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Introduction 
Based on case studies of ‘RDM’ Rotterdam in the Netherlands, ‘Nedre Elvehavn’ Trondheim, 
Norway, la Goccia in Bovisa, Milan, Italy and Ouseburn Valley in Newcastle, England, UK, 
this briefing provides a thematic overview of the findings in comparison based on the 
similarities and differences in planning approaches and heritage management of 
transformation processes in post-industrial areas in the four countries.  

The briefing focusses on drivers and governance, stakeholders and partnerships, heritage 
management and value shifts. Summaries of the case studies can be found in annex to this 
briefing.   

The four industrial heritage cases represent different industrial periods ranging from 17th 
century pottery and glassworks in Newcastle to the 20th century gas and chemical industries 
in Milan. They are:  

 

 Italy:  La Goccia in Bovisa, Milan – former energy, gas, chemical plant 

 Norway:  Nedre Elvehavn TVM’ Trondheim – former shipyard 

 The Netherlands: RDM’ Rotterdam – former shipyard 

 United Kingdom: Ouseburn Valley, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, England – mix of small-scale 

industries 

Based on industrial heritage case studies in the four countries, this thematic summary 
provides an overview of the comparison findings based on the similarities and differences in 
planning approaches and heritage management of transformation processes in post-
industrial areas.  
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Short overview of the four case study areas  
Milan, La Goccia Bovisa 

 

 
The area Gasometri or Goccia is a former industrial area situated in the north-western 
peripheral Milan borough of Bovisa. Bovisa, close to the railway connecting Milan to the 
North-West, became industrialised in the 20th century. Particularly, due to the centralised 
gasworks (officine del gas) located there. Bovisa was a chemical-industrial hub of regional 
and national importance, and expanded rapidly. The energy crisis and the beginning of the 
industrial decline in the seventies and eighties soon made much of the industry redundant. 
The name ’la Goccia’ (meaning rain drop) or ’area Gasometri’ for the shape designed by 
the surrounding railways, and the gasometers. 

 

  

Figure 1: Bovisa / La Goccia, Milan,– GOOGLE MAPS 
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Rotterdam: RDM werf 
 

 
The RDM area is the terrain of a former shipbuilding company RDM (Rotterdamsche 
Droogdok Maatschappij – Rotterdam Dry-dock Company), located on the south bank of 
the River Meuse, in Rotterdam. By the 1950s the area was one of the largest shipyards in 
Europe. After various mergers the company was taken over by the RSV which went 
bankrupt in 1983 – leaving many unemployed. Some of the technical industrial activities 
and container transport continued operations. In 1996 the final shipbuilding activities 
abandoned the site, followed by submarine maintenance and servicing in 1999. Heavy 
industry and port actives moved out of the city. In 2002, the Municipal Company ‘Port of 
Rotterdam’ acquired the site, as a site for urban development. In 2004 the Port of 
Rotterdam was corporatized (Rotterdam Port Authority) and the land ownership of 
industrial terrain on southern bank of the river (including RDM) was transferred to 
Rotterdam Port Authority.  

 

Figure 2: RDM Rotterdam – GOOGLE MAPS 
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Trondheim, TMV Nedre Elvehavn 

 
 

The TMV Nedre Elvehavn (Lower River Harbour) area is a former industrial site located 
north-east of Trondheim’s city centre that underwent transformation and is now known as 
Solsiden (“Sunny side”). TMV was an operating industrial and ship building site until the 
early 1980s, closed off to its surroundings by brick walls and fences. It was a significant 
employer for the city, many of its workers lived in the immediate suburbs. The shipyards 
were shut down by 1983. Most of the buildings stood empty without use and tenants and 
the area was in a general state of abandonment. After it became redundant a long debate 
and process of urban transformation followed. An architectural competition for the 
development of the area in 1985 was the formal ‘kick-off’ of the redevelopment and the 
opening of the shopping mall Solsiden in 1999 concluded a first phase of development. 

  

Figure 3: TMV, Trondheim – GOOGLE MAPS 
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Newcastle upon Tyne, Ouseburn 

 

 
The Ouseburn Valley is a post-industrial area located just east of the city centre of 
Newcastle upon Tyne. The area is situated in a steep valley along the River Ouseburn, a 
tributary of the River Tyne. Ouseburn Valley became industrialised in the 17th century, and 
as it wasn’t suitable for large scale manufacturing, the morphology and typology of the 
small scale manufacturing and industry still determine its urban fabric. Since the 1970s the 
city went through a post-industrial demise and the Thatcher era left it as one of the poorest 
urban regions in the country. After the decline of the industrial era, Ouseburn became a 
leftover, phased out, and marginalised area, described as isolated, forgotten, and passed 
by.  Since the nineties, Ouseburn has seen a process of urban rehabilitation, very much 
rooted in an emerging creative sector. The 2008 financial crisis halted a first wave of 
developer proposed large-scale developments. Post crisis, the area has been confronted 
with a lack of development, although currently development is picking up. 

