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0. Introduction 
This report aims to study the evolution of planning policies on industrial heritage sites in the 

Netherlands with a focus on the redevelopment of the 30ha site of the former shipbuilding 

company RDM (Rotterdamsche Droogdok Maatschappij), located on the south bank of the 

River Maas. This site was redeveloped as a part of Stadshavens program.  After studying the 

planning reforms before and after the financial crisis, this study elaborates to what extent the 

planning reforms and institutional changes have influenced the port’s tangible and intangible 

characteristics and subsequently its sense of place. In doing so, extensive series of field 

interviews and questionnaires have been done. Finally, this study will discuss how industrial 

heritage was (and is) accounted for, both by planning and management authorities and 

citizens.   

1. RDM Campus  

1.1. Location of the Case Study Area  

The study is focused on the former shipbuilding company RDM: 'Rotterdamsche Droogdok 

Maatschappij' (Rotterdam Dry Dock Company) on the south bank of the River Maas. The RDM 

terrain and buildings, together with the village of Heijplaat, form a unique enclave right in the 

centre of todays modern and dynamic harbour area (Stadshavens area) and it is easily 

accessible by a fast ferry Aqualiner. The redevelopment of the Rotterdam Dry Dock Company 

into the RDM campus (the same abbreviation now stands for Research, Design & 

Manufacturing) preserved a significant part of the Rotterdam's industrial heritage.  

 

Figure 1. The location of RDM campus on the south bank of the River Meuse 

1.2. History and Significance for Cultural Heritage 

In 1902, 'Rotterdamsche Droogdok Maatschappij' was founded on the south bank of the 

Nieuwe Maas as a continuation of 'Maatschappij De Maas'. As the shipyard gradually 

flourished, RDM experienced new constructions as well as continuous redevelopment and 

rebuilding. Even though RDM had its own ferry service for transporting employees from 

Schiemond to the site, due to the growing number of work forces and the long distance   
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RDM authorities started building the garden village Heijplaat in 1914. The original urban 

development plan and the first houses were designed by RDM’s own architect, Mr. H.A.J. 

Baanders. “The village of Heijplaat originally comprised some 500 dwellings, 3 churches and 

various public facilities such as shops, parks and sports fields”(Vries 2014). This was necessary 

because the workforce rose to more than 1,200 in 1918 and the site was expanded to 32 

hectares (Crimson 2005). By the Second World War the area had grown to 40ha and became 

one of the largest shipyards in Europe. One example of a ship built between 1955-59 is the 

ocean liner “SS-Rotterdam” of the Holland-America Line (Crimson 2005). In these prosperous 

times, RDM wharf employed a workforce of some 5,000 people and the village was therefore 

expanded with a new district: ‘Het Nieuwe Dorp’ (The New Village).  

 

 

Figure 2. The development of RDM company and the village of Heijplaat between 1903-1952, Source: 

Crimson report 
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By the end of the 1950s, the shipbuilding industry was doing poorly. RDM started doing work 

for the defence industry as well as the offshore and energy sector. After various mergers the 

company was taken over by the RSV (Rijn Schelde Verolme) Company. Because of financial 

problems of the RSV Company in the late 1970s, the village of Heijplaat was sold to 

Woonbron, a housing corporation, in 1980. Later, in 1983, the RSV Company went bankrupt 

leaving 1,370 people, a lot of them residents of the village of Heijplaat, unemployed. A 

number of viable divisions, such as technical industrial activities and, container transport 

continued operations. Later, after several reorganisations and divestments, in 1994, the 

private firm Baris acquired the site.. In 1996 the final shipbuilding activities abandoned the 

site, followed by submarine maintenance and servicing in 1999. In 2002, the Port of 

Rotterdam (which was at that time part of Rotterdam municipality) acquired the RDM site 

from Baris by order of the Municipality. The Municipality saw considerable potential in the 

RDM site as a location not only for offices and businesses, but also for housing (Van Asch 

2012). In 2004 the Port of Rotterdam was corporatised and the land ownership of industrial 

terrain on southern bank of the river (including RDM) was transferred to Port of Rotterdam. 

The first ideas for the development of RDM Campus emerged in 2004. Both the Rotterdam 

University of Applied Science (Hogeschool Rotterdam) and the Albeda (Technical) College 

were looking for expansion space as well as connections with businesses. At the same time, 

Cityports Development Corporation (Stadshavens) was created and began redeveloping the 

wharf. Together with representatives from housing corporation Woonbron, they were looking 

for opportunities to improve the economic environment of the city and port by creating high-

value living and working spaces. As a result of the partnership between educational institutes, 

Port of Rotterdam, Woonbron Housing Association and the Municipality of Rotterdam the 

RDM Campus became a primary component in the process of revival of the city ports area. 

The RDM Campus aims to use the ‘golden triangle’ of development; connecting research, 

multi-level education (vocational and higher level), and business through clustered start-ups, 

educational and knowledge institutes and firms on the former RDM shipyard.  

The Port of Rotterdam, as the owner of the site, started preparing a development master 

plan and business model for the campus. After renovating the central machine hall and the 

former head office of RDM, the educational institutions moved into these premises in 2009. It 

functions as a place of intermediate and higher vocational education under the same roof, 

with plenty of space for experiments and practical research. It also functions as a location for 

business: accommodation for the innovative and creative manufacturing industry as well as a 

location for events, meetings and conferences. All together make RDM Campus a place where 

students and companies collaborate in an open environment, focus on new economic 

activity, and develop sustainable and innovative solutions in Building, Moving & Powering 

markets. However these three domains later changed to Manufacturing, Buildings and 

Maritime. During the opening ceremony of the Innovation Dock, the opening of the ‘blue 

gate’ also took place. This offered local residents access to the site that had been closed to 
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them for so many years1. The investments in the RDM Campus allowed the village of Heijplaat 

to benefit from facilities like public space, improved access to the waterfront, public transport 

via water bus to the city centre, and the Dock Café which was set up in RDM’s former staff 

canteen (Vries 2014). The main buildings include the Machinery hall (Innovation Dock), Dry 

Dock (Droogdok: the former head office of the RDM), and ‘Dokhaven’ (the Dock). 

Innovation Dock: Innovation Dock is a monumental industrial hall with a surface area of 

approximately 23,000m², a minimum height of 12 metres and a maximum height of 20 

metres. Innovation Dock consists of two sections, the education hall that accommodates 

Albeda College and Rotterdam University, and a business hall, where 11,500m² is available for 

small innovative companies. In the education hall a floor and large glasshouses have been 

added to create a more soundproof areas for machinery workshops. With its 138 kilometres 

of water pipes, Innovation Dock also possesses the largest underfloor heating in Europe.  

 

Figure 3. The view towards Innovation hall and the submarine hall from the Aqualiner 

 

Dry Dock: The former head office of RDM 'Droogdok' now houses a congress centre, offices, 

educational facilities and studios. The building consists of a number of buildings built between 

1912 and 1952. The main part of the building was built between 1913 and 1916 as the main 

entrance for employees and the monumental management floor. 'Droogdok' houses the 

project offices of RDM Campus, Stadshavens Rotterdam, the Rotterdam Academy of 

Architecture and Urban Design, and expertise and knowledge centres of Rotterdam 

University. 

