how the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, in a systemic per-
spective, has the potential to stimulate growth, sustainable development, social 
regeneration, welfare, jobs, income, and liveability of urban/territorial settings: to 
implement the circular economy model in the human-centred perspective. It also 
provides innovative models and a toolkit for circular financing, reusing and manag-
ing cultural heritage based on research outcomes and implementation of experimen-
tal models.

The contributions harvested in the book confirm that cultural heritage can be a 
significant driver for sustainable development in cities and regions. As an economic 
and cultural asset, if well managed cultural heritage is capable of boosting eco-
nomic growth (not only through a tourism economy), enhancing urban liveability, 
and contributing to environmental and climate adaptability. In addition, the reuse of 
abandoned and underused cultural heritage and landscapes is a practical substitute 

5 Here, digital spaces become not enough to achieve a human-centred and circular perspective of 
sustainable development, while they can be effectively complementary and enhance connections 
both at local and global scale.
6 See in particular Domaradzka et al., Chaps. 10 and 11 of this book.
7 United Nations Conference on Environment & Development, Rio de Janerio, Brazil, 3 to 14 June 
1992. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/outcomedocuments/agenda21
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to the risk of demolition, bypassing the wasteful processes of demolition and new 
construction prolonging the cultural heritage lifespan and transmitting heritage val-
ues to future generations.8 The circular model allows to acknowledge the impor-
tance of cultural heritage adaptive reuse compared to other investments, as it 
substantially contributes to reach societal goals under multiple, synergic perspec-
tives (environmental, cultural, social, economic). Adaptive reuse of cultural heritage 
can thus be instrumental to circularize the flows of energy, raw-materials, human 
and cultural capital, and hence, it plays a significant role in the transition towards 
the circular economy. Complementary to its environmental benefit, adaptive reuse 
brings forth substantial economic, social and cultural advantages by reusing historic 
buildings, sites and landscapes attached meanings and values by a wide range of 
citizens and local actors, starting with the young and the elderly people.

The CLIC theoretical framework was developed through a inter- and trans- 
disciplinary approach with researchers and practitioners from heritage conserva-
tion, cultural economics, ecological economics, social science, evaluation and 
decision science, financial assessment, policy making, involving diverse actors from 
cities and regions to discuss, test and validate the proposed model. The experts’ 
contributions from different disciplines aim to address this gap in existing knowl-
edge from a circular economy and sustainable development perspective, maintain-
ing the integrity and the authenticity of the cultural assets. They introduce innovative 
economic, environmental and governance models and evaluation tools tested and 
validated for adaptive reuse within the “CLIC research”.

The many examples, experimentations and reflections presented in this book 
focus on the main instruments that can enable the circular model in the adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage:

• Innovative evaluation methods and tools for participatory decision-making 
processes

• Circular governance models towards heritage communities and an active role of 
third sector actors

• Circular business and financial models
• Circular metabolism of heritage as “living system”

The realisation of the circular symbiotic heritage ecosystem as “ideal” model of 
adaptive reuse requires a series of innovative instruments: business, governance, 
financing and evaluation tools. The CLIC research integrated knowledge from dif-
ferent disciplinary fields thanks to the contribution of high level researchers and 
experts, as well as practitioners, from the fields of economics, social science, eco-
logical science, heritage conservation, etc. The research process started with the 
analysis of 126 practices of cultural heritage adaptive reuse, analysed under the 

8 ARUP: Circular economy in the built environment, 2016 report: https://www.arup.com/perspec-
tives/publications/research/section/circular-economy-in-the-built-environment; Transform & 
Reuse: Low Carbon Futures for Existing Buildings, 2020 report: https://www.arup.com/ 
perspectives/publications/promotional-materials/section/transform-and-resuse-low-carbon- 
futures-for-existing-buildings
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perspective of circularity, to assess success and barrier factors. These practices were 
then assessed to identify exemplary cases to be investigated more in-depth (10 cases 
analysed through ex-post evaluation, 3 case studies analysed in-depth in their busi-
ness and financing model, etc.). The practices investigated contributed to orient the 
identification of criteria and new indicators for evaluation, that were used as refer-
ence for the experimentation conducted in the pilot cities. In particular, in the city 
of Salerno the indicators were used to orient and assess the adaptive reuse alterna-
tives, enriching the evaluation process to identify the most satisfying solution in the 
“wasted” area of large abandoned buildings in the historic city center.

