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Project abstract: The PICH project will provide a comprehensive assessment of the impact 
of fundamental reforms in urban planning and governance on the historic 
built environment and place identity.  

Urban planning and governance systems mediate conflicting interests over 
the built historic environment with significant implications for the cultural 
heritage and collective place identity. The cultural meaning of places may 
be revealed, enhanced or exploited by planning and governance of urban 
development, or it can be swept away completely by planning decisions 
that reflect other policy priorities and interests.  

Global forces and European integration are fundamentally changing the 
processes and doctrine of urban planning and governance. Neo-liberal 
ideology reinforced by economic crises, the risks associated with climate 
change, and growing individualism and diversity in society have 
undermined traditional planning methods.    

The project will evaluate the effect of fundamental reform in planning and 
governance in three settings: the historic urban core, sites of industrial 
transformation, and the wider landscape heritage. It will assess the impact 
of reform on the tangible built environment and place identity, and develop 
evaluation and education tools.  

The project is a collaborative exercise of academics, policy makers and 
civil society in Italy, the Netherlands, Norway and the United Kingdom. This 
combination gives added value in potential for comparative evaluation 
across all the main models of planning. Associate partners will be involved 
from municipalities, heritage organisations and other countries not directly 
funded by this call to test ideas under other conditions.   

The project will meet a pressing demand for guidance on managing the 
built cultural heritage and place identity under more complex and uncertain 
conditions. It will make a broad contribution to the Strategic Agenda in 
understanding the implications of fundamental reform, by drawing 
transferable lessons, and by proposing effective transferable methods and 
tools.    
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Section B: The Description of Work and associated information 
Part A Description of the research 

A1  Concept, research questions and objectives 
The PICH proposal aims to advance understanding of how the intangible cultural heritage of cities 
and regions, particularly place identity, is affected by fundamental reforms in urban planning and 
governance. This is an ambitious project that aims to undertake a comprehensive international 
assessment that concludes with a definitive research-based text on urban planning and the cultural 
heritage, practical policy briefs, evaluation tools, and an education and training module.  
The intangible cultural heritage of cities and regions is indivisible from the built historic environment. 
Buildings, spaces and landscapes play an important role in creating social cohesion by connecting 
people to their cultural heritage and providing a sense of belonging to a place or ‘place identity’. 
The physical environment affects that way that people feel about a place because it is a store of 
collective memory and the embodiment of local culture. Thus, change and/or continuity in the built 
historic environment has far reaching implications for collective place identity, and the intangible 
heritage in general.  
Change of the urban built heritage is managed by governance regimes and particularly systems of 
urban planning, which therefore, have a determining effect on the quality and vitality of the 
intangible cultural heritage. The processes and tools of planning vary from place to place and give 
different degrees of attention to the historic built environment and the intangible cultural heritage. 
Since the 1990s the ways of managing change and the criteria underlying decisions about the built 
historic environment in European cities and regions have experienced pressures for radical reform. 
These pressures reflect global and European forces, in particular, socio-political changes that 
reflect more neo-liberal ideology and individualism replacing collective action; the overriding policy 
objective to address the risks associated with climate change; the drive to make better use of 
technological advances in the management of ‘smart cities’; and since 2007 the critical effects of 
the banking crisis on the capacity and resources of government.  
As a result in many places there has been attempts to simplify the regulation of development 
towards less demanding regimes which offer more discretion to decision makers; there is more 
market orientation of decision making with public-private partnerships in service delivery; and a 
fragmentation of public administration with competences distributed across many quasi-public 
agencies. The changes in approach to governance will influence the physical environment and the 
built heritage of cities, and in turn, will have ramifications for the intangible cultural heritage, 
especially place identity. There is little knowledge about the impacts of these changes either on the 
tangible or intangible urban cultural heritage. There are likely to be benefits as well as costs arising 
from the modernisation process but great uncertainty about how these are distributed. 
Governments, civil society and market actors are seeking new ways of working, especially in 
collaborative multidisciplinary approaches.  
The central objective of this proposal is to understand how reforms in urban governance and 
planning are affecting the management of the cultural heritage; to identify the consequences for 
place identity; and to explain how practice can respond most effectively to promote more 
sustainable management of the cultural heritage.  The PICH project will provide a platform where 
academic, government and civil society partners can explore and share knowledge about these 
processes, learn about both good and bad experiences under very different conditions, and 
understand the potential for transferability of solutions.  
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The project asks: 
i) How is the governance and planning of the historic built environment changing in response to 
external forces? 
ii) How are relationships between the physical built heritage and the intangible cultural heritage, 
particularly place identity, considered in the governance of the urban heritage? 
iii) What are the consequences of governance reform for the historic urban environment and the 
intangible cultural heritage, notably collective place identity?  
iv) How can policy makers and other stakeholders best take account of place identity when 
planning the physical transformation of cities, and with what tools?  