Dokhaven:  The entrance to RDM Campus by water is via the ‘Dokhaven’. It has a jetty for the 

fast ferry Aqualiner, which transports RDM campus students and residents of Heijplaat to and 

from the city centre of Rotterdam. Part of the 'Dokhaven' is reserved for inland shipping; the 

other part was temporarily used for exhibitions and experiments, including prototypes of 

                                                           

1 During the time economic activities took place in the RDM area the inhabitants of Heijplaat had 

access, through the ‘blue gate’ to the waterfront.  
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'water houses'. On the waterfront, the building ‘Dokkantoor’ (Dock Office) is also part of RDM 

Campus. It houses various companies. 

 

Figure 4. Bird's-eye view of the RDM terrain, showing the Dry Dock and Dokhaven as well as the 

adjacent Heijplaat village 
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Figure 5. The location of major buildings on RDM terrain and the village of Heijplaat. Amended from 

RDM website 

1.3. Challenges  

1.3.1.  Rotterdam  

Rotterdam is the second largest city in the Netherlands. It was historically, and still is, a port 

city. Even though the city and the port were heavily damaged during the Second World War, 

from 1950s onward the expansion and development of Rotterdam port towards the west 

continued. After the construction of the Maasvlakte in 1970s (See figure 6), part of the 

existing docks and terminals moved to the Maasvlakte, leaving sites behind which became 

available for redevelopment and extension of the city. As a result, the relationship between 

port and the city became much more complex.  

The river divided the city socially and culturally; the south bank of the river fell apart from the 

city centre and the rest of the city. Even though construction of Erasmus Bridge and 

expansion of metro lines to the south has assisted the cohesion of the city, the city is still 

divided into a rich north bank and a poor south bank. Abandoned ports and docks have 

duplicated these social problems.  

Even though the port attracts a large number of skilled workers from around the world, the 

city lacks the attractiveness and proper residential areas to house them. Therefore, the city 

has a lower GDP growth and higher unemployment rate compared to other large Dutch cities.  

 

1.3.2. CityPorts Area (Stadshavens) 

The city ports area includes the remaining port areas inside the city’s highway ring with the 

area of approximately 16ha. The redevelopment of the Cityports area is a challenging task. 

First, the area is much larger than any other port development project in Rotterdam. To give 

a comparison, Kop van Zuid project had the area of 30ha and its been under redevelopment 

since the 1990s. The next challenge is the location of Cityports area which is completely 

different from the previous waterfront regeneration. For example Kop van Zuid was mainly 

located near the city centre. Their proximity to city centre made them more attractive for 

urban development. In contrast, some of the City Ports areas are not directly connected to 

the urban core and the existing links are not strong. Another significant challenge is that in 

Cityports case most of the areas have an industrial port tissue with working companies not 

brownfield areas such as in the previous cases. Another influential challenge is the role of 

public authorities and lack of public investment, unlike previous waterfront regeneration such 

as Kop van Zuid (construction of the Erasmus Bridge or the expansion of the subway 

network).   

 

1.3.3. RDM  

The RDM site presented a difficult challenge for the City and the Port of Rotterdam. RDM is 

considered a part of City Ports area and therefore some of its challenges are common with 

other areas.  For example, one challenge is the location of RDM and its lack of connection to 
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the city centre. RDM does not have any direct connection to the city centre and north bank of 

the river. The Aqualiner waterbus is the only connection, which has started operating just 

after the redevelopment of the site. 

Moreover, the size of buildings and halls on RDM terrain made it very difficult to find proper 
functions and tenants for the buildings. The condition of the buildings required immediate 
restoration that needed a large amount of money. The land was polluted due to previous 
industrial uses and therefore made most future uses impossible or required more money to 
treat the pollution. In addition, the development of RDM was regarded as a ‘joint adventure’, 
as all key players – educational institutes, Port Authority Rotterdam and a housing agency – 
were ‘playing outside their core business’. None of them had large experience in integrated 
urban development and they all faced the challenge to sell the project internally. They all had 
to gain knowledge and experience in fields they were not familiar with, like integrated area 
based marketing. 

 

 

2. Planning Reform: Evolution of the Governance and Planning 

of the Historic Built Environment  

2.1. Evolution of Policy 1945-2006 

The development of Rotterdam’s port started from the initial site with small quays adjacent 

to the city centre. In the nineteenth century development continued downstream towards 

the sea due to the evolving maritime technologies and improvements in cargo handling. 

During the Second World War, the port was heavily targeted because of the ships that were 

anchored there. The Nazi’s also dismantled important plant installations and transported 

them to Germany before leaving Rotterdam in 1944. The damage to the port was massive, 

almost seven kilometres of quay walls were destructed including 40% of the total warehouse 

surface area (Aarts, Daamen et al. 2012). From 1950s onwards, the development of the 

Rotterdam port towards the west continued by construction of Botlek and Europoort area 

which came at the expense of other functions such as the destruction of Nieuwesluis and 

Blankenburg villages and De Beer nature reservation. At the end of 1960s and the beginning 

of the 1970s, the Maasvlakte area was built and developed on an artificial peninsula. While 

the growth of ports and cities has historically been deeply related, this relationship has grown 

much more complex. The docks and terminals have accordingly moved to the lands claimed 

from the sea due to economic reasons such as the need for larger and modernised areas, 

better seaside accessibility and preparing areas for highly negative environmental effects 

outside of residential areas (Aarts, Daamen et al. 2012). During that time, the municipality 

was responsible for both urban and port development and the City Council was invested 

heavily in the expansion of the port as it was believed that the success of the port will make 

Rotterdam develop into a big city. The evolution of the port of Rotterdam and its relation 

with the city is, like many other ports, captured well by the models of Brian Hoyle. The port 

turned its back on the city and created a geographical separation between the city and the 

port (Hoyle 2000). On one hand, the port disappeared out of the sight and minds of 
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Rotterdam citizens and on the other hand the port left behind large areas of obsolete port 

land. As port and city were separated spatially, “non-place” was created, leaving abandoned 

waterfronts behind in the city (Norcliffe, Basset et al. 1996). This evolution and spatial 

separation resulted in significant socio-economic and political consequences from “port-city 

dissociation”, a process which has made the fate of the city and its port less and less 

dependent on each other.   

 

Figure 6. The westward expansion of the Port of Rotterdam. 

 

Municipal authorities main concern became the negative consequences of the outward 

movement of the port. The port areas served as a geographical barrier between the city 

centre and the Maas River while the river itself literally divided the city into a rich north bank 

and a poor south bank. The city was divided in social and cultural terms and therefore, any 

creation of a shared urban identity for city inhabitants was almost impossible. As a result a 

new relationship between port and city has been fostered:  The city was interested in 

engaging in new strategies to continue to take advantage of the presence of a large port and 

the port authorities had to make sure that their desired developments were politically 

supported by the city. Port authorities considered the greening of port activities and 

environmental aspects crucial for attracting shipping lines, trading partners and potential port 

investors. In comparison urban congestion and mobility issues were among the main 

concerns of the city of Rotterdam. Hence, both the city of Rotterdam and Port authorities 

were willing to invest in innovative solutions for decreasing urban congestion and mobility 

issues, producing renewable energy and bio-based energy sources and providing economic 

diversification and housing developments. These objectives caused the Rotterdam 

administration to slowly change its behaviour from a supply-led urban ‘planner’ to a 

development-led ‘facilitator’ in order to facilitate and attract market forces and private 

investments (Wigmans 1998). As port related activities started to spread throughout the 

hinterland, the local governments strived to facilitate and compete for new economic 

activities and take advantage of having distinct and attractive places to offer close to its urban 

core. 