Figure 4: Ouseburn, Newcastle upon Tyne - GOOGLE MAPS 
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Case study areas: reflection 
In the 1970s and 1980s we see a growing response to modernism and civic activism that 
advocated approaching the historic environment with more care. All four countries also saw 
a growing professional and cultural interest in heritage, both in general and more specifically 
in industrial heritage. Local governments gained more power to negotiate area-based 
decisions and partnerships befitting the local situation, and then apply this to post-industrial 
areas. Negotiations at this stage focused on developing partnerships and area deals with 
investors and (potential) new users, and were government-led. This has continued although 
more recently, partnerships are unlikely to be government-led though the local state still has 
a position in the partnerships. All case studies saw a form of partnership development 
(Public Private Partnership, Triple Helix) that was relatively flexible in its ability to make area 
deals, negotiate the future use, heritage value, and planning of the area as well as a wider 
range of financial and heritage management tools, and strategic area development and 
branding. The post industrial areas have also become, to some extent, experimental areas 
for new approaches though planning traditions and normalised approaches are also strong 
influences.  

Geographically, each of the areas has been historically disconnected from the surrounding 
urban fabric. This disconnect seems purposeful, as the industrial uses were either located in 
a place where natural features (water, valley) or artificial structures (walls, railroads) 
separated these areas from the surrounding city. Their location, is, however inherently urban 
and the transformation processes they are now experiencing is partly about re-connecting 
these places with the wider city.   

Relationally, the historical connection between the different sites and the outside world 
varied, according to the type of industry. Former industries’ focus on water or rail 
infrastructure connected the respective areas to the wider world relevant to that specific 
industry and /or mode of transport. This also seems to affect where they look for ideas to 
take forward current redevelopment. For example, port areas are reflecting and copying 
regeneration practices from other port cities rather than using models that engage with local 
planning traditions. They also tent to engage with this wider context in terms of their heritage 
narrative, relating it to global histories in addition to the more localised industrial past.  

In the general process of industrial demise and the move of heavy industries outside the city 
from the 1970s onwards, these areas became largely functionally redundant. From the 
1980s development attempts were made, in some cases as the start of a long evolving 
process, in other cases there has been more fluctuation between dormant and active 
periods. Either way, economic recessions both in the 1980s and the 2000s have impacted 
on these processes, and halted development, while at the same time allowing for 
‘innovation’. The need for decontamination and other the sometimes very challenging 
conditions (retaining walls, very robust or very fragile ruinous buildings) have also impacted 
on the transformation processes, slowing them down or bringing them to a halt all together 
sometimes for several years.    

All case studies saw some form of partnership development (some form of Public Private 
Partnership) and following this the introduction / application of a wider range of financial and 
heritage management tools. In all cases we see a strategic approach of area development, 
where there remains space for negotiating heritage values on local level.  

Changing management of change in post-industrial 
areas 
The management of change in post-industrial areas in all countries appears more flexible 
than was observed in the historic core case studies. There appears to be more discretionary 
space for negotiating around both plans and land-use and approaches to (built) heritage. 
The post-industrial areas show how the changes in planning materialise. Two periods can be 
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distinguished. In the one phase we see the development of early ppp structures and the 
move to a more flexible local form of (area) planning. In a second phase we see the 
partnership approach evolving and intensifying while more strategic approaches to area 
development become more common.      

The more flexible, negotiable, local approach to planning and the partnerships that have 
developed influence the management of change, as do the ownership structures. Moreover 
we see that the trendiness of industrial aesthetics, and engagement with heritage beyond 
built structures, also influence governance.  

Approaches to planning and governance  
The first phase of development in the industrial sites starts in the 1980s after the industrial 
crisis, and really takes off in the 1990s. Examples of this are the Trondheim case study area 
and the moment the Politecnico moves into the ‘La Goccia’ area in Milan, but the other two 
cases also have ‘predecessors’ that would fit this phase, with the earlier developments in the 
harbour of Rotterdam (e.g. Kop van Zuid) and the Quayside developments in Newcastle. 
The developments in this phase tent to be very design-driven, and mostly focussed on 
creating new urban districts, or in the Milan case a ‘science park’.  

In the 1970s and 1980s we see a growing response to modernism and civic activism to 
approach the historic environment with more care. All four countries see a growing 
professional and cultural interest in heritage too, in general but also specifically in industrial 
heritage.  