 
A2 Research context and progress beyond the state-of-the-art 
 
The built historic environment and place identity  
The heritage of cities embraces both the material or tangible historic environment and the 
intangible heritage, including the collective memory of communities embodied in historic places 
(Ashworth et al. 2007,). The UNESCO Convention of 2003 on Safeguarding of the Intangible 
Cultural Heritage and the 2011 Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape provide clear 
guidance on the meaning of, and relations between, the tangible and intangible heritage which is 
particularly relevant to the urban environment. The tangible historic resources of towns are the 
buildings and structures of the built environment but also their arrangement in terms of morphology, 
form and design, both formally planned and more incremental informal aspects. The intangible 
heritage of cities includes the activities that are hosted in the urban environment such as festivals 
performances and traditional work practices, but also the shared ‘sense of place’ or place identity 
that arises from the history of the town. The connection between the physical form of towns and 
their place identity is very strong. Place identity is created and maintained by the physical form of 
the built environment and its ensemble of symbols, icons and embodied values which lend 
meaning to a place because of the connections with layers of history.  
Therefore we can say that collective social understandings of the past are held in the physical 
heritage (Holtorf 2002) and, conversely, the intangible cultural heritage is a lens through which the 
built historic environment is viewed (Deacon 2004). In this sense, the heritage is a social construct; 
it is the way that people interpret and use the past which is shaped by contemporary social, 
economic and environmental conditions (Lowenthal 1998, Peckhan 2003 citing Halbwachs 1992, 
Graham et al. 2000; Smith 2004). Heritage is ‘an aggregation of myths, values and inheritances 
determined and defined by the needs of societies in the present ‘(Ashworth & Graham 2005: 7).   
The concept of ‘place identity’ expresses the connection of physical space with collective memory 
and meaning (Altman & Low 1992; Tuan 1977). It refers to the features that endow distinctiveness 
and continuity to a community over time. (Jacobson-Widding 1983, Lewicka 2008). Place identity 
distinguishes one community from another and contributes to social cohesion because of the 
shared sense of place (Twigger-Ross & Uzzell 1996). 
Places represent the ‘heritage’ of a particular group or groups in society where people ‘connect’, 
either physically or emotionally and share the ‘sense of place’ (Creswell 2004, Sumaratojo 2004). 
Places are bound up in notions of belonging (or not belonging), ownership and consequently 
identity. As Rose suggests: ‘One way in which identity is connected to a particular place is by a 
feeling that you belong to that place. It’s a place that you feel comfortable, or at home, because 
part of how you define yourself is symbolized by certain qualities of that place’ (Rose, 1995, 81).  
‘Place identity’ refers in the broadest sense to the stories ‘told’ by places that lend continuity and 
distinctiveness to a person’s understanding of a setting (Lewicka 2008). Built cultural heritage 
environments are particularly valued for their contribution to place identity because they support a 
feeling of stability and continuity for citizens (Kotkin, 1999; Lowenthal, 1985). Continuity or 
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‘sameness’ in the built environment does not mean they are homogenous or static. Historic places 
tend to be composed of fragments dating from different periods but elements of the main structure 
are maintained. This is particularly evident with the advent of ‘new’ technologies that have brought 
first water and sanitation to historic places and now information technologies. Nevertheless, where 
there is strong place identity, the connection with the past remains despite change in the physical 
environment if it is carefully managed. 
The process of introducing change in the spatial fabric and appearance of the built environment 
whilst maintaining its significance for intangible place identity is managed by urban governance 
and within that, the system of urban or spatial planning. Successful heritage environments are 
managed so as to continue to connect people with their past, and to tell stories. But this is a 
challenging task. The meaning of the past – and of place identity will vary over time and between 
individuals depending on their worldview or ‘frame’ of reference (Zerubavel, 2003). Place identity is 
a social construct and there is no simple correspondence between the physical environment, 
stories told about the past, and the significance of meaning for individuals. Although there is wide 
agreement that the physical features of urban places, particularly historic built environments, are 
critical in defining identity, there will be many interpretations of what lends value and why. 
Identifying and mediating alternative values about the built cultural heritage is an important task for 
governance and planning. The importance of the physical heritage for place identity has been an 
important argument legitimising the conservation of places and thus creating effective urban 
planning processes. 
 