In Rotterdam, significant public money was invested in affordable housing projects in old 

dockland areas near the city centre since 1970s. However, Wigmans (1998) and Van der 
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Knaap & Pinder (1992) registered an “entrepreneurial” turn in Rotterdam’s urban policies by 

the end of the 1980s. Between 1979 and 1982, Rotterdam Arts Foundation (Rotterdamse 

Kunststichting) organised a series of events known as ‘Architecture International Rotterdam’ 

(AIR) that resulted in a competition to create experimental urban designs for the areas on the 

south banks of the river known as the Kop van Zuid. The designs, especially the one from 

Italian architect Aldo Rossi, triggered the idea of developing a ‘Manhattan on the Meuse’. In 

1987, the Department of Urban Development presented ‘The New Rotterdam’ plan, which 

featured two areas eligible for renewal and a new interaction between city and port. The first 

was Delfshaven Buitendijks in the western part of the city, and the second was the Kop van 

Zuid. 

The New Rotterdam plan proposed a combination of a city park, a park lane, and a new 

expansion area with modern urban functions. It was suggested to port related companies to 

build their headquarters in the park lane. This so-called “first wave of Rotterdam Waterfront 

Program” interpreted the abandoned port areas near the city centre as an excellent 

opportunity to rethink the identity of the city. The municipality prepared a large-scale master 

plan in which the importance of the River Maas has been explicitly recognised as “the DNA of 

the city”. The redevelopment strategy revolved around two main objectives (Aarts, Daamen 

et al. 2012) : 

1) Restore the link between the inner city and the river  

2) Bridge the physical and psychological barriers between the north and south bank of the 

river.  

The intervention started with the Oude Haven (Old Port), and focused on developing new 

quality housing, leisure areas and offices. Shortly after it expanded to other areas near the 

city centre, more specifically Leuvehaven, Wijnhaven and Zalmhaven. Later on the 

Scheepvaartkwartier and Parkhaven were also regenerated with high-class standards for a 

higher socio-economic class. Although the further development of the city on the north side 

of the river seemed logical, it was Kop van Zuid project by Teun Koolhaas Associates in 1987 

that eventually got precedence over the other plans. The project was perceived as a symbol 

of socially and spatially coherent city and as link between economic zones on both sides of 

the river, giving it a status of national importance. 
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Figure 7. The first wave of waterfront regeneration program in Rotterdam. 

 

The Rotterdam City Council approved the zoning scheme for the Kop van Zuid in 1991. After 

the project was implemented the metro line was expanded to the other side of the river and 

later, the construction of the monumental Erasmus Bridge in 1996; which gave the Kop van 

Zuid project national and international publicity2. However, most of the initial office spaces 

were changed to residential functions due to the lack of market interest. This area has a 

history of one of the poorest housing places, originally for dock workers, and there is a strong 

sense of gentrification in this area. However, gentrification is considered a positive element in 

this case as it  provides a variety of housing to a city where around 80% of the housing was 

social housing. It also provided proper housing for medium and high-class groups. 

In May 2000, the Mayor of Rotterdam and official representatives of three nature and 

environmental organizations signed the ‘Vision and Dare’ (Visie en Durf) document3 on 

qualitative developments of Rotterdam. In addition to a significant port expansion plan, the 

document included several coastal zone compensation measures and the realization of a 

large nature and recreational reserve. Moreover, the document had addressed restructuring 

and transforming the remaining port areas close by to urban functions. This would eventually 

be abandoned by port business due to seaward shifts of port activities to enhance the spatial 

and environmental quality of the city of Rotterdam (Daamen 2010). 

                                                           

2
 The Dutch Ministry of Spatial Planning later adopted this large waterfront development project as 

one of its so-called Key Projects. 
3
 This document supports national discussions on the expansion of the port of Rotterdam and was 

written on a vision outlines in earlier documents of Dutch cabinet.  
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In October 2002, Rotterdam municipal departments took international study trips to the port 

cities of Hamburg and London. These trips inspired the department of Economy, Port, and 

Environment (Economie, Haven en Milieu) who were working on a draft version of the ‘Port 

Vision 2020’ (Havenplan2020). It resulted in further decisions known as an ‘administrative 

triple strike’.  It included three significant decisions: the realization of port expansion 

(Maasvlakte 2), port authority corporatization, and the development of the CityPorts 

(Stadshavens) area. The project included the remaining port areas inside the city´s highway 

ring, an area of approximately 1600ha. The port of Rotterdam wanted to improve its position 

as the smartest and most sustainable port in Europe while at the same time city authorities 

were looking for economic diversification and new economic sectors to strengthen the profile 

of the area. In the stadshavens area, where city and port grew apart from each other in the 

twentieth century, space was created to develop new activities that are important to both 

the city and the port (Aarts, Daamen et al. 2012). The areas included in the Stadshavens 

project were: Merwehaven and Vierhaven in the north side of the Maas river, Waalhaven, 

Eemhaven, and RDM campus on the south bank, and Rijnhaven and Maashaven on the east 

part of the plan.   

 

Figure 8. The second wave of waterfront regeneration program (Stadshavens area). 

 

In December 2002, the Board of Mayor and Alderman (College van Burgemeester en 

Wethouders) established a new incorporated body, Rotterdam CityPorts Development 

Company (Ontwikkelingsmaatschappij Stadshavens Rotterdam) after a short start-up phase, 

which allowed private investors to participate in the company next to the municipality and 
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ultimately corporatized port authority. The main objectives of the Stadshavens Company was 

to initiate, facilitate, and stimulate the transformation of a port industrial area into an urban 

living and working area by realizing a vision and a plan for the future spatial arrangement of 

the area while maintaining and operating the port areas during the transformation process 

(Daamen 2010). 

In addition, the Board of Mayor and Alderman explicitly explained the main municipal tools to 

influence the activities of Port of Rotterdam and CityPorts Company through exclusive legal 

instruments and as the main shareholder4 of Stadshavens Company and the corporatised Port 

of Rotterdam. Moreover, land was considered a crucial element in the realization of CityPorts 

area. All the land under control of the municipal port authority (including CityPorts area) was 

transferred to the new organization on the basis of long-term lease without charge. In case 

the land lost all its port activities and become eligible for redevelopment, it was agreed that 

the Port of Rotterdam would transfer that piece of land to the Rotterdam CityPorts 

Development Company in exchange for a fee.  

The eventual founding of the Rotterdam CityPorts Development Company was set for January 

1, 2004, in conjunction with the founding of the Port of Rotterdam PLC (N.V. Haven van 

Rotterdam). In addition, an Expert Seminar was scheduled to take place in early January 2004 

to discuss the added value and potential of the conservation, adjustment, and re-use of the 

port landscape in CityPorts area. The CityPorts Company moved its new headquarters to the 

former office of the Rotterdam Dry Dock Company (Rotterdamse Droogdok Maatschappij) in 

the heart of the CityPorts area.  