2  Innovative Evaluation Methods and Tools 
for Participatory Decision-Making Processes in the Reuse 
of Cultural Assets

Decisions in cultural heritage adaptive reuse can be particularly complex, due to the 
amount of factors to be considered: tangible and intangible cultural value conserva-
tion, regulatory constraints, reduction of environmental negative impacts, divergent 
and often conflicting interests of stakeholders, business model viability, social 
acceptance, synergies with the local context, enhancement of landscape beauty, and 
other positive social impacts to be generated through the adaptive reuse. The “ideal” 
solution towards a circular symbiotic heritage ecosystem should aim to reach all 
circularity objectives simultaneously and realize a “living system” in synergy with 
the natural and urban/rural ecosystem, able to be self-sufficient from multiple points 
of view, e.g. economically and financially, as well as energetically.

New uses/functions of heritage buildings and sites should ensure that circularity 
from diverse perspectives is activated, while innovative and compatible technolo-
gies, including nature-based solutions, can largely enable the reuse of cultural heri-
tage as auto-poietic, symbiotic living system that self-generates the resources for its 
functioning.

As “common good”, cultural heritage adaptation should also meet the needs and 
desires of local communities, possibly activating them into “heritage communities” 
willing and able to take care of cultural heritage contributing to its conservation, 
maintenance, and transmission to future generations (in line with the FARO 
Convention, CoE 2005).

Thus, participatory inclusive decision-making processes in cultural heritage adap-
tive reuse are preferable than top-down decisions based only on expert judgements, as 
they ensure higher social acceptability of interventions while potentially activating the 
interest of local communities and stakeholders for collective care, reuse and valorisa-
tion of heritage resources in the longer term, avoiding new processes of abandonment 
and decay. Transparency and clarity in each phase of participatory processes is of 
utmost importance, as they should aim also to enhance active citizenship, promoting 
dialogue, cooperative relationships, collaboration, trust, and supporting the search for 
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creative solutions. The “common good” is not given, but it needs to be “built” through 
dialogue and open public discussion, analysing the possible impacts and implications 
of alternative solutions, learning from previous experiences and evidence-based data, 
sharing knowledge from different backgrounds. In this context, appropriate evaluation 
methodologies and tools need to be employed as supporting instruments for transpar-
ent and effective participatory decision-making. There is a close relationship between 
the design of conservation interventions “by trial and error” (Giancarlo de Carlo 
1988), evaluation and participation.

To develop circular symbiotic heritage ecosystem as systemic complex solu-
tions, multiple objectives and criteria should be considered when assessing alterna-
tive solutions. Multicriteria evaluation methods were thus experimented to support 
decisions in the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. The evaluation approaches used 
in the cultural sector are considered in general unsatisfactory.9 In the course of the 
CLIC research, evaluation was applied in the different case studies at several scales, 
providing a replicable process to implement the circular city model. Hybrid, multi-
dimensional, quanti-qualitative evaluation methods were tested, which can also be 
used in the phase of co-planning, co-design and co-management,10 demonstrating 
the effectiveness of adaptive reuse in the circular model. Evaluating means inter-
preting a general context, foreseeing impacts before using resources, land, spaces, 
etc., and comparing alternatives through clear and shared criteria. By evaluating 
alternatives, it is possible to deduce priorities, alternatives, and new solutions, con-
sidering multiple, multidimensional and conflicting criteria/objectives. Evaluation 
is necessary for decision-making processes in a time of crisis, with more and more 
scarcity of resources and energies to improve governance, urban planning, design 
and management.

In the CLIC research, specific circularity objectives and related criteria were 
identified, allowing stakeholders and heritage managers to learn about the circular 
model and orient their decisions towards circularity. A set of quantitative and quali-
tative indicators was proposed and experimented for ex-post and ex-ante evaluation, 

9 See: UK studies on valuation of cultural heritage.

UK Government, DCMS Department (2022), Scoping culture and heritage report https://www.
gov.uk/government/publications/scoping-culture-and-heri tage-capital-report /
scoping-culture-and-heritage-capital-report

UK Government, DCMS Department (2021), Valuing culture and heritage capital: a framework 
towards informing decision making https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/valuing- 
culture-and-heritage-capital-a-framework-towards-decision-making/valuing-culture-and- 
heritage-capital-a-framework-towards-informing-decision-making