Place identity and planning 
Places are made and remade by urban development in which urban governance and planning play 
a specially important role, thus planning is sometimes described as ‘place making’. There is long 
line of calls for a more explicit recognition of the relationship between urban development and 
place identity and the influence of urban planning (Tuan 1976, Relph 1976 Lynch 1960, and Cullen 
1971).  
Urban planning deals with divisions and conflicts over the use of space, which includes the deeply 
held notions of place. Conflicts over the historic environment gave rise to conservation movements 
and planning tools that now manage the built heritage (Cullingworth and Nadin 2006, Pendlebury, 
2009). These conflicts are becoming more complex and intense as global forces combine to 
influence both the transformation of cities and how that transformation is ‘managed’. Recent 
examples include the opposition voiced about potentially dramatic changes to the urban landscape 
of London and Paris through the development of very tall buildings (Hurst and Waite 2014). These 
and other examples are conflicts over the cultural heritage in place identity which urban planning 
must address.  
How has decision-making on the built environment and development taken account of place 
identity? Despite the obvious significance of the place identity as part of the cultural heritage, there 
is only limited research-based knowledge of place (Urry 2005), especially in an international 
comparative perspective.  Hague and Jenkins argue that in planning ‘the presumption is typically 
that place is defined above all through visual qualities’ (Hague & Jenkins 2005: 5). Planning 
intervention in the heritage generally concentrate on the protection of the physical character and 
aesthetics of places. The impacts of physical change on the intangible cultural heritage and place 
identity may be explicitly considered and part of the argument for certain changes, especially in 
major renewal schemes. But in much planning practice, the relationship between change to the 
tangible historic environment and place identity are at best left implicit, and often ignored, 
especially in cases of incremental small scale change. 
It is widely recognised that planning interventions may steer place identity in certain directions, to 
alter place identity, or even to create or recreate identity. Some examples are widely cited such as 
alternative approaches to reconstruction of cities after the Second World War. In some places this 
was done with a view to support the recreation of place identity, in others there was a conscious 
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decision to seek a new place identity – as in Coventry and Rotterdam. Comprehensive 
redevelopment of cities in Europe from the 1960s following principles of the modernist movement 
has in many cases swept away old place identities. Many cities, especially those facing problems 
of economic restructuring have adopted ‘civic boosterism’ strategies and used physical 
development and flagship urban development projects to project new place identities so as to 
support inward investment and ‘new urbanities’ (Swyngedouw et al., 2002, Gualini & Majoor, 2007).  
These extreme examples illustrate the power of urban planning to manipulate or distort place 
identity through managing the physical environment, which may unwittingly favour the more 
powerful interests (Smith 2005).  The outcomes of planning interventions distribute costs and 
benefits to different communities and these costs and benefits include losses and gains in the 
intangible cultural heritage. Planning is involved in creating meaning about place identity though it 
may unwittingly marginalise ‘other possible place-related discourses’(Hague and Jenkins 2005: 11).  
 
Changing approaches to governance and planning 
The PICH project will investigate the influence of changes in urban governance and planning on 
both the tangible and intangible cultural heritage. In using the term governance we are referring to 
the need for collaboration in the complex policy and decision process between a wide range of 
government, civil society and market actors who all have some degree of influence on outcomes. 
This is draw attention to the limitations of the formal organisation of government – and to the formal 
planning mechanisms. In the ‘governance context’ planning acts more as a facilitator, guiding and 
shaping the policies and activities of other key actors rather than directly implementing change. 
There are implications for the tools used in planning, and some countries have made more 
progress in adjusting methods of planning than others (Nadin and Stead 208).  
The more complex (and messy) governance environment is part of a wider set of changes in 
society that is influencing how planning systems manage urban change including the cultural 
heritage of towns, both in terms of planning policies (the criteria underpinning decisions) and the 
tools that are used in decision making. These changes are brought about in response to four main 
forces. First, there is a dominant neo-liberal ideology that is challenging assumptions about the role 
of the state established in the post-war era, and leading (in varying degrees across Europe) to 
macro-economic restraints on government, more market-oriented mechanisms for delivering 
services, and a loosening of public regulation. There are links to here to greater individualism in 
society and some governments attention to ‘localism’ and the needs of more articulate and 
ethnically diverse communities. Second, the recognition of the risks associated with climate 
change are encouraging governments and other actors to take rapid action – and much of this 
affects the built environment, both in terms of the promotion of adaptation of buildings and 
infrastructure to be more resilient to the risks; and mitigation measures to reduce carbon emissions 
that drive climate change, again with implicaitons for the built environment and heritage though for 
example, energy saving initiatives (Rodwell 2007, Brotchie et.al. 1995). Third, technological 
innovation is opening up new opportunities for managing towns and cities and is stirring a wave of 
interest in the potential for ‘smart cities’ and investment in the infrastructure needed to create them 
(Kominos et al. 2013). Finally, in much of Europe, the banking crisis since 2007 has brought 
austerity measures, changing values and attitudes about priorities for development (including a 
very strong policy orientation to economic growth) and a much reduced capacity for government to 
intervene directly in urban development and conservation. It has also tended to reinforce the 
effects of neoliberal thinking (Dafflon 2010, 2002, Allmendinger & Haughton 2012, Nadin and 
Stead 2013). These forces have fundamentally changed both the goals for and processes of urban 
planning and governance with implications for the urban cultural heritage.  
However, the impact of theses forces on urban planning and governance is not uniform depends 
on the particular form of urban planning, which is a product of the dominant social model (Jepsen & 
Serrano 2005, Alber 2006, Nadin and Stead 2008). Four principal models of urban planning have 
been defined: imperative approaches concentrating on urban design; imperative approaches 
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concentrating on land use; indicative policy-based approaches, and strategic sectorally integrating 
approaches (Dühr et al. 2010). It is important to note that national and regional approaches to 
planning usually combine a combination of models whilst one model tends to dominate. The 
imperative approaches make extensive use of zoning controls where decisions are made in 
advance and recorded in blueprint plans. Indicative approaches set policy criteria but make 
decisions as and when they are needed as proposals for change come forward. The effect of the 
global forces mentioned above has tended to shift attention away from imperative to indicative type 
approaches (Nadin and Stead 2008). Governments are seeking more discretion in decision making  
- but this raises questions about the adequacy of ‘control’ or influence over urban change. From 
the 1990s there was increasing interest in strategic models of planning and many European 
countries strengthened his aspect of planning to coordinate decision making more effectively 
across policy sectors and with other civil and market actors. This led to growth in a facilitating and 
‘framing’ role for planning (Huib 2012,Janssen et al. 2012) in recognition of the diverse impacts of 
many sector actors on urban development. The effect of recent global forces has tended to reduce 
attention on strategy making and inter-sectoral coordination, although varying from place to place.   
The PICH project will provided a much-needed development of the state of the art on the impact of 
wider forces on the management of the urban cultural heritage in the context of the different mix of 
models of urban planning found in the four case study countries. In particular, the project will be 
able to explain changes in the management of the urban cultural heritage and their effects in 
relation to different dominant models of urban governance and planning. It will also explain more 
explicitly the relation between the planning and management of the tangible heritage to the 
intangible place identity. The associate partners will assist in extending the findings to other 
countries and testing the relevance of findings in places where there is a different mix or approach 
to urban planning.  
 