Planning-system wise, the Dutch, Norwegian and Italian systems go through a period of 
decentralisation where the central state redistributes planning powers to regional and/or 
local authorities, a process in full swing in the 1980s. Local government gains more power to 
make area-based decisions and partnerships befitting the local situation, introduced as 
exceptions to the national plan or the local masterplan(s). Negotiations focus on developing 
partnerships and partnership deals with investors and (potential) new users, but are still 
strongly government-led. The UK planning system is more centralised in certain aspects, but 
it is not plan-led and local negotiation was already more common (and taken as an example 
by other countries?). In all countries the post-industrial cases offer space for negotiation on 
the local level in terms of planning (e.g. land use, development), but also in terms of the still 
largely un-regulated heritage value (e.g. character, level of intervention, level of 
engagement). The post industrial areas as such seem to be locations where deals can be 
negotiated and new partnerships can be formed and piloted.  

A ‘second phase’ of development in the industrial sites appears post (2008) financial crisis. 
While processes start before the crisis, their focus shifts when development opportunities fall 
through and financing disappears. The new approach is more aimed at creating creative 
quarters offering an alternative to the city centre, rather than urban districts that expand the 
centre. They are no longer government-led; albeit the local state still has a position in the 
partnerships developed around the projects in the second phase. The development is led by 
the Politecnico with other institutional and corporate partners, public engagement seems 
rather superficial.  

As part of this phase alternative tools and mechanisms are used to engage with the heritage. 
These are developed through the lack of available funding to proceed in the ‘traditional’ way, 
e.g. by place ‘branding’ activities and events (cultural events, pop-ups, markets, festivals, 
expositions) as well as through the new knowledge that comes into the planning field 
through the partnership configurations.  

In all cases, place-branding using the heritage assets as a setting for creative industries and 
cultural events tends to focus on the ‘creative classes with the exception of a few initiatives 
(such as Ouseburn Festival). This tends to mean a reductive place-branding and the 
commodification of heritage. Addressing ‘other’ audiences or positioning the history of e.g. 
former industrial employees does not seem play a large part in many of the projects 
undertaken in the industrial areas in this research. In the four cases, the engagement is very 
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much focussed on the aesthetics of industrial heritage, and its reference to celebrating a 
history engineering and innovation. They could also address the narrative around loss, such 
as the trauma of the lost industries and jobs, which is happening to some extend in the UK 
and NL cases. Overall, the projects tent to not really address questions of belonging or, if 
they do, they ignore the ‘sharper edges’ of the heritage narratives. It shows how much the 
aim is to commodify the heritage sites, make them attractive and ‘investment worthy’ rather 
than have them reflect a balanced story of their history. The lack of investment (in the years 
just after 2008) seems to shift the focus even further away from heritage where the 
regulatory frameworks allow for it. Especially when areas are strategically located and profits 
might be made in the short term through (speculative) development. Such development 
tends to aim to benefit from being in the vicinity of the heritage, benefitting from the 
‘industrial character’ while simultaneously only loosely engaging with or conforming to it, and 
in some cases even adversely impacting the character of the area they aim to benefit from.  

Conservation Planning Approaches 
The case study sites become redundant largely around the time the involved countries 
develop planning tools for heritage (e.g. conservation areas). Newcastle’s Ouseburn Valley 
was designated as a Conservation Area in 2000, whilst a few iconic buildings were listed 
from the late 1980s. Since the early 90s various subsequent supplementary planning 
guidance documents have supported a conservation-led development of the Valley. As part 
of the development plan for TMV Nedre Elvehav (1987) the areas with historic factory 
buildings were designated as conservation areas, providing statutory protection for the 
buildings, one of the docks as well as for machinery, tanks and cranes lining the dock. The 
heritage protection of the area is regulated by the Planning and Building Act and protects the 
exteriors and main structures of the buildings, leaving interiors open for transformation and 
new use. The main planning tool that aims to retain urban industrial character in RDM in 
Rotterdam is its designation as a ‘development area’ with a special ‘aesthetics note section’ 
(welstandsparagraaf) to set out design guidelines. In addition there was a deal between the 
Port Authority and the local authority that listing would only happen after the major 
redevelopments had taken place, to allow for more freedom, but only if the Port Authority 
would commission a heritage assessment and develop the area in a heritage sensitive 
manner. No formal planning tools for protecting the character apply to La Goccia area in 
Milan. There is no designation, and not really a national framework to deal with industrial 
heritage in the Italian case, the redevelopment of the area was led by the professional 
interest of the architecture faculty that moved into the area. 