During 2004, the CityPorts Company organized a number of seminars and public debates5 

with participants from different business, government, and research institutes. In addition, 

the CityPorts Company started to publish its newsletter6 to redefine its role as the driving 

force behind the economic redevelopment, of this (still) well-functioning port area. Parallel to 

the expert meetings and seminars, the CityPorts Company invested on informing the public 

about its intentions via its website, seminars and workshops. Additionally studies on soil 

contamination, sound volume regulations, possible land reclamation, and financial 

argumentation were executed or announced (Daamen 2010).  

Later that year, the Port Vision 2020 was approved and published by Rotterdam 

administration, which put CityPorts area on the map. The CityPorts Company continued to 

look for more connections to the national government and regional bodies. For example the 

CityPorts project approached the Ministry for Housing, Spatial Planning and Environment 

(VROM) to acquire State funding by applying for the National Key Projects (Nationaal 

                                                           

4 The municipality of Rotterdam owned half of the shares of CityPorts Company and more two third of 

the shares of Port of Rotterdam 
 
5
 For example the Seminar ‘New Economic Dash in the CityPorts of Rotterdam’ with participants from 

60 different businesses and research institutes led to a number of public debates. Next to this Seminar, 
a plan was being prepared for a more discrete communication process with the 850 businesses within 
the CityPorts area in order to fully inform them about the CityPorts’ intentions. 
6
 De tussenstand: Op weg naar een ontwikkelingsstrategie was the first newsletter in September 2004 
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Sleutelproject) status. Secondly, the CityPorts Company was searching for possible ways of 

coping with the environmental regulations7 obstructing certain functional changes in the 

CityPorts area. After visiting the CityPorts area, the State representatives appointed the 

CityPorts project as an important candidate on VROM´s list of projects. Next to the Port Vision 

2020 and the National Spatial Strategy, the ‘Economic Vision Rotterdam 2020’ also featured 

the CityPorts area as one of eight ‘hot spots’ for top international port related companies 

(EDBR 2005).  

In May 2005, the CityPorts Company published the ‘Rotterdam CityPorts Development 

Strategy’, to answer to the future spatial claims of the city and the port, with an emphasis on 

‘economic renewal’. The document gives an outline of (partial) transformations in the area 

including concrete plans for several locations within the area (OMSR 2005). The subsequent 

CityPorts project ‘Mapping Creativity’8 and an earlier study commissioned by the municipal 

Development Corporation provided enough reasons for the CityPorts Company to stimulate 

‘creative production’ in the CityPorts area. In addition, different exhibitions, conferences, 

festivals, sport competitions, and other cultural events were hosted inside the CityPorts area. 

Motivated by the success of these events, several CityPorts officials attended a speech by 

professor Richard Florida – author of several books on his “creative class”.  

By the summer of 2005, the renovated head office of the old RDM shipyard was becoming a 

well-known venue in Rotterdam. Next to those working on the CityPorts project, a variety of 

visitors were attracted to the building, its raw port industrial surroundings, and the 

neighbouring garden village. The CityPorts company, the Rotterdam Architecture Institute 

(NAi), the Academy of Architecture and Urbanism, and the Hogeschool Rotterdam decided to 

investigate the possibility of founding an ‘International CityPorts Academy’. While the 

Hogeschool and the Albeda College were negotiating a significant residence inside the 

enormous hangars of the former shipyard, an international ‘Summer School’ would be a pilot 

by which the viability of such an academy could be tested. Eventually, forty students from 

seventeen different countries participated in the program. Student housing was co-organized 

with Woonbron – the housing corporation still owning most of the residential units in 

Heijplaat. Under the label ‘Big and Beautiful’, the Summer School would eventually become a 

great success. 

Public communication by the OMSR reached its peak in the fall of 2005, when two 

newsletters9 informed the community about its activities – particularly those concerned 

about the development of the ‘RDM enclave’. It was during the meeting “Creativity Meets 

                                                           

7 The CityPorts Company wanted to give an early insight and influence on the the scope of the 

forthcoming Interim Law City & Environment (Interim Wet Stad & Milieu).  
8 

The study revealed a total of 125 creative enterprises inside the CityPorts area – particularly around 
the RDM terrain and the Vierhavens docklands. 
 
9
 While the first newsletter was titled ‘Working Together on Knowledge’, the second featured the 

meeting ‘Creativity Meets Business’. The goal of the latter was to discuss the development of the RDM 
hangars into a centre for ‘innovation and creative manufacturing for companies, knowledge institutes, 
and education’ with a total of 175 attendees (Stadshavens newsletter in September and November 
2005).  
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Business “ that educational institutes and port authorities adopted a plan to locate education 

program for port industrial manufacturing and applied science on the site. The meeting was 

complemented by another seminar with entrepreneurs, artists, and residents. As a result, the 

CityPorts company announced that the old RDM initials would now stand for Research, 

Design, and Manufacturing and an international idea competition titled ‘Unorthodocks’ would 

accompany the plans, asking anyone under the age of 35 to design a future for the Dokhaven 

– the central part of the RDM terrain and her surrounding waterfront. 

RDM development was simply the result of a lucky coincidence in the sense that “the site 

became available just at the time when the educational establishments had a real need for 

additional space and at the same time port authorities were looking for a new activity for the 

site with all its particularities (interview with Gert-Joost Peek). The development might be 

regarded as a ‘joint adventure’, as all key players (educational institutes, Port Authority 

Rotterdam and Woonbron Housing Association) were playing outside the core business. None 

of them had large experience in integrated urban development and they all faced the 

challenge to sell the project internally and to learn new activities, such as integrated area-

based marketing (van Tuijl and Otgaar 2016). In December 2005, CityPorts Company10, the 

educational institutions, the municipality of Rotterdam and the housing Corporation 

Woonbron signed a statement of intent for the RDM site. While the RDM enclave started to 

take root, some significant political changes had occurred inside Rotterdam’s municipality. At 

the same time, it soon became clear that many of the transhipment or other water bound 

activities in the CityPorts area were not expected to leave the area soon, and that relocations 

could not be stimulated. Instead, any advice was to be concentrated on locations where 

‘natural’ movement of businesses was likely to occur. “Cleaning out” scenarios for other parts 

of the CityPorts area were explicitly dismissed, as buying out companies would render every 

plan financially unfeasible. Moreover, the production of any concrete planning schemes was 

prohibited. Relocations were thus stimulated only if companies were willing to leave for 

better operating opportunities elsewhere in the port of Rotterdam (Daamen 2010). 

Behind the scenes, a struggle had been unfolding over the future of the docklands. While the 

port authority was registering considerable growth in the area’s port activities, the CityPorts 

Company would defend an urban, predominantly residential takeover according to municipal 

projections. During the negotiations, the port authority’s already thin support for the 

CityPorts project had faded away completely.  