Historic England (2021), Towards better valuation: The Culture and Heritage Capital approach 
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/research/towards-better-valuation-culture- 
and-heritage-capital-approach/

ICCROM (2022), Valuing Cultural Capital: accounting for the hidden value of heritage (workshop)  
https://www.iccrom.org/news/valuing-cultural-capital-accounting-hidden-value-heritage

10 As an example, in Italy the Law 117/2017 art. 55 foresees co-planning, co-design and 
co-management.
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allowing best practices assessment and circular solutions design. In CLIC pilot 
areas, and in particular in the city of Salerno, multicriteria evaluation was used to 
support participatory processes of cultural heritage adaptive reuse, promoting the 
achievement of circularity objectives, but also fostering co-design, co-creation, co- 
planning with local stakeholders. The experience of Salerno showed how creative 
solutions can be identified through the process of participation, engagement and 
co-design, in a step-by-step process that started with a public consultation for 
“ideas”, towards a circular business model workshop to work on the viability of 
proposed project solutions, and finally towards the identification of a “satisfying” 
solution which was as “near” as possible to the “ideal” circular model.

Based on the experience of CLIC, it is possible to affirm that evaluation pro-
cesses are fundamental tools for new governance towards sustainability, for check-
ing and co-designing creative and resilient solutions. New governance is based on 
experiences and best practices interpretation and comparison not only by experts, 
but also by the general public. Creative cities have to invest more and more in 
assessment as support for participation, and thus for decision-making.

The evaluation of the creative potential of a city is more and more required for 
city/region development so that the areas of strength and the ones of weakness can 
be properly selected.

Evaluation evolutionary processes11 help make decisions on “if”, “what”, 
“where”, “when”, “for whom” and “with whom” to implement adaptive reuse cre-
ative initiatives and when to stop them. Evaluations are necessary tools in different 
pacts, agreements, city contracts, in participation processes, in finance and micro-
credit, in taxation, in sustainability focus groups, in auditing, in choices at a strate-
gic, tactical and management level and in general for investigations.

Evaluation is a fundamental tool for selecting innovative alternatives and for 
building choices in urban planning and design which can synthesize many values, 
and produce multiple benefits for many agents, in a win-win perspective. They are 
to be evaluated in their quantitative and qualitative, direct, indirect and induced 
impacts, in the short, medium and long term, integrating any bureaucratic or strictly 
economic approach.

Innovative alternatives are characterized by high uncertainty, costs and risks. 
Lack of knowledge is the common element in all creative choices/actions. Therefore, 

11 The evolutionary perspective should be chosen:

 – when faced with the choice between what to keep and what to replace, it is necessary to move 
in a dynamic perspective;

 – when the energy issue is fundamental to economic production;
 – when there are no maximising solutions but only “satisfying” solutions;
 – when the importance of fundamental values such as transparency, accountability, cooperation 

and trust is recognised in the production of development prosperity;
 – when it is recognised that there is a general interest (common good) to be pursued and not only 

particular interests;
 – when concepts such as self-organisation, learning capacity and regenerative capacity are 

introduced.
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they require experimental and testing approaches in order to learn from their suc-
cesses or failures and about the specific characteristics of the dynamic urban system 
in supporting uncertain and/or irreversible effects (critical capacity thresholds). 
Evaluations may suggest how to improve experiences, whether to transfer them into 
ordinary practices or totally change them.

An integrated assessment process does not only help to compare given and 
defined alternatives but it also stimulates to identify and explore alternative new 
solutions. So the evaluation process can become the engine of regeneration creativ-
ity. An iterative and interactive decision-making process is activated through con-
tinuous feedbacks and improvements in the level of achievement of objectives.

The “creative city” systematically collects data and information to improve 
knowledge for a critical judgment/assessment required in urban planning. Data, 
information, knowledge are to be structured in a systemic way so as to allow for 
comprehensive evaluations and comparisons with new ideas and their implementa-
tion and performance in satisfying needs in the material and immaterial space.

Considering that creativity is interpreted here in relation to promotion of eco-
nomic, social and ecological resilience, specific indicators about density of relation-
ships in different dimensions are required. People’s involvement in reaching the 
common good, social inclusion, community sense, collective identity becomes rel-
evant to reflect benefits of relations.