So while the approaches to heritage and the level of negotiation over heritage value vary 
according to their status in the planning system, for most areas different tools have been 
developed to somehow guide development without restricting it to the level heritage 
legislation would. There is creativity in used tools and approaches, there is more 
dependence on professional or personal interest to reuse the heritage assets and the 
management of change in post-industrial areas is more flexible than was observed in the 
historic core case studies. 

Aside from a more flexible and pragmatic approach, different attitudes can be distinguished 
in approaches to industrial heritage. Those are not different ‘per country’ or ‘per case’, but 
can be detected within the case studies. They are debated between various stakeholders 
within the areas. In each case you have some people that follow what could be called a more 
traditional, material focused, heritage approach, (i.e. focus on ‘this is an important building / 
element’) and focus upon ‘preserving’ those buildings. Others are looking to continue and 
add to the character of the area (let’s keep it industrial or quirky) focussing on finding uses 
and developments that fit this character. Both approaches are evident across the case 
studies, and can sometimes be conflicting.   

In all cases we also see multiple non-heritage tools and mechanisms emerging that help in 
retaining heritage. As addressed above, there are clear brand management and place 
branding tools being operationalised, but also financial mechanisms and generally creating 
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favourable conditions, for example making it attractive to specific groups of users (i.e. artists, 
education, start-ups) by providing cheap space, offering various benefits such as shared 
facilities, a bigger (than normal) say in future development, attractive lease contracts, 
support and guidance on how to deal with the historic buildings.  

In addition to these ‘perks’ the industrial aesthetics, especially to the ‘creative industries’ 
SMEs these areas are often aimed at, is a benefit, as people are willing to engage with this 
heritage, or at least with its aesthetics. This is in line with a wide body of around the 
locationality of creative industries (e.g. Brabazon, 2015; Evans, 2009; Flew, 2013; Florida, 
2014; Gerhard et al., 2017).  

  

Conservation planning per case  
Looking at the specific cases, through the lens of the planning models as developed through 
the work of (Dühr et al., 2010) and (Nadin and Stead, 2008), in table 1 below, provides an 
initial framing of the conservation planning approaches as illustrated by the described cases 
in Italy, Norway, Netherlands and England.  

 Planning model 
(dominant) 

Case Study Summary 

Ita
ly

 - B
o

v
is

a
 

Imperative 
approach 
concentrating on 
urban design 

 Area partnership – triple helix 

 Negotiated planning on local level, sectoral and incentive led (area-regeneration funds) 

 To some extent the successive plans foresaw physical and functional reconnection to Bovisa and 
other surrounding districts, but design wise the approach is very project focussed, 

 Industrial heritage as a professional interest (architecture school) of new user, and a part of ‘good 
practice’, 

 Industrial heritage not strongly embedded in policy or regulatory framework.  

 Reuse of industrial heritage also aimed at buildings suitable for the education function, and the 
area has strategic (valuable) location in the city 

 Many of the industrial buildings have been converted into university spaces, changes to the 
buildings are significant (would not have been possible within heritage framework).  

 The heritage interest in terms of ‘protection’ is mostly focused on a few symbolic elements (e.g. 
the Gasometri) that represent the history.  

 Local community groups focus on the environmental issues of the site (both it being an urban 
park, and the need for decontamination). 

N
e
th

e
rla

n
d

s
 - R

D
M

 

Strategic sector 
integrating 
approach 

 Government-driven heritage interest, negotiated through the planning process 

 Strategic partnership – triple helix 

 Negotiated planning, less regulated than the ‘normal’ within the Dutch planning system, heritage 
policy and regulatory framework negotiated 

 Designation used as carrot / stick by holding off on applying formal tools (e.g. listing), if heritage 
interests are prioritised and respected in plan / area strategy.  

 Heritage focus of the government and designers is on aesthetics, elements, and details.  

 The new users do position themselves in the tradition of manufacturing, experimentation and 
innovation, therefor trying to engage with the heritage on a level of corporate identity and place 
branding.  

 Interest in the site and the buildings in general because they are suitable for the education 
function. 

 Protests by local community over the lack of consideration of the workers village close by, in 
terms of offer (elitist) as well as a lack of engagement with and planning for the community    

N
o

rw
a
y
 - T

M
V

 

Imperative 
approach 
concentrating on 
land use 

 Designated since the late 80s 

 Started as a private – public partnership, but after the financial crises in the middle of 1980s, 
continued to develop the area as a private enterprise.  

 Negotiated (land use) planning, within a strong regulatory framework, large scale urban 
regeneration, working with built heritage characteristics is normal.     