During 2005 and 2006, the CityPorts area was mentioned in many municipal, regional and 

national policy reports, for example in December 2005, the Stadsregio and the Province of 

South Holland published the final and approved version of their RR2020 (Rotterdam’s official 

city-regional spatial plan) in which the CityPorts project was featured as one of the projects 

already running in Rotterdam’s river zone and that needed to be “stimulated and facilitated in 

order to transform into an advertising residential and working environment by the water”. 

                                                           

10
Later CityPorts role changed from a development company to a project area and Port of Rotterdam 

became directly involved in the project and the role of the director of Port of Rotterdam, Hans Smith, 
was very crucial in the execution of the project  (interview with Gabrielle Muris).  
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Meanwhile, on the supra-regional level, South Wing11 (Zuidvleugel) prepared a document in 

December 2005, mentioning Rotterdam CityPorts as one of the Top Ten priority projects in 

the Randstad area. According to the document, the first objective of the CityPorts project is 

to preserve and – if possible – expand the economic strength of the area. After the eventual 

moving of the companies out of the CityPorts area, the second objective of the CityPorts 

company is to answer to the growing demand for inner city space to accommodate new 

economic functions, housing, and amenities ((BPZ 2005). Decisions to stimulate these priority 

projects were made in close collaboration with the Dutch State in order to connect them to 

the framework of the National Spatial Strategy – the Nota Ruimte (Daamen 2010). On the 

municipal level, the booklet called ‘Rotterdam: Gateway to Europe’, officially established by 

the Rotterdam Board of Mayor and Alderman, designated CityPorts areas as one of the port 

city’s top priorities. This time, however, these developments were defined as “port related 

knowledge and service activities” (Municipality-of-Rotterdam 2006, p 13). 

In December 2006, the two shareholders of the CityPorts company -the Rotterdam 

municipality and port authority- officially announced the decision to close down and 

dismantle the CityPorts development Company (Ontwikkelingsmaatschappij Stadshavens 

Rotterdam).  They would take the future development of the CityPorts area (back) into their 

own hands as “they found it more logical”(Daamen 2010).   

 

2.2. Evolution of Policy 2007-2016 

In 2007 the role of Stadshavens Company in the project changed and responsibilities were 

taken over by the CityPorts project office (Projectbureau Stardshavens). The Port of 

Rotterdam Authority became not only the owner of the buildings at the RDM area but also 

took the responsibility for development of the site (Hooijer and Muris). RDM development 

continued as an independent initiative. A detailed historical and cultural study has been done 

on RDM terrain by Crimson Office to clarify the heritage value of the buildings and other 

historical elements. This study has been commissioned by the Stadshavens development 

company in collaboration with Urban Planning + Housing / Spatial Development / Monuments 

Rotterdam and Netherlands Department for Conservation12. Some of the buildings on RDM 

site were already in the process of becoming a registered national monument. However, 

according to a gentleman agreement between the municipality of Rotterdam and the Port of 

Rotterdam, it was decided to wait with the nomination until after the redevelopment and 

renovation of the site. It would give more freedom and authority to the developer (port of 

Rotterdam) in the redevelopment process. On the other hand, Port of Rotterdam accepted to 

handle the redevelopment process by respecting the historical value of the place and the 

buildings and handling them with care. In addition, a detailed historical orientation study was 

requested for renovation of each separate building.  

                                                           

11 
Zuidvleugel [South Wing] is an administrative collaboration concentrating on all large-scale projects 

and other spatial planning activities in the southern part of the Randstad area. 
12

 Rijksdienst voor de Monumentenzorg 
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However, the main value of the RDM site for the educational institutes was in the large 

industrial halls, which allowed for large-scale production and an open road for more 

advanced types of production. The first aim was to develop a cluster for innovation 

production industries in the fields of “building, moving and powering”, thus bringing 

manufacturing industries back to the city. This ambition is clearly related with two other goals 

of the campus: to facilitate crossovers between creative industries and technology and to 

promote knowledge exchange between research/educational institutes and business. RDM 

intends to set up a framework for cooperation between small and medium sized enterprises 

(SMEs) and education and research institutes, reasoning that SMEs generally have limited 

capabilities to do this on their own. This all should lead to new economic activities, new firms 

and the introduction of new products and services. The goals are based on the City and Port 

visons 2030 and Stadshavens’ general development strategy.  

Before starting the RDM development, some cultural activities were held on the terrain to put 

RDM on the map and raise awareness of the importance of the site. However, there were a 

lot of critics saying that these activities were only focused on the elite. The development 

started with the renovation of the innovation Dock, which was a key asset in realising the 

golden triangle. Inspired by notions such as open innovation and the role of informal 

communities and field visits to other renovated historical industrial sites such as the Zollveren 

in Essen, the directors of the two schools jointly developed the campus idea and sold the 

concept to the Port Authority. The port authority supported the concept as it saw it as a tool 

to attract other tenants to the area, although the campus concept is a new approach and 

outside of its core business. Moreover, the concept was an important solution to tackle a 

major challenge in the port: the labour shortage of specialised technical workers.  

Port of Rotterdam also made investments in the public space, relocating obtrusive activities 

and companies in the area as well as organizing a waterbus connection for better mobility. 

The responsibility of the educational institutions was mainly focused on the interior 

development of the halls and the necessary facilities. On an operational level, RDM 

development was a more of a bottom up approach with formal partners (Interview with 

Gabrielle Muris).  The managers of the two educational institutes and the Port Authority 

founded a development agency, RDM Campus BV, that dealt with the coordination of the 

area transformation process. This included marketing, acquisition, renovation of buildings and 

new construction, accommodation and facilitation. In addition to the actors organised in the 

RDM Campus BV, there was a close collaboration with Woonbron housing association for the 

reintegration of the former shipyard and the village. Initially Woonbron had the intention of 

using RDM site for new housing and as an extension area of the village. However, after the 

north-south deal13, the site was targeted with new port and industrial functions, making 

housing on the RDM site not possible due to safety regulations. As a consequence, renewal of 

the village is limited to refurbishment of existing housing stock (especially rental housing) and 

new housing construction (mainly for sale to attract higher income groups) within the borders 

                                                           

13
 After the separation of Port of Rotterdam from Rotterdam Municipality, the ownership and 

management of port areas in the north bank of mass River remained on the municipality while port 
areas on the south bank were transferred to the Port of Rotterdam 
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of the village. Therefore, Woonbron developed a new vision that was later integrated into the 

RDM site plan, including the plan to use the RDM Campus as flywheel for renewal by 

increasing the critical mass of new urban functions in the village (e.g. shops) (Tuijl and Otgaar 

2016). In addition, the village was also used for new activities of the educational institutes 

and firms at the RDM Campus. One concrete example is Concept House Village, a number of 

houses where temporary users can test all kinds of new living concepts. Inhabitants of these 

houses are monitored in order to analyse their reactions to new concepts in order to adapt 

the technology.   