A particular attention should be given to the “intrinsic value” (non instrumental 
value) of cultural heritage12 in the evaluation process. The intrinsic value requires 
attention to the natural/ecological system of a site, and to safeguard its health, on 
which human health itself depends, involving the enhancement of landscape quality. 
It contributes also to the psychological and physical well-being of people, as evi-
denced by several studies.13

Fragile or insubstantial social relationships determine a lower quality of life and 
generate less resilience. The process of identification, interpretation and evaluation 
of the intrinsic value represents a cultural and social/community construct, which 
can be realized with iterative and interactive participatory processes, with subse-
quent approximations, through iterations/interactions steps. It helps to orient the 
reuse of cultural assets, limiting the range of new uses/functions in the dismissed 
assets. These qualitative evaluations should be characterized by a level of consensus 
that is as high as possible in different contexts, so that they can be satisfactory, and 
therefore intersubjective and replicable. Once this intrinsic value has been defined, 
it must be placed in relation to the opportunity costs14 that result from the preserva-
tion of this value. If the opportunity costs assessed are too high, i.e. they go beyond 
a certain threshold tolerable/compatible with a series of constraints that the specific 
context determines, the cultural site/landscape characterized by the abovementioned 

12 On the intrinsic value of cultural heritage, see: the Burra Charter (2013), Fusco Girard and 
Nijkamp (1997), Fusco Girard and Vecco (2021).
13 Sacco and Teti (2017).
14 Fusco Girard (1987).
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intrinsic value will not be preserved. In other words, conservation intervention will 
be acceptable if the proposed changes reduce opportunity costs to a reasonably 
acceptable level. Of course, the threshold of tolerability/compatibility is also sub-
ject to evaluation and interpretation by the community.

3  Circular Governance Models Towards Heritage 
Communities and an Active Role of Third Sector Actors

The reuse of cultural assets is an engine of new employment, but specific conditions 
should be guaranteed. Recommendations towards a new governance for the circular 
reuse should be coherent with the following general points:

 1. The reuse benefits are to be assessed in relation to the achievement of the global 
Goals of the United Nations Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development and 
Sustainable Development Goals, of the UN New Urban Agenda and the Pact of 
Amsterdam (The Urban Agenda for the EU), that highlight the importance of 
the achievement of the common good. The challenge is the humanization 
together with reduction of climate change negative impacts. Humanization 
means first of all jobs for young people, inclusion for aged/poor people living 
in the city/territories, and wellbeing/health for all people.

 2. The functional reuse of the heritage assets should be incorporated in the per-
spective of the circular economy, mimicking the economy of nature (the econ-
omy of living systems): the Circular economy as the Regenerative economy, as 
result of circular processes minimizing the consumption of resources and waste 
of materials. Circular adaptive reuse should contribute to the city decarboniza-
tion with specific and integrated initiatives of adaptation and mitigation;

 3. The analysis of the systemic context with which cultural heritage interdepends 
through flow of materials, energy, goods, should be grounded and assessed 
through the knowledge of local metabolism: new knowledge of local level 
metabolism is more and more required;

 4. Emphasis on the self-sustainability of heritage functional reuse (in financial 
and economic terms), through specific capacity to generate economic value 
(value generation for value capture, value sharing, and also to generate eco-
nomic, social and intangible values);

 5. The notion of “intrinsic value” should orient the new functions, new use values, 
through new decision-making support systems able to overcome the existing 
Heritage Impact Assessment approach proposed by ICOMOS (2011);

 6. The capacity to recognize the central role of the third sector between public 
institutions and private organizations, to generate specific social impacts in 
relations to the characteristics of inclusion and cooperation that are typical of 
circular economy experiences (cultural heritage adaptive reuse as social 
 investment). An important benefit coming from the reuse is the regeneration of 
collective memory and transforming it into a civic hope and a “public value”;
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 7. The third sector can be a valuable actor to ensure that multidimensional objec-
tives are achieved. The “gift economy”, the “civil economy”, the “we- 
economy”,15 with volunteering efforts, capacity of collaborating and creating 
synergies at territorial level, has already demonstrated to be a powerful engine 
of heritage regeneration in a circularity perspective;

 8. The importance of benefits in terms of wellbeing and health coming from func-
tions of reuse, through perception indicators about wellbeing, health and qual-
ity of life;

 9. The capacity to build a local community through the adaptive reuse: to contrib-
ute to the regeneration of the social capital (social cohesion, in the fragmented 
society);