 Focus on aesthetics and materiality, using elements, facades, morphology and symbolic objects 
such as the cranes and the docks 

 Until recently government-driven interest in heritage went unchallenged; 

 Industrial heritage elements identified as a strong identity makers for branding and character (of 
area and businesses), not as important heritage values. 
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E
n

g
la

n
d

 - O
u

s
e
b

u
rn

 

Indicative policy-
based approach 

 Industrial heritage is a ‘national pride’ which for a long time was visible in the policies of Historic 
England  

 Area partnership, with strategic guidance 

 Incentive led development (area-regeneration funds, arts council funds) 

 Area focussed, but project driven 

 Heritage as a driver for engagement and vested interest (community of interest) 

 Locally it is the sectoral / third sector driven heritage interest, shift since 2010, before that 
strongly Local Authority driven / supported.  

 Now there is still local governmental and political support for heritage as a setting (sustain / 
create a distinctive sense of place (quirky).  Heritage as a setting for (creative) industry.  

 Stakeholders have different relations to the valley, which translates in different approaches to its 
change. Some prefer guidance to new development initiatives to fit the sense of place, others are 
more concerned with protecting a particular aesthetic of the industrial heritage.  

 Both heritage and other initiatives also have a strong geographical / environmental interest in the 
landscape. 

Table 1: conservation planning and national planning models 

 

Other factors affecting how the cases develop 
In addition to the planning systems and difference in approach, there are other factors that 
influence the various cases. Austerity as a result of the crisis is not a shared factor across all 
cases, as Norway was not significantly directly affected by the financial crisis. However, 
austerity certainly has significant influence in the cases where the crisis did hit. More 
broadly, across the board, we can see planning and development approaches changing, and 
generally becoming more neoliberal. The approaches used post-2008, while often framed in 
an austerity discourse, equally represent an ideological shift, and all cases show a move to 
competition, often accompanied by more negotiating powers for the local state, but generally 
decreased state involvement, especially financially. There is a push for more market-driven 
approaches and finance mechanisms and market-led partnerships. The competition provides 
a general push for branding through place identity, and tends to lead to forms of 
gentrification and commodification.  

The planning model, and the increasingly neoliberal context of planning appear to be a major 
influence in how the management of post-industrial areas is changing. There are however 
other factors that influence the management of place, and localise it. The type of use, and 
the ownership structures inherited from the time it was in industrial use, have been identified 
as of significant impact on the changes in the case studies and the way those changes are 
managed.  

Type of use  
The type of former use has been identified as of impact on how the case develops and what 
is considered as its frame of reference for redevelopment. The port areas in the Rotterdam 
and Trondheim were connected internationally and had national relevance, while the Milan 
case was mostly focused on a network in the north-west of Italy. The Newcastle case is 
more locally/ regionally focussed. This history seems to influence the redevelopment of the 
area. In the port areas the practices reflect practices in other port cities across the globe 
rather than local traditions, and the teams involved in redevelopment invest in study trips to 
see other port cities. This influence extends to the architectural references used and 
processes of development. In addition, the port areas tent to have a ‘maritime’ heritage as 
well as industrial heritage, and that maritime heritage is also mobilised to connect those 
places to their (former) global networks. The architectural references for redevelopment in 
Ouseburn for example are not global, but explicitly local, e.g. by using vernacular housing 
typologies and referring to the presence of the Hadrian’s Wall in the roof surface of a new 
built.  

Different types of industrial uses also led to different levels of pollution, soil contamination, 
and the need for expensive structures such as retaining walls. This significantly slowed down 
redevelopment processes in Milan and Newcastle, as dealing with them is expensive and 
responsibilities for the works were moved around between different agencies.  
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Ownership 
As port areas, the cases in Rotterdam and Trondheim were rather mono functional, used for 
shipbuilding and port related industries, with one or a few main landowners and a port 
authority as a fairly independent governing body. In Milan there was a similar situation, whilst 
with a different industry, gasworks and a chemical plant, and not a separate governance 
body, but very specific rules (and exceptions) for industrial areas. This (land) ownership 
seems to be important for both how the area is developed and by whom. Sudden shifts have 
occurred from active industry to redundant site as particular industries move out, disappear, 
or the company goes bankrupt. Such move to ‘post-industrial’ appears to be rather abrupt, 
and accompanied with vacancy and the challenge to (re)develop vast sites. Moreover in 
some cases the areas become ‘forgotten’ in the urban mental map of people (e.g. Milan).  

However in the cases of Trondheim and Rotterdam, the sites remained in use to a certain 
extent, through temporary use, events, and pop-ups, as a purposeful strategy to make the 
sites more attractive for more significant development. 