In 2007 parallel to the development of RDM campus and just before the outbreak of the 

financial crisis, the municipality of Rotterdam and Port Authority once again reached an 

agreement over the value of the existing industries and a detailed analysis was performed on 

the companies and their contracts to have a realistic schedule of the transition in the 

concerned areas. The main concept was to improve the existing maritime and port cluster by 

using the potential companies and industries and reinforcing educational links in order to 

develop the future model of the port-city economy. In addition, the contacts with the 

Ministry of Economic Affairs resulted in the application of a so-called ‘TOPPER’-contribution 

while the relationship with the Ministry of Transport and Water resulted in the adoption of 

the CityPorts project in the ‘Urgency Program Randstad’ (Randstad Urgent) published in June 

2007. Rotterdam CityPorts counted 19 out of a total of 33 projects initially adopted in the 

Randstad Urgent program. In order to strengthen the chosen image for CityPorts, a close 

collaboration between the CityPorts Project bureau and the bureau of the Rotterdam Climate 

Initiative (RCI) was approved. A connection with the Urgenda, an initiative aiming to speed up 

sustainable development initiatives in the Netherlands, was also sought (urgent agenda).   

The CityPorts Collaboration Agreement and Implementation Program 2007-2010 were closely 

connected to Rotterdam’s new Stadsvisie. A preliminary document, which was labelled Koers 

Stadshavens 2025 (Course CityPorts 2025), was also well received by the municipal and port 

directors. On May 7, 2008, VROM Minister Cramer was officially handed the document 

‘CityPorts Rotterdam: 1600ha Creating on the Edge’ (PbSR, 2008).  

For CityPorts project, port and city planners intentionally decided not to establish a traditional 

‘Master plan’, with a corresponding real estate program and plans for new infrastructure. The 

core of the document consisted of five substantive ‘strategies for a new future’ in the 

CityPorts area (see more explanation in appendix): 

1. Re-inventing delta technology, which referred to sustainable development with a focus on 

water and energy, embodied by a Climate Campus; 

2. Volume & value, referring to maritime office developments and an advanced distribution, 

and several port related economic and educational activities; 

3. Crossing borders, referring to port city connections in terms of education (RDM Campus), 

combinations of living and working, and accessibility; 

4. Floating communities, referring to residential functions and amenities on the water; and 



Country Second case study, June 2017 

22 
 

5. Sustainable mobility, referring to the transportation of people and goods by all road, rail, 

and water modalities with easy public transport connections. 

The program was not fully dependent on public investments; instead, opportunity cards 

strategy (Kanskaarten) appeared to be excellent choice for the new reality in Rotterdam. 

These opportunity cards “did not tie down the future with blueprint-type plans, and thus 

were highly adaptive to the dynamic situation. The alliances that formed around each wild 

card were able to adjust and develop their plans as changes occurred” (Aarts, Daamen et al. 

2012).  

Even though the development of RDM started much earlier than the establishment of 

Stadshavens structure plan, RDM approach incorporated these five main strategies into its 

development as below: 

 

Stadshavens strategy Translation for RDM Campus 

Re-inventing delta technology Education and business in these fields 

especially offshore 

Application space in halls and on water 

Application of new energy solutions, solar 

and wind technologies 

Volume and Value More space for ‘break bulk’ 

New jobs in technological firms 

New space for inland shipping (relocation 

from Rijnhaven) 

Crossing borders Reopen link between Heijplaat and RDM site 

New facilities for village 

Floating communities  Floating construction built and tested 

Sustainable mobility Reduce car traffic, improve public transport, 

waterbus connection 

Table 1. RDM redevelopment approach has incorporated “chance cards” of Stadshavens 

 

 Back in RDM, the redevelopment of other buildings carried on and a detailed plan for 

restoration and refurbishment of the public space was conducted by Palmbout Landscape 

Office. In 2012  the second version of cooperation agreement was signed among more 

stakeholders. These stakeholders include the city of Rotterdam, Woonbron, The port 

Authority, Wijkvereniging Heijplaat (a community association representing the interests of 

the inhabitants of Heijplaat), Eneco (a utility company), Stedin Netbeheer (an electricity grid 

company) and RDM Campus BV/ Rotterdam University of Applied Science. Despite a shared 
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vision and high level of trust especially among the core project partners, a number of factors 

made the cooperation less straightforward and easy during this period compared to the past. 

For instance, the directors of the Port Authority and the Rotterdam University of Applied 

Science changed and it was unclear to what extent they supported the RDM Campus. In 

addition, Woonbron and the city of Rotterdam were both in an internal reorganisation 

process and had less capacity to develop the RDM Campus and the renewal of Heijplaat. In 

order to guarantee stable cooperation in the future, the actors searched for new ways to 

cooperate and divide tasks. For example, the key actors stopped with RDM campus BV and 

this company’s tasks have been carried out by a project organisation of the Port Authority. 

Also the responsibility of the congress office shifted from the Rotterdam University of Applied 

Science to the Port Authority. As such, the Port Authority gained more power further in the 

transformation process.  In March 2015, the renovated Submarine Wharf opened at the RDM 

site, which was not only a milestone in the redevelopment of the site but also a new phase in 

area development which will be explained in the next section. 

 

Governance  Open governance approach 

 Clear division of tasks and responsibilities 

 Flexible planning approach 

 First major project within new approach to city-port areas 

and as such well supported by local, regional and national 

government 

Social  Offer of opportunities for young people to access skills and 

jobs 

 Positive impulse for adjacent village 

Economic  Highly effective application of the triple-helix model  

 Showcase for boosting Rotterdam’s innovation ecosystem  

 Successful incubator environment offering flexible lease 

contracts and facilities 

 Well used congress and meeting facilities  

 Efficient use of facilities by mixing education, business and 

community services 

Environment and 

the public realm 

 Opening up the site by providing public access to the water 

front 

 Restoring quays and improving public space 

 Cultural events and exhibitions in the Submarine hall put 

RDM on the Rotterdam map as a tourist attraction 



Country Second case study, June 2017 

24 
 

Heritage  Industrial and maritime heritage as a driver of innovation 

 Sustainable techniques in restoring and adapting the 

historic buildings 

 Industrial and maritime heritage provides a key ‘urban 

narrative’ for the further exploration of port-city innovation 

Table 2. The innovative aspects of RDM development program can be summarised in the table above. 

 

On the financial level, the RDM Campus and the renewal of Heijplaat have been funded by 

investments from the Port Authority, the educational institutes, Woonbron and the City of 

Rotterdam. These players also had access to national and European subsidies including 1.9 

million euros of EU funding (Rutten 2012). The largest investor of the area was the Port 

Authority  (about 100 million euros) to cover renovation of buildings and new infrastructure 

developments such as the new road to the RDM Campus that prevents hindrance for the 

inhabitants of Heijplaat village. The port authority used its traditional funding model for the 

development of the RDM Campus. As  landowner and port manager, it actively sought 

tenants and after long-term contracts were signed, halls were renovated and adapted to the 

wishes of the clients. Income generated by long-term contracts can be used to cross-fund 

other parts of the area. In addition it provides empty plots on the RDM site that might be 

used for new constructions. Even though this is a traditional model for the Port Authority, it is 

a new approach for area developments which normally work with a strict masterplan that has 

been pre-financed with large investments. The port Authority’s approach is more flexible and 

involves less financial risk (van Leeuwen 2013)  

“The real innovation however is the fact that the renovation of the RDM site combines 

aspects of smart and inclusive growth – in its business and labour market focus, but also in its 

offer of opportunities for young people, and particularly disadvantaged groups, to access 

skills and jobs. Here the concept of sustainable growth is fundamentally reinforced by a truly 

integrated approach to brownfield redevelopment underpinned by a highly effective 

application of the triple-helix model” (interview with Gert-Joost Peek) . 