 10. Attention to the productivity of functional reuse in all dimensions and then to 
the productive and generative capacity of each function (art, technologies, start-
ups, etc.) with a particular attention to the productivity of creative industries 
activities (not ignoring circular tourism economic benefits and real estate ben-
efits, but going beyond them);

 11. The capacity to implement HUL (UNESCO Historic Urban Landscape) through 
circular economy, considering their reciprocal interdependences;

 12. The potential key role of circular procurement in the public and private sector 
for the implementation of circular economy in cultural heritage adaptive reuse;

 13. The availability of integrated quantitative and qualitative evaluation methods to 
be adapted in a spiral process, focused on the circular economy model. The 
evaluation method for the circular economy should consider complex values;

 14. The strong correlation to be guaranteed between adaptive reuse and the general 
planning strategy for the city/territory;

 15. The ideal adaptive reuse can be recommended. It refers to the organisation of a 
“regenerative circular symbiotic ecosystem” based on the cooperation of all 
stakeholders;

 16. The need of new financial tools, able to leverage particularly “patient” impact 
investment capital promoting “blended” social/environmental/cultural and 
financial positive returns, also in line with the EU Taxonomy; innovative finan-
cial tools should be thus supported by adequate tools to assess the impacts and 
provide reliable estimations and evaluations to private and public investors.

These recommendations can specify and integrate the general proposals in Chap. 2. 
The existing governance structures and operational systems concerning reuse of 
cultural heritage and landscapes are still highly limited in the involvement of rele-
vant stakeholders to the decision-making process. Regulatory and planning tools are 
not flexible enough to allow sustainable and circular transformation processes, and 
are restricted in the financial resources and funding arrangements that mostly rely 
on public funds. Therefore, to turn cultural heritage and landscapes into a resource, 
instead of a cost for the community, the structures of authority, institutions and 
financial arrangements should be adjusted. This adjustment needs to ensure larger 

15 See also the studies of Stefano Zamagni, Leonardo Becchetti.
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stakeholders’ involvement in decision-making, to attract private investments, and to 
facilitate cooperation between community actors, public institutions, property own-
ers, informal users and producers. Specific vocational training and education pro-
grammes are required to build the necessary skills in public institutions and private 
organisations. In addition, to manage change, flexible, transparent and inclusive 
tools are required, thus leveraging the potential of cultural heritage to foster adap-
tive reuse practices.

The CLIC research highlighted in particular the increasing role of third sector in 
the management of heritage assets. In particular, some examples are interesting: the 
Catacombs of San Gennaro in Naples, Pakhuis de Zwijger in Amsterdam, Pfefferberg 
in Berlin, and many others described in the several contributions of this book. 
Hybrid business models related to Community cooperatives, Community enter-
prises, Social entrepreneurship, Civic entrepreneurship, Foundations, Civic associa-
tions, etc. can have a key role in generating financial viability (self-sustainability) as 
well as the “heritage community”. The Third sector as a “hybrid” between public 
and private sector, should be taken into consideration (also according to the best 
practices analysed in CLIC) as relevant and promising actor to enhance cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse in a multidimensional circular perspective, as many best and 
good practices can show.

4  Good Practices in Circular Business and Financial Models

Historic urban areas in European countries have a great potential to become the new 
“hubs” of innovation and attractiveness, if circular solutions based on energy and 
digital technologies are implemented. While in other areas outside Europe (such as 
Korea, China, Emirates) the innovation is focused on new hyper-technological cities 
(e.g. Masdar city, Songdo), in European countries the historic urban areas and land-
scapes should be considered the centres of attractiveness, creativity and innovation, 
building on their unique character and new ground-breaking compatible technolo-
gies. The “European Songdo/Masdar” are the historic cities and historic villages, 
that can become not only digital cities/districts, but they have also a specific iden-
tity, a “soul” and a human-scale which is grounded in European historic-cultural 
values. Thus, the maintenance and reuse of cultural heritage and landscapes becomes 
a key strategy for European cities and regions attractiveness.