The Newcastle case study has a different character, with a long history of small scale 
industrialisation, and while the large scale heavy industries and shipbuilding were close by 
(on the Tyne, see case 3), the valley itself wasn’t suitable for large scale manufacturing and 
shipbuilding, and kept its small scale industries with associated scattered landownership. As 
such, the move to post-industrial was more gradual, and traditional industrial use still hasn’t 
entirely disappeared; for example, there are still a timber yard and a scrapyard in the area. 
This also leads to a second identity for the area in Newcastle, an ‘alternative’ identity created 
during the move from industrial to post-industrial.  

Ownership structures also influence how new uses of the area are developed. In the Dutch, 
Norwegian and Italian cases, the combination of national and local planning frameworks and 
the former large-scale industrial uses lead to coherent plan-led actions, underpinned by a 
partnership negotiated area deal. And one or two new main actors picked up the area 
developer role. In the ‘plan-led’ traditions of NL IT and NO master plans that define 
designated land-use and design requirements. While these areas are used for piloting new 
approach, and regulation is less restricted than usually the case, these planning traditions 
and normalised approaches can still be found present.  

In the UK, and thus in Newcastle, there is traditionally a more policy-led approach to urban 
planning and the Ouseburn area doesn’t have one main land-owner. Moreover, the area is 
part of two different local wards, which has made local government representation somewhat 
divided at times. The process of developing a coherent planning approach involves some 
planning tools such as the conservation area guidelines and development briefs, but it very 
much depends on the third sector (co)developing and monitoring guidelines for the area and 
setting up local participation and consultation processes to inform new developments.  

Partnerships  
All the case studies show a tendency to set up partnerships for the management and 
redevelopment with some form of public-private partnering common in the area development 
of post-industrial sites. However, partnership composition depends on a wide range of 
circumstances, including local and national structures and traditions, (previous) ownership 
structures, former and new uses, the planning system and the latent development potential. 
As such, the partnerships assume different forms.  

For example, in Trondheim it started with a partnership between the owner of the shipyard 
(Aker) and the municipal commercial real estate company (Trondheim Byfornyelse), which at 
the time had just been established. After their bankruptcy in the financial crisis of the 1980s 
the municipality sold their stock for a low price to private developers. Currently, the area 
knows a complicated structure of management companies and property owners. Heritage 
protection is far from their business model.  

In the Rotterdam RDM area two Higher Education Institutes have taken the lead in 
development. This leads to what can be called a ‘triple-helix’ partnership, a collaboration 
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between HE, government and commercial partners. To a certain extent this also happened 
in the La Goccia area, where the Politecnico struck an area deal with the government on 
developing the area as a science park. The commercial partners here are less present, and 
the deal focusses largely on the HE institute having leverage in developing the Masterplan. 
In Rotterdam, the triple helix collaboration is narrated as a continuation of the (former) 
character (or ‘DNA’) of the area, as a site for manufacturing and innovation. Illustrated by the 
new uses, but also for example by the fact that ‘RDM’ as an acronym for the ‘Rotterdamsche 
Droogdok Maatschappij’ (Rotterdam Drydock Company) remains but now stands for 
Research, Design and Manufacturing. In the UK case we see a slightly different approach, 
mainly, it seems, due to the ownership structure, and subsequent number of landowners and 
organisations already present in the Ouseburn Valley when regeneration gained momentum. 
The Ouseburn Partnership is the main driver for regeneration, but includes as many as 18 
partners, including the local authority and representing many more landowners. The 
partnership is led by a third sector organisation (Ouseburn Trust). Ouseburn Trust is a 
community Trust, which has some paid staff, but is largely a voluntary organisation, made up 
of passionate enthusiasts. It was set up as a formal organisation for the purpose of 
advocating a more sensitive heritage-led regeneration of the area. In this capacity they can 
apply for sectoral and area regeneration funds to co-fund and thus steer development, as 
well as use their soft power to influence development in the area. 

What the partnerships have in common is that they are generally set up to somehow 
generate funding for future development. They do this amongst themselves, or in the market, 
or through applying for central sectoral funding (subsidies, area regeneration moneys, 
national project investments or loans). In more recent cases community funding (e.g. crowd-
sourcing) is added into the mix. In most cases, especially more recently, the total funding 
comprises a mix of these options.  

Government sectoral funding or area-regeneration funds can mean large incentives to 
develop certain areas in particular ways. Moreover, these funds are very competitive and 
political, and the addressed cases benefitted from being able to set up a strong (national) 
lobby, and the presence of a delivery framework and or a pre-existing consortium. Some of 
the cases have also received EU funding (e.g. structural funds), which bring very similar 
issues.  