 

 1945-2006 2007-2016 

 

Pivotal events that 

influenced change 

Construction of Maasvlakte one 

(1970s) 

Establishment of CityPorts 

development company (2002) 

Corporatisation of the port 

authority (2004) 

 

Financial  crisis (2008) 

Construction of Maasvlakte two 

(2008) 

Policy themes The New Rotterdam Plan (1987) Port vision 2020 (2004) 
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National & regional (non-

local) 

Local (municipality, Local 

authority) 

Vision and Dare (Visie en durf)  

Rotterdam Sterk (2010) 

Port vision 2010 (1993) 

Port vision 2020 (2004) 

Economic Vision Rotterdam (2005) 

 

Port vision 2030 

Structure vision Stadshavens 2011 

Implementation plan Stadshavens 

2007-2015 

Preservation and renovation RDM 

2013 

Koers Stadshavens 2025 (Course 

CityPorts 2025) 

CityPorts Rotterdam: 1600 ha 

Creating on the Edge (2008) 

Randstad Urgent 2008 

Regulation   

Incentives (including 

financial) 

Public money investments on the 

Erasmus bridge and metro 

expansion 

Subsidies and EU funds 

 

Direct intervention Construction of Erasmus bridge  

Extending Metro lines  

Ferry connection to city centre (by 

POR) 

Improving public space and parking 

(by POR) 

Renovation of the houses in 

Heijplaat village and improving 

public space (Rotterdam 

municipality) 

 

Communication and civic 

engagement 

New Economic Dash expert meeting 

(2004) 

CityPorts Newletters (from 2004) 

Creativity meets business 

conference (2005) 

Events at RDM 

Summer school 

Open days of RDM with Heijplaat 

residents (2012, 2014) 

Participation in open port days 

Events and performances in 

submarine hall 

 

Knowledge – research, 

studies 

Municipal international study trip to 

London and Hamburg (2002)  

Mapping creative production (2005) 

Design competition (year?) 

Historical cultural study of RDM 

(2005) 
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Table 3. Chronology of cultural heritage policy development related to the Industrial areas.   

 

3. The Legal and Policy Framework in 2016 and beyond  

3.1. Policy Themes and General Goals 

Before the onset of the economic crisis, waterfront redevelopments such as Kop van Zuid 

that converted abandoned dock areas on the south bank into an extension of the city centre 

was considered a successful experience by city authorities. Even though the project was 

flexible in its changing of office uses to residential units due to market interests, it was still 

based on a blueprint approach and dependent on public money. After the economic crisis 

though, housing schemes could no longer be funded and the buying out of port-related 

companies was not realistic. RDM redevelopment therefore did not follow a blueprint 

approach but instead developed a vision and master plan for the area that was very flexible 

and open to new objectives. Moreover, the City Ports Structure Vision (Stadshavens 

structuurvisie) was developed in 2011 on a strategic bases rather than a blueprint with fixed 

designs. This flexibility will allow a useful margin for adaptation in case changes in objectives 

or ambitions for certain areas would require a change of plans. In addition, the buildings and 

terrain of RDM was abandoned and the buying out of existing companies was not an issue. 

Even though the development of RDM campus is almost coming to an end, the project is now 

considered as a part of a larger development area named the Innovation District or more 

recently “Makers Space”.  The Rotterdam Makers Space covers the Merwe Vierhaven (M4H) 

and RDM terrain. The challenges on the north side of the river are completely different from 

RDM terrain as the north part of Makers Space consists of small, mixed use industrial parcels 

with long term lease contracts that make it difficult to reach agreements between all parties. 

In addition, M4H houses a number of economically healthy companies focusing mainly on 

fruit export and import. These companies generate employment and can play a role in the 

future of these areas. The notion of “port as a driving force for jobs” is recognized once again 

and therefore the potential of existing port-related businesses became the core concern for 

port-city planners. Besides, the port’s relationship with the regional urban economy is 

becoming increasingly important and its scope should be widened by including new services 

and manufacturing with new technologies. The Port of Rotterdam and the municipality have 

joined forces to test a new approach for development in this area. This new approach is 

defined as “organic” or “gradual” area development. Rotterdam CityPorts project office 

(PBSR) is playing a new role in supporting the businesses that are already present in the area 

as well as seeking possible opportunities for area redevelopment. This calls for intensive 

networking and a concerted effort by port and city authorities. They lack the necessary funds 

for investments and the effort is going into looking for local players who can introduce new 

concepts for production and improvement of the economic dynamism of the area.  

By the end of 2014, the development strategy “Get Involved in M4H” (Ontwikkel mee in M4H) 

was published as an open invitation to all actors to contribute to the area’s redevelopment 

from a port to a sustainable and productive port area. It is adopted by City Executive of 

Rotterdam and based on a flexible framework that can be adopted for various scenarios or 
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pace of development. Rotterdam City Ports has set the general direction but market 

initiatives still have to provide substance. In addition, the development strategy states (Get 

Involved in M4H, p.60) that managing lease contracts and the zoning plan is a steering 

instrument in the development of M4H. The existing and new initiatives are being assessed in 

terms of their contribution to social, physical and economic value creation in the area in order 

to determine if they fit within the future of M4H. Rotterdam City Ports decides to deny, 

discuss or approve an initiative regarding the points scored in each category. Rotterdam 

Makers space is famous for ‘simplified regulation for experiments, deployment of its space 

and cultural heritage and catalysing platforms’ (Get Involved in M4H, p. 30). In short, 

Rotterdam Makers Space is defined by three core visionary principles: experiment, space and 

platforms. 

3.2. Incentives and Financial Tools 

Local authority and port authorities no longer have the financial resources to initiate 

interventions nor make any upfront investments in the area. Instead they are shifting towards 

a more organic development of their properties in order to develop them ‘together with the 

market to become an urban testing ground where harbour and city and knowledge and skills 

come together and new living and working environments are made and sustainable added 

value is created for city and region’ (Get Involved in M4H, p.7)  

Instead of offering financial incentives in order to attract large companies to the area, they 

wish to encourage the company itself to become interested in an area through its 

outstanding activities (such as Studio Roosegaarde) or through initiatives such as the 

SuGuClub (Start-up-Grow-up club). As previously mentioned, existing and future initiatives 

are being assessed in terms of their contribution to the social, physical and economic values 

of the area and initiatives adding the most value are granted the most attractive contractual 

conditions (such as longer rental periods) and are promised a role in shaping the future 

environment of the area.  

By stressing on the importance of economic and social ambitions over physical change, 

Rotterdam City Ports prioritises the use of the area and the end user in every development. In 

this way, actors are invited to come up with ideas and are encouraged to realise these 

themselves. Rotterdam City Ports only has small leverage budget to realise projects or to 

attract larger investments. There will be no servicing of land, provision of public spaces or 

other large upfront investments. Only small improvements to public space and infrastructure 

is foreseen (stadshavens 2015, p.94) 

3.3. Communication and Civic Engagement 

Given the closure of the RDM campus for many years, it was a challenge to promote these 

areas to new tenants. This promotion was conducted in various ways by a variety of key 

actors. The first component was an events strategy to bring people to the site and create 

awareness of the new initiatives. The second element was an active media strategy, devised 

to constantly generate news from the area via celebrities as “ambassadors” and the third 

strategy involved regular communications including a website, magazine, newsletter and 
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brochures. A communication platform was also created for Heijplaat inhabitants to keep 

them in contact with the transformation progress.  