Innovative uses/functions that meet market demand are needed to ensure the 
viability of business models  for reused heritage assets. Circular business models 
ensure that positive externalities are generated through the new uses of heritage 
buildings and sites. The circular business model can be seen as a responsible eco-
nomic approach in which people, planet and places thrive in synergy with each 
other, generating win-win solutions and benefits at all levels. Here, third sector 
organisations and “mission-oriented” businesses can be a valid example, as social 
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enterprises, cooperatives, foundations etc. can re-generate financial capitals through 
adequate revenue flows, but also generate positive impacts in the territories and at 
larger scale. Examples can be seen in abandoned heritage regenerated through cul-
tural, creative and innovative enterprises as in De Hoorn in Leuven, heritage sites in 
which energy is generated on site through renewable sources as for example in 
C-Mine in Gent, heritage communities taking care of cultural heritage establishing 
social businesses that engage entire neighbourhoods as in the Catacombs of San 
Gennaro in Naples, Italy. These “best practices” showed how ambitious circularity 
objectives can be reached, not only representing “costs” but more exactly, “invest-
ments” as they are able to generate wealth and wellbeing for local communities.

Circular business models are also linked to management models and innovative 
financial mechanisms. In particular, adaptive reuse sees a large barrier in effective 
management once the buildings/sites are restored and made available for the new 
uses. Many experiences refer to the museum use/function, which after having 
absorbed considerable public resources, has often shown little capacity for self- 
financing. New uses/functions should be un-ordinary, characterized by high speci-
ficity, originality, uniqueness, in the capacity to respond to a unsatisfied demand.

One important recommendation relates to the management model, ensuring that 
management can be self-sufficient over time, but this strongly depends on legisla-
tion, which differs from country to country in Europe. With CLIC side-projects 
activated at national level (such as ‘CLIC Italy’16), the intention should be also to 
verify the possibility of activating (circular) symbiosis strategies between medium- 
large cities and small centres/towns: that is, between city and countryside. Indicators 
related to cultural heritage, circular metabolism, heritage community, circular gov-
ernance, circular business model can be implemented, declining them on a macro, 
meso and micro scale, in the perspective of the human-centred strategy.

Effective management and the capacity to develop new entrepreneurial models 
for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage are key for leveraging investments in the 
field. According to CLIC results, it is possible to conclude that effective circular 
business models would be the key to unlock private, public and community invest-
ments in cultural heritage, reversing the trend of abandonment and regenerating 
heritage sites starting from their intrinsic values. “Impact” investors are keen to 
identify projects which blend financial return with high social returns, thus cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse can represent an interesting sector for such investors. Finally, 
the entrepreneurial skills in the heritage sector should be addressed, stimulating new 
entrepreneurial initiatives able to unlock public and private investments. 

16 National research project ongoing at CNR IRISS, in which the general conclusions of CLIC 
project for European countries are further explored under the perspective of the Italian regulatory 
framework.
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5  Circular Metabolism of Heritage as “Living System”

The adaptive reuse of cultural heritage should be exploited as an opportunity to 
implement measures for decarbonisation of cities, possibly turning cultural heritage 
buildings and sites into “engines” of energy generation from renewable sources. 
The goals of decarbonisation cannot be achieved by 2030 if adequate measures to 
address the energy node are not taken, first of all at urban level, together with new 
lifestyles, choices and behaviours at all levels. This requires appropriate technolo-
gies, but also the capacity to design circular metabolic systems, also at the micro 
scales, that take into account synergic measures such as those for renewable energy, 
energy efficiency, natural lighting and ventilation, water recovery and reuse, heat 
reuse, waste to energy, nature-based solutions. In the design of energy systems and 
energy grids, it should be considered that renewable energy is a discontinuous 
source, and accumulation systems are fundamental to ensure the levels of perfor-
mance required by demand. Thus, digital technologies become absolutely comple-
mentary to energy technologies, as smart grids and in general smart energy systems 
based on renewable energy sources can become efficient at the condition that a 
network of sensors and remote control systems are in place, to monitor energy 
needs, consumption and environmental parameters also for comfort and wellbeing. 
Moreover, digital technologies (in particular, IoT and AI) should become key to turn 
cultural heritage and whole historic urban areas also into energy generation sites, if 
we want to reach decarbonisation objectives in 2030 and 2050.