Another thing these partnerships have in common is that they utilise or develop mechanisms 
that are fairly new in the heritage context. These are mechanisms to make the area more 
attractive and guide development (these are the previously mentioned mechanisms such as 
developing area character guidelines, offering low rent and /or longer lease options, rent and 
facilities ‘package deals’, shared facilities, (co) organisation of local events). These new 
mechanisms are often the result of that fact that the non-governmental stakeholders bring 
their own knowledge and expertise to heritage area development practices. They (e.g. port 
authority, university) are used to working in different systems and have approaches that 
through these partnerships get adjusted and applied to area development. They also start to 
understand that a certain way of framing heritage can be used in their branding / marketing 
strategies.  

The level and thematic focus of the heritage interest does depend on the individual 
partnerships. In all cases we see that the used funding (e.g. sectoral funding) is not 
necessarily heritage focussed, but gets used in a heritage led approach anyway. Such 
funding is either specifically aimed at post-industrial areas (regeneration, decontamination) 
or more generally on the regeneration and social renewal of disadvantaged localities. As 
such, how much of the heritage interest is taken into account, and especially how this is 
taken into account, is subject to the interest of the various stakeholders and negotiations.  

In developing through partnerships there seems to be more space for negotiation. In all 
cases we saw there was relative flexibility to make area deals, and negotiate the future use, 
value, and planning of the areas. As such, the areas become to some extent also 
experimental areas for new (or at least new to urban heritage development in the respective 
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countries) approaches. It also means designation can be negotiated over, as we saw for 
example in the Dutch case, with the agreement to wait with listing till after the (heritage-led) 
development process had finished. The level to which the planning system regulates is of 
influence in these negotiations, as it can be used as a carrot (we only list after development) 
or a stick (you can only develop if you also invest in heritage).  

As such, the engagement the partnerships have with heritage is in some cases mainly driven 
by professional or personal interest in the buildings and the heritage, as we saw in the Italian 
and UK case. This is interest is shared by or at least facilitated by the local governmental 
planning frameworks. In the Dutch and the Norwegian case the heritage site of the process 
is much more driven by governmental carrots / sticks, which are accepted because the 
partnerships see a way to ‘shape’ the heritage for their own story and branding. 

As discussed above, the post-industrial areas are used as urban laboratories, piloting 
approaches and tools that are new to heritage and area development. This includes new 
forms of partnerships, new ways of financing and innovative (or at least less strict) dealings 
with heritage and (development of) instruments to manage heritage interests outside or on 
top of the traditional listing and conservation area options. We would argue this is at least in 
part the legacy of those areas, as associated with innovation and manufacturing, which 
change the way the areas heritages are perceived. The position of industrial heritage as a 
category, appears to allow for a more informal, bottom-up approach. This is likely the result 
of it being valued for different reasons, and generally it seems the heritage is less precious in 
material terms, which allows for more space to negotiate material change. This is also to do 
with the significant periods of decay in many cases, which made some buildings ripe for 
demolition. On the other hand, the focus on continuing an industrial character, does strongly 
influence the aesthetics of reuse and new developments in the areas. Moreover, the context 
is important for this, (i.e. lack of a formalised way of dealing with industrial heritage, lack of 
funding or pressures to develop for commercial uses). This has in the cases we looked at 
stimulated people to try to find creative ways ‘around’ and support, use, develop, recycle, the 
heritage in their own way, using sense of place, place identity, and quality of place. This is 
often facilitated and/or stimulated, but not led, by the local state.  

 

Gentrification and appropriation  
The lack of direct investments has resulted in a turn to event-led place identity development, 
establishing the areas as creative quarters. Branding with and focussing on attracting 
creative manufacturing to the area and a (re) focus on skills and crafts seem to be inherent 
to these processes. This could represent a shift in societal value, towards skill and crafts-
based industries, but it seems very much framed in the context of offering an experience, 
you need to know how to sell your work as crafty, authentic, local etc.  

This experience is set on a stage of industrial aesthetics. In more recent developments we 
can identify the commodification of those industrial aesthetics that have become trendy and 
hip. Industrial areas offer this different setting, close but alternative to the city centre 
atmosphere. The appreciation for industrial aesthetics have led to development, but also 
pose the threat of gentrification and appropriation.  

In all cases, we saw the industrial heritage being used as an attractive setting for 21st 
century development, especially for certain industries and business (e.g. creative, digital, 
crafts, manufacturing, as well as cafés, bars, restaurants). Throughout the cases we see 
links to the industrial past are mostly made in the reuse of buildings and focussing on 
aesthetics and materiality (details, elements). Space and structure are also relevant, but 
more because they are relevant for the new uses (e.g. large, open), less so in a link with 
past uses.  