Variation in heritage governance and planning settings 
We know from previous research that the governance of the built and intangible heritage varies 
considerably in different settings. For example, there have been very different practices and 
attitudes in well-established historical town centres and old industrial zones. In the PICH project we 
will investigate and combine findings of cultural heritage governance in three different urban 
settings– and where there is a demand for better understanding.  
In the historic urban core the built environment is generally widely valued and protected both for 
the value of historic buildings, and also for its recognised value in contributing to the collective 
identity and place identity of the community (Lewicka 2008, McCabe & Stokoe 2004, Murtagh, 
Graham & Shirlow 2008, Murzyn-Kupisz & Gwosdz, 2011, Pendlebury, Short & While, 2009) 
Incremental change over many years in the historic cores has produced complex, highly 
differentiated urban fabrics in terms of ownership, urban structure and building histories, creating a 
primary European cultural asset (Pendlebury, 2009; Pendlebury & Strange, 2011). However, 
despite conscious recognition of the importance of place, planners’ interventions may sometimes 
over-emphasizes particular historical design features (Jiven and Larkham 2003). Work on the 
historic urban core in this project will elaborate on the pilot work undertaken through the JPI Pilot 
Project SHUC: Sustainable Historic Cores.  
Industrial areas facing transformation are a commonplace feature of many cities as changing 
demands of industry and economic restructuring make certain locations such as harbours and 
primary and secondary industrial sites redundant. Industrial heritage may consist of buildings, 
machinery, sites for processing resources, transport infrastructure and related social facilities 
(TICCIH 2003). Industrial heritage tends to be more ‘at risk’ than other kinds of heritage (English 
Heritage 2014) although it may embody significant intangible heritage dimensions and place 
identity such as working culture and associated social traditions. The value of these built 
environment assets is not always recognised and the urban planning tools are less well developed 
to consider the impacts on intangible heritage of physical change (Dublin Principles 2011).   
Landscape heritage encompasses the interplay of natural processes and human activity, and with 
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that many symbols of place identity that lend cultural meaning and a sense of belonging (Antrop 
2006, Palang and Fry 2003 Waterton 2005). In some places it has undergone dramatic change 
dramatically as a consequence of urban expansion and renewal with intensification of some urban 
areas alongside extensive and dispersed urban development in the fringe and in the countryside 
creating a complex mix of urban and rural. This is not well understood in urban planning and 
governance often lying beyond the jurisdiction of individual municipalities, though the 2011 
UNESCO Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape has raised awareness of the 
importance of the landscape heritage beyond the traditional historic centres.  
 