Another recommendation is that there is a growing demand for specialised pro-
fessionalism in the field of crafts and traditional skills in cultural heritage, however 
training is not sufficiently guaranteed. Technical vocational and training schools 
should be established. This competence at a higher level also means specialisation 
and master courses on the adaptive reuse of disused and underused cultural 
heritage.17

In order to generate new value, an engine of environmental regeneration must be 
identified in the “circular regenerative ecosystem” that represents the energy for 
circularisation and the production of new values: economic efficiency, new employ-
ment, landscape quality, etc. The engine is represented by functions capable of self- 
healing and autopoietic. The assessment of these functions should be conducted 

17 For example, the Specialisation Course on the Adaptive Reuse of Dismissed Religious Heritage 
activated at the University of Naples “Federico II”. Religious heritage constitutes the most fre-
quent category of UNESCO sites, and represents a landmark that strongly characterises the urban 
and suburban landscape (especially in Italy and Europe); if abandoned and/or left to deteriorate, it 
causes damage on multiple levels (very high maintenance and management costs, reduced attrac-
tiveness of the location for activities and people, reduction of social/relational needs, etc.). 
Following the processes of demographic decrease and ageing, of growing urbanisation (especially 
in coastal areas) and with the consequent abandonment of ‘inland’ and mountain areas, as well as 
the decline of traditional religious practice, there is a growing need to identify new (non-liturgical 
or religious) uses for buildings once used for worship, which, however, are coherent with the 
‘intrinsic value’ of religious heritage.
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through sustainability verification, i.e. sustainability assessments for processes, 
products and services. This assessment and sustainability certification is growing in 
the current EU context, as it is in strong demand on the market and linked to the 
awarding of a quality mark. The above is configured as a source of financing that 
also benefits non-self-sustainable functions induced by adaptive reuse. Independent 
evaluations, pro veritate third party assessments, integrate the above.

6  Conclusions

The book reflects the specific implementation of the new circular economy in the 
space/territory. The circular symbiotic heritage ecosystem model is able to gener-
ate many net positive externalities to the benefit of a plurality of actors, unlike usual 
industrial ecosystems, and it is also a generator of relationships of mutual trust that 
enhance cooperation (and thus competitiveness on a higher scale). The circular 
model is interpreted also as a model able to foster the regeneration of social bonds, 
of community relationships.

Thus, the new approaches that implement the eco-social conversion of the econ-
omy through the adaptive reuse in design, planning and managing:

 – are based on the ability to incorporate external effects;
 – are based on the centrality of the collaborative/synergistic perspective of the dif-

ferent subjects involved, even institutional ones, also on the basis of new forms 
of agreements/contracts;

 – are able to incorporate long-term impacts;
 – attach importance to the use values and to intrinsic values, compared to 

exchange values;
 – are characterized by a systemic logic, which takes into account multiple interde-

pendencies. Are useful to avoid/minimize the different forms of underutilization 
of resources;

 – are attentive to all technological innovation, and in particular to digital technolo-
gies to improve overall productivity;

 – are attentive to the use and reuse of local resources (material, energy, water, 
human, social, ecological, etc.), reducing wastes;

 – are aimed at the production of intangible services, and not only to material goods;
 – are interested in ensuring long-term relationships with buyers and users;
 – are interested in using fewer natural resources;
 – are attentive to the flow of ecosystem services that are derived from natural 

resources and support human activities;
 – are attentive to the circular closure of processes (as Mother Nature teaches), so 

that each output is as much as possible reused as input to produce other goods;
 – are attentive to the well-being (and the variation of well-being) on the part of the 

subjects, which is also linked to qualitative and perceptual aspects.
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Integration, connectivity, innovations, are the most general principles on which the 
recommendations here proposed are based. All these recommendations cannot go 
further because different regulations would require in-depth study at national level, 
which will be developed with specific “national CLIC projects”. From a regulation 
perspective, it will be necessary to reshape and to operationalise all CLIC recom-
mendations in each European Country considering the existing different rules and 
regulations, moving towards new specific national CLIC researches in different 
countries of European Union. For example, specific recommendations were pro-
vided for the construction industry in synergy with stakeholders, addressing issues 
with the application of the circular economy that make it difficult to apply circular 
virtuous practices.

As already underlined, this volume offers a comprehensive approach to the reuse 
of cultural heritage / landscape, moving across economic, entrepreneurial, social, 
cultural, environmental, geographical interdependent dimensions. Thus, the book 
becomes useful for academic researchers, for experts, practitioners, for public and 
political institutions, promoting a bridge between theory and practice. The proposal 
itself of the reuse of cultural assets into symbiotic circular ecosystems underlines 
the required systemic approach.18
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