The place-branding using heritage as a setting for creative industries and cultural events 
tends to focus on the ‘creative class’ and with the exception of a few initiatives are very 
much middle class aimed events and uses. This could be seen as an appropriation of 
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industrial heritage for this creative / middle class. It might not be conscious, but none of the 
cases seem to address the question of belonging (and othering), appropriation, and histories 
of loss; dealing with any of the trauma likely caused by the societal change that came with 
deindustrialisation, the large scale unemployment, and the bankruptcy etc.  The focus is on 
the glory of the industrial time, and the industrial aesthetics / elements left from that time, 
rather than the people who worked there.  

Partly this has to do with the fact that none of the sites provide much interpretation of the 
heritage, the remnants of the past are assumed to be largely self-explanatory and self-
evident, with Ouseburn as an exception, in offering tours, signs, and an app. In all sites, 
there is the tendency to keep some of the very explicit elements (e.g. cranes) as well as 
make an association with the name or former use (area Gasometri, RDM) with the ‘Solsiden’ 
(sunny side) area in Trondheim as an exception, as this name has no association to the 
former use as shipyard.  

In some cases, the new developments are portrayed as seemingly frictionless continuations 
of a glorious industrial past. It looks like the counter histories (of loss and decay) are either 
actively paved over (e.g. Trondheim) or mediated by the in-between period of 
disconnectedness to the city (out of site out of mind), and the time that passed during which 
the areas were more or less dormant (e.g. Ouseburn, Bovisa).  

A lot of the development is guided and inspired by generosity, passion, and a genuine 
interest in the heritage and history, though it is a balancing act. It appears that although the 
heritage is important and somehow leading the direction of development in all cases, it is in 
the end secondary to the aim of developing the area. The heritage narrative is instrumental 
in that it is operationalised to brand and establish the area, and therefore the heritage 
narrative is shaped and constructed to fit the new uses and users, as well as the other way 
around.  

The heritage management that is used in the areas reflects an ambivalence in approaches. 
Sometimes the focus is on an approach with a more material and aesthetic focus, 
negotiating the future use and the material remains. Other moments, the approach is much 
more to negotiate between future use and mobilised pasts, with much less interest in the 
actual materiality but more in atmosphere, representation, and meaning. In both approaches 
though, there seems to be more space and freedom for experiment, change, and new 
elements than observed in the historic urban core cases.  

The non-heritage specific tools and mechanisms that are emerging through the partnerships 
developing the areas, do help retaining the heritage, by making it attractive to specific 
groups of users. While they are attracted by the branding and the alternative setting such 
area offers, they are it seems just as much interested in the favourable conditions (low rent, 
better rental contracts, large space, shared facilities, bigger say in future development) 
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Conclusion 
In all the case studies, partnerships were set up for management and redevelopment. The 
partnership composition depends on a wide range of circumstances, including local and 
national structures and traditions, (previous) ownership structures, former and new uses, the 
planning system and the latent development potential. 

Partnerships are set up to somehow generate funding for future development. These funds 
are very competitive and the cases benefitted from being able to set up a strong (national) 
lobby, and the presence of a delivery framework and or a pre-existing consortium. 
Partnerships bring new knowledge into the (conservation) planning field, as the new non-
governmental stakeholders bring their own knowledge and expertise to heritage area 
development practices. This is often facilitated and/or stimulated, but not led, by the local 
state, and the approaches in the post-industrial case study areas can generally be described 
as more flexible and pragmatic than the approaches seen in the historic urban core cases.  

Different attitudes can be distinguished in approaches to industrial heritage. Those are not 
different ‘per country’ or ‘per case’, but can be detected throughout all the case studies we 
looked at. In each case you have some people that follow what could be called a more 
traditional, material focused, heritage approach while others are looking to continue and add 
to the character of the area (let’s keep it industrial or quirky) focussing on finding uses and 
developments that fit this character. In both approaches though, there seems to be more 
space and freedom for experimentation, change, and new elements than observed in the 
historic urban core cases. 

There is an increased focus on branding through place identity and forms of 
gentrification and commodification. In all cases, heritage has been commodified and used for 
place-branding. Industrial aesthetics have been used to create a brand for the ‘creative 
industries’ SMEs, with reference to a history of engineering, manufacturing and innovation. 
New developments are portrayed as seemingly frictionless continuations of a glorious 
industrial past and much less attention is paid to the trauma of lost industries and jobs. The 
projects rarely address questions of belonging or, if they do, they ignore the ‘sharper edges’ 
of heritage narratives.  

 