A3  Research design and methodology, including interdisciplinary approach 
The research has been designed to promote effective interdisciplinary working and exchange 
among academics, policy makers and civil society organisations in Italy, the Netherlands, Norway 
and the United Kingdom. The arrangement of partners is explained in section B1. The full partners’ 
countries reflect varying models or traditions of urban planning described above. The partners’ 
expertise injects different disciplinary perspectives into the project. The associate partners are an 
integral part of the research design to ensure wide impact and added value to practice as 
described fully in section C3. They include local government associate partners who will assist 
closely with the investigation in the chosen settings. Other government, NGO and academic 
partners will assist in the evaluation of findings and devising recommendations.  
The PICH project investigates relations between three main factors that influence cultural heritage 
management as show in Figure 1: i) place identity as an amalgam of tangible and intangible urban 
heritage; ii) the regime of urban governance and planning; and iii) contemporary social and 
economic conditions including neo-liberal policies, risks associated with climate change, smart city 
technologies and the banking crisis. The core objective of the PICH project is to investigate the 
effect of changing global conditions on place identity, so as to meet a demand for transferable 
lessons and guidance on managing the urban cultural heritage under more complex conditions. 
  

 
Figure 1 Components of the PICH project 
 
We will achieve this objective through a comprehensive international investigation involving in-
depth case studies of three types of heritage setting in four countries. The three settings: historic 
urban core, industrial areas facing transformation and urban landscape raise different questions 



Heritage Plus Joint Call 
   

 7  

about the governance of the heritage and the relationship between its tangible and intangible 
dimensions, as described above in section A2.    
Each of the four full partners will investigate the three case study settings with the assistance of the 
local government associate partner, resulting in 12 case studies as shown in Table 1. Thus the 
project involved both national and international comparisons. The comparison across the three 
settings in one country will provide a more complete understanding of the impact of the 
management of the cultural heritage under the same conditions and planning regime. Each 
national study will be conducted according to a universal conceptual framework that can apply in 
other countries (although allowance will need to be made for important factors that are locally 
significant). The comparison across four countries will provide an understanding of the influence of 
different governance and planning regimes and cultures that is not possible in national research. 
International comparative research highlights the influence of structural factors that may otherwise 
be taken for granted in national studies. The four countries represent the four major models of 
urban planning. Careful attention to varying conditions in the different countries will ensure that the 
project is able to separate those findings and lessons that are specific to particular countries (or 
regions) and those that are transferable and are relevant to all countries.   
 
Table 1 Case studies and reporting 

 historic urban core industrial heritage urban landscape  

TU Delft (NL) case report case report case report   >  country report  
 

GURU (UK) case report case report case report >  country report 
 

IUAV (IT) case report case report case report >  country report 
 

NTNU (NO) case report case report case report >  country report 
 

 
∨ 

comparative topic 
report & policy brief 

∨ 

comparative topic 
report & policy brief 

∨ 

comparative topic 
report & policy brief 

> education         
module 

 ∨ 

final project report 
 
The research questions are concerned with complex relationships and processes within planning 
and governance institutions and the interplay with citizens’ understandings of place. These 
questions demand a case study approach involving a range of data collection and analysis 
methods.  The cases are both territorial in that they will concentrate on a specified location, and 
problem oriented concentrating on the particular governance policies and actions concerned with 
managing the urban cultural heritage. The cases studies will both describe the nature of various 
factors such as changes in policies and interventions in the heritage field and explain where 
possible the causal relations, especially in terms of the consequences of various governance 
approaches for place identity.  
The priority topics for the case studies arise primarily from the literature review as explained above. 
We have specified the choice of cases in collaboration with associate partners in order to ensure a 
stronger measure of comparability between the countries. The ‘historic urban core’ is limited to 
parts of the city created prior to the industrial revolution, where the street pattern, townscape and 
building forms reflect primarily agricultural, handicraft and a trade economy. Each of the local 
government associate partners has such an historic core. The ‘industrial areas facing 
transformation’ has been limited to historic harbour areas that are experiencing redundancy of 
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buildings and infrastructure as a result of economic restructuring. The ‘urban landscapes’ are 
concerned with landscapes created by people (rather than landscapes in cities) and will 
concentrate on settings that have been shaped by measure of defence or protection. For the 
industrial-harbour and landscape-defence settings some cases will be nearby rather than within the 
municipal partners’ boundaries, for practical reasons.  
The case studies of each setting have been selected in collaboration with user partners.  
Table 2 Proposed case study locations  
 historic urban core industrial area transformation urban landscape 
TU Delft 
Gemeente 
Breda 

Breda 
Historic core was neglected in 
1990s but housing investment 
projects and replacement of 
urban highways with green and 
blue boulevards rejuvenated 
tourism. Current multi-sectoral 
planning policy evident.  
 

Kop van Zuid on the south bank 
of the Nieuwe Maas is the first 
phase of transformation of vast 
historic harbor of Rotterdam as 
much port activity moves 
downstream. There is a strong 
city identity with the harbour 
and reuse of buildings, 
supported by public investment. 

Dutch Waterline 
An 85km long former line of 
defence and fortified cities that 
enabled inundation of large 
areas by a system of dykes and 
sluices making them 
inaccessible. It is now used for 
recreation and leisure. 

GURU, 
Newcastle City 
UK 

Newcastle urban core 
Once entirely closed by walls 
and retaining a medieval street 
pattern, parts redeveloped in 
1830s as Georgian New Town. 
Much adaptive use of historic 
buildings. 
 