In M4H and the makers Space, there are various platforms and spaces where entrepreneurs 

and stakeholders might meet up and exchange ideas. The Keile Table (Keiletafel) for example, 

is a platform where (social) entrepreneurs meet every three months to share their new ideas 

and initiatives. Rotterdam City Ports plays an important role in organizing these meetings and 

each is hosted by a different entrepreneur or initiative inside the area. Officials from 

Rotterdam City Ports and the municipality are active on the platform and provide 

entrepreneurs with the latest information on the development, affording them the 

opportunity to pitch their ideas and pose questions. Speed-dating sessions are also organised 

for entrepreneurs to enable them to get to know each other and help spark new 

opportunities for business in the Makers Space area.  

Another example is the SuGuClub, SuGu referring to “StartUps” and “GrownUps”, which helps 

by connecting early stage companies (start-ups) with large and multinational companies 

(grownups). Its mission is to accelerate the development of the makers industry in 

Rotterdam, the Netherlands and Europe.   

Investing in a clear brand, as an area of opportunity and experimentation for new economic 

sectors such as clean manufacturing and creative industries, helps to create a synergy 

between business and the site. This branding can be seen in the area’s public spaces as well 

as within (online) publications and website that have a very distinctive graphic design. Active 

project social media accounts also regularly post news and events and are interlinked with 

important actors and initiatives that enrich the image of the area as one of experiment and 

opportunity.  

Rotterdam City Ports often exhibit strong links to an area’s entrepreneurs in all its 

publications and activities. These companies are called “area ambassadors” due to their 

innovative character and their role in area branding. Studio Roosegaarde for example, 

created interactive designs to explore the dynamic relations between people, technology and 

space. By collaborating with this sort of iconic end-user, the Rotterdam City Ports aims to 

direct more (media) attention to the area and benefit from an extended user network14.   

3.4. Knowledge – research and studies 

Before beginning site intervention, a detailed cultural and historical orientation study was 

conducted to evaluate and assess the heritage value of the intervention site and major 

buildings. Each monument and building in the area was studied and different sections of 

buildings were categorised as having a high value, positive value or indifferent heritage value. 

The document also provides advise on how to use these guidelines in different scenarios. This 

                                                           

14
 For example, Studio Roosegaarde will build some of its innovative projects in the area such as the 

Smog Free Tower, the largest air-purifier in the world. The idea was developed in the makers Space 
area via crowdfunding. The crowdfunding campaign started on the 23rd of July and aimed to raise 
50,000 euros. On September 16

th
, the project closed and, backed by 1577 funders, had raised 113,154 

euros. This example shows how Studio Roosegaarde’s projects are able to attract attention that would 
also promote the site and the City of Rotterdam.  
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type of study became compulsory from 2013 in Rotterdam and decisions on proposed 

changes to buildings will be considered according to this key document.  

In addition, each entrepreneur who intends to intervene in the area or lease a building will 

receive a cultural-historical passport from the Rotterdam municipality that explains the 

qualities of the building as well as possible improvements or modifications. This also improves 

the tenants’ awareness of the environment of the site as well as their understanding of the 

heritage values of each residence.  

3.5. Institutional Innovation 

CityPorts aims to create a platform for property owners, potential entrepreneurs and tenants, 

with the municipality acting as a facilitator and silent partner. This should contribute to the 

transformation of the area from a port into a sustainable and productive urban area. This 

platform also allows for new structures of collaboration within the area’s redevelopment.  

According to Isabelle Vries, the new director of Makers Space, the concept of “port out - city 

in” will no longer work in Rotterdam as there are many healthy industries in older ports that 

will not move to the new Maasvlakte Port in the short term. The new concept is that of the 

“city-port”, a mix of urban and industrial functions in the harbour areas. The Port of 

Rotterdam should be involved with redevelopment programs in the harbour areas in order to 

facilitate the transition of vacant industrial areas as well as maintenance of the remaining, 

healthy industries.  

Moreover, hosting the Keiletafel as a platform where entrepreneurs in Makers Space can 

meet, share and exchange initiatives and ideas can also be seen as a new partnership and a 

form of institutional innovation.   

3.6. Future Trajectory of Policy 
The redevelopment of the Rotterdam waterfront is changing from an integrated, grand blueprint 

model that is executed by a single governmental organization (Unit approach as in the Kop van Zuid 

area) to a more pluralist model of public-private partnerships still within a governance context (Chain 

approach as in the RDM Campus). The current and future approach in the Makers Space area breaks 

with the past. M4H itself was managed and developed in a way similar to the Unit and Chain 

approaches with the Port of Rotterdam as main owner, leasing plots and accommodating activities 

with a clear vision towards global maritime logistics. The future trajectory is based on the 

empowerment of local communities and reflects long-term visions on a small scale. A small unit 

(Rotterdam CityPorts), directs the process and acts as facilitator connecting existing and future 

initiatives and entrepreneurs. The strategy is shifting towards a network based strategy and a more 

bottom-up and cooperative process. With its organic development strategy for the Makers Space, the 

Rotterdam City Ports has created a sound basis for the redevelopment of the area that is socially 

inclusive and can connect the city to the ports as well as create a lively mixed-use area (interviews with 

Gert-Joost Peek and Isabelle Vries). 

Type of modification they seek 

(WHAT)  

Tangible at Intangible attributes  
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Policy themes  -Connecting port and the city 

spatially 

-Retaining port activities 

-Using the story of the ports and 

places for branding and 

development 

Regulation -Flexible approach  

-Diverse uses in the port areas 

-Cultural-historical passports for 

the buildings and port structures 

Incentives (including financial tools) -Private sector becomes a parts 

of the management chain 

-Building a community  

-Supporting platforms and clubs 

to connect the community 

Direct intervention tools -Public space improvements 

-Much more selective direct 

interventions 

-Cascading interventions rather 

than master planning 

-Reinforcing the identity of the 

place by branding 

- Attracting innovative and 

unique initiatives to the area 

Communication and engagement tools -Online platforms, websites and 

newsletters 

-Clubs such as SUGUClub 

- Communication platforms and 

Clubs such as SUGUClub 

- Cultural-historical passports for 

the buildings and port structures 

in order to raise awareness of 

the tenants 

Knowledge tools -Cultural-historical passports for 

the buildings and port 

structures  

- platforms and clubs to increase 

the awareness of the residents 

and new tenants 

Institutional innovation – e.g. new 

partnerships 

-Chain approach on small scale 

units instead of the previous 

Unit approach 

- more bottom-up and 

cooperative process 

 

- Private sector becomes a parts 

of the management chain, 

enhancing the community sense 

of the tenants and residents 

- socially inclusive and lively 

mixed-use area 

Table 4. Summary of policy and action for management and planning of industrial heritage