Ouseburn Valley 
Site of early industrialisation 
with navigable waterways, 
formerly derelict but 
regeneration from 1980s. 
Participatory planning 
approaches & pressures of 
gentrification. 

Newburn Ford Battlefield 
Site of 1640 Second Bishops 
War, surrounded by urban uses 
in Tyne Valley sensitive 
landscape area; and considered 
‘at risk’ because of pressure 
form neighbouring uses.  

IUAV 
Venezia 
IT 

Forte Marghera is a fortification 
surrounded by canals that 
provides  an important 
connection between the Lagoon 
of Venice and the  mainland. It 
has huge abandoned buildings 
with only limited temporary uses 
for local cultural and 
environmental events.  

Porto Marghera is a redundant 
harbour area of great 
importance for Venice because 
of the potential to put it to 
productive use for services and 
activity in support of the city & 
mainland neighbourhood and 
prompt requalification of the 
entire municipality.  

Brenta Valley in the Province of 
Vicenza is a landscape of 
abandoned terraces, 
experiencing revitalization as a 
result of a return of population 
and new immigrants using the 
terraces whilst NGOs act to 
preserve the landscape and 
cultural heritage in the 
programme: ‘adopt a terrace’. 

NTNU 
Trondheim 
NO 

Kjøpmannsgata, Midtbyen 
Cenre of Trondheim dating from 
Viking age, predominantly 
commercial and dense housing 
and remains an important 
transport hub. Public-private 
partnerships being debated for 
conservation. 

River Port, Trondheim 
Strong cooperation between 
municipality, landowners & 
other stakeholders to conserve 
traditional harbor warehouses 
that line the river harbor area of 
the town.  

The wide river harbor of 
Trondheim is a distinctive urban 
space defined by the old 
warehouses and constitutes the 
most important cityscape and 
image of the city. It represents 
important values for the city, the 
nation and even internationally.	  

 
The case studies will be studied consecutively so that sufficient attention can be given the 
particular issues that each raises. There will be a cumulative approach to the case study data 
collection because data collected in the first case study will include responses that are relevant to 
all cases, for example, from national and regional actors. Therefore, it will not be necessary to 
repeat all steps in the research design for each case study.This will require careful planning prior to  
beginning of the first case study.  
The first case on the historic urban core will include a pilot phase where issues relating to the data 
collection and analysis can be addressed such as data availability and quality and appropriateness 
of techniques. The second workshop will address issues of method from the pilot stage and make 
any necessary changes to the approach. In the third year there will be a retrospective analysis 
comparing the three national cases.  
The case studies will include a range of methods to address the varying research questions of the 
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project and to triangulate findings. The methods of analysis are explained here under the research 
question, although there will be considerable cross-fertilisation of methods and findings across the 
workpackages.  
 
WP 2: Conceptual framework 
Data collection will be guided by a clear theoretical framework that i) categorises the types of 
governance actions and outcomes to be investigated; and ii) gives guidance on measuring change 
in the historic built environment; and iii) provides a conceptual understanding of the notion of place 
identity and its assessment. The consortium has a good understanding of the literature on heritage 
and place identity from a variety of disciplinary perspectives. The partners will all contribute to a 
short report gathering together lessons from previous and current research and scholarship. This 
review will inform and be included in the first report on the consolidated theoretical framework. It 
will include clear guidance on how to measure change in the physical environment   
The PICH project will draw on the JPI Pilot Project SHUC: Sustainable Future for the Historic 
Urban Core (also led from TU Delft) that has established and is testing a conceptual framework for 
describing and analysing changes in the governance of the urban cultural heritage in historic urban 
cores, as illustrated in Figure 2. (We will also be looking for guidance from other relevant JPI 
projects.) The SHUC conceptual framework consists of three kinds of policy and design 
intervention: regulation, incentives and direct investment; which can be applied the use of the 
physical heritage or to its physical/spatial character. These interventions involve different actors 
from government, civil society and the market. This simple framework is providing a robust basis 
for comparisons of approaches to governing the urban cultural environment and, particularly, how 
approaches are changing.  
 

Framework SHUC Character of Participantants/partnerships
intervention
Modifications Spatial Local 
in use modifications government

national
government

regeional 
government

NGO's

Private
agencies

Policy & Design

Regulation
framing private initiatives

Incentives/Stimulation
stimulating private initiatives

Government led 
development

 
Figure 2 Conceptual framework for analysis of planning and governance of heritage being 
developed in the JPI Heritage Pilot SHUC project.  
 
Workpackages 3,4 and 5 the case studies 
The research questions and theoretical framework indicate that a qualitative research approach to 
the case studies is needed that seeks depth of understanding of processes and understandings. 
The methods of data collection and analysis can be broadly divided according to the research 
questions.  
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i) How is the governance and planning of the historic built environment changing in response to 
external forces? 
This question will be investigated by a systematic policy analysis and desk study of documentary 
evidence, together with focus groups and structured interviews with policy makers and other 
stakeholders. The associate partners will be included as respondents but will also help to shape 
the approach at this stage and identify information sources. We aim to reveal understandings in 
planning practice and planning cultures on the tangible and intangible heritage, and how this has 
changed in recent years under the impact of urban planning and governance reform. We anticipate 
data collection will entail five to seven interviews and one focus group in each of the four case 
study locations in a first round of work. The selection of interviewees in each country will depends 
very much on the distribution of heritage competences and the particular case in question. A 
second round of supplementary interviews may be needed to clarify questions raised after the first 
review of the draft topic report. (The focus groups and interviews will also address question iv on 
the current methods of considering place identity.) 
 
ii) How are relationships between the physical built heritage and the intangible cultural heritage, 
particularly place identity, considered in the governance of the urban heritage?  
Some information on the how this relationship is considered will come from the interviews and 
focus groups described above. In addition the project will undertake a primary  (first-hand) 
investigation that identifies changes in the physical and visual characteristics of the case study 
area (or a selected part of it) and collects and examines evidence on the reasoning that was used 
in planning and managing these changes. The definition of the areas for analysis will take place in 
collaboration with our local government partners in the first workshop and will tested in the pilot for 
feasibility. The associate partners will play an important role in providing information, especially in 
the first case on historic urban cores.  
There are two kinds of data collection here. First we will record physical changes in the selected 
area from an agreed date (this may need to vary according to the particular case) by making a 
diachronic mapping of urban morphology and visual character in the selected historic built 
environments. Workpackage 2 on the conceptual framework will provide a framework for 
describing and organising the changes. Second, the team will use multiple sources of evidence, for 
example, municipality files, agency reports, consultation returns and media reports, to identify i) the 
ways that planning played a part in the decision making; ii) the stakeholders that were involved; 
and iii) the factors that were taken into account and that were decisive in the process. This will 
include all justifications so that we can judge the role of intangible cultural heritage and place 
identity alongside other factors. Attention will be paid to including both major projects requiring 
change, and smaller changes that incrementally can bring about significant change.  
 
iii) What are the consequences of governance of the historic urban environment, and recent 
reforms, to the intangible cultural heritage, notably collective place identity?  
The challenge at this stage of research is to understand how physical change and its management 
influence the way that citizens understand the places they know. The concept of place identity, 
especially as a component of self-identity is clearly difficult to measure. In this research we will 
concentrate on understanding: i) the extent to which citizens recognise the physical changes in the 
built environment – (which have already been objectively identified in the case setting); and the 
effect of change on citizens’ sense of continuity and connection with history. We recognise that this 
is a difficult area of research with some uncertainty. In order to minimise risks we are adopting a 
two-fold approach.  
First, we will undertake face-to-face interviews of users of the heritage setting, ensuring that 
respondents are broadly ‘representative’ of different social groups – which may vary depending on 
the place in question. These will be intensive semi-structured interviews of up to one hour duration. 
We anticipate that between 20 to 3 interviews will be sufficient to produce credible findings. 
Second, we will hold focus groups with stakeholder groups to use interaction between participants 
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to explore the issues of change in the historic environment and place identity (as identified in the 
interviews), to share experiences and understandings and to generate responses. In both face-to-
face and focus group methods we intend to use visualisation in maps and photographs to stimulate 
and record responses. It should be stressed here that the objective at this stage is not a 
quantitatively reliable sample (as there is no population) but a sufficiently broad response where 
corroboration of responses leads to general credible findings.   
The consortium have considered the use of digital technologies as a data collection method at this 
stage but reluctantly we have decided against this because of the limitations of resources and 
complexity of employing techniques in three different settings. Digital technology and social media 
will be considered under the final research question.   
 
iv) How best can policy makers and other stakeholders take account of place identity when 
planning the physical transformation of cities, and with what tools?  
This question draws together findings from the case studies with other information. It will begin with 
a synthesis of the findings on the effect of changes in urban heritage governance and planning and 
the role that place identity plays in decision-making. Findings from earlier interviews and focus 
groups will also provide an stocktake of the current extent and means by which the intangible 
cultural heritage is identified, valued and accounted in decision making – which will be tested with 
associate partners. The key method here will be the structured comparative analysis across case 
settings and across countries, including identifying best practices and the potential for policy 
transfer. The theoretical frameworks will provide initially a structuring device for organising these 
findings (in a framework synthesis approach), although the consortium will also be seeking new 
theoretical insights as they arise from the data and the comparisons. These findings will point to 
certain tools or approaches which will be set alongside a desk review of potential approaches of 
accommodating place identity into decision making. This will give emphasis to the potential of 
digital technologies and social media. One partner, GURU has particular expertise in the 
developing field of digital tools working with computer scientists and will be advising on this part of 
the project. The results should help to define further research questions and projects in the field.   
This stage of work will require intensive collaboration among the full and associate partners, part of 
which will be face-to-face and part will be electronic, and will involve responding to draft reports. 
The provisional findings from the project will be presented at an open conference.  
 
A4  Work plan, detailed timeline and milestones 
The research project will be divided into six workpackages with leadership spread among the 
partners. The milestones will be organised around the project reports or deliverables and the 
workshops as shown in Table 4. Each partner will be responsible for delivering three case reports 
and an overall country report. Leades of workpackages 3,4 and 5 (the case studies) will also 
produce an international comparative report. The project leader will produce under WP 6 a full 
project report including overall international comparison and the learning module, and will 
coordinate the production of a project book (which will be published in the year following the end of 
the project).    
The project leader will agree with the partners detailed briefing papers on each component of the 
empirical work setting out the methods and any issues on their implementation. The method 
briefing papers will be kept under review and adjusted to take account of issues arising.   
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Table 3 Summary of the workpackages 
 Title  Objectives Description of Work 

 

Deliverables 

W
P1 

Management & 
coordination 

TU
D

el
ft To ensure the project 

meets its objectives within 
the resources allocated.  

Organisation and implementation of 
the work plan 
Preparation of ‘briefing papers’ on 
method; monitoring progress 

Workshops 
Virtual meetings 
Periodic reports 
 

W
P2 

Conceptual 
frameworks 

TU
D

el
ft To agree a common 

conceptual framework for 
the case studies and 
comparison .  

Preparation of draft frameworks; 
organisation of exchange between 
partners at workshop and in writing.  
Testing of framework in WP3 

Literature review update 
Working paper: conceptual 
framework; report on use of 
the framework 

W
P3 

Case studies 
setting: historic 

urban cores N
TN

U
 To investigate and report 

on the case study research 
questions in collaboration 
with associate partner. 

Apply framework and follow briefing 
on method for case study. 
WP leader will compare results 
across the full partners.  

Country report,  
Comparative report   
International workshop 
Policy briefing 
 

W
P4 

Case studies 
setting: industrial 

transformation G
U

R
U

 To investigate and report 
on the case study research 
questions in collaboration 
with associate partner. 

Apply framework and follow briefing 
on method for case study. 
WP leader will compare results 
across the full partners. 

Country report,  
Comparative report   
International workshop 
Policy briefing 
 

W
P5 

Case studies 
setting: heritage 

landscapes IU
AV

 

To investigate and report 
on the case study research 
questions in collaboration 
with associate partner. 

Apply framework and follow briefing 
on method for case study. 
WP leader will compare results 
across the full partners. 

Country report,  
Comparative report   
International workshop 
Policy briefing 
 

W
P6 

Comparative 
analysis and 

dissemination TU
D

el
ft 

To draw lessons from 
comparative analysis  
To ensure wide 
dissemination of the project 
findings  
To create learning module 
and book  

Prepare initial synthesis of findings 
and report on comparison and 
trajectories of change. 
Work with partners to prepare and 
test the learning module.  
Agree contract for publishing the 
book and coordinate contributions.  

Final comparative reports 
International workshop  
Assessment tool briefing 
Web-based learning  
Conference 
Schedule of papers 
Book 

 
 
Table 4 Deliverables  
Del. no. Deliverable name WP no. Delivery month 
1 PICH website and repository  1 3 
2 Consolidated conceptual framework  2 6 
3 Pilot study report  3 7 
4 Workshop 1: assessing the pilot 3 7 
5  Historic urban core country reports 3 10 
6 Workshop 2 : historic urban cores 1 12 
7 Historic urban core comparative report & policy brief 1 6 14 
8 Industrial heritage country reports 4 16 
9 Workshop 4: industrial areas 4 20 
10  Industrial heritage comparative report & policy brief 2 4 22 
11 Heritage landscape country reports 5 26 
12 Workshop 5 Heritage landscapes 1 28 
13 Heritage landscape comparative report & policy brief 3 5 30 
14 PICH Heritage, Planning and Place Identity International Conference  6 32 
15 Education module 6 35 
16 Final project report and evaluation 6 36 
17 Policy brief 4 6 36 
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2015 2016 2017 2018
4 5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 6 7 1 2 3

apr m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36

Work Package
1 Management&coordination

web site

annual reports

kick off & workshops

2 Conceptual Framework

3 Case studies: pilot study

pilot study report

assessing the pilot

3 Case studies: historic urban core

historic urban core case reports

comparative report & policy brief 1

country reports

4 Case studies: industrial transformation

industrial transformation case reports

comparitive report & policy brief 2

country reports

5 Case studies: heritage landscapes

heritage landscapes case reports

comparative report & policy brief 2

country reports

6 Comparative analysis&dissemination

International Conference

Education module

Final project report and evaluation

Policy brief

 
Figure 3 PICH timetable 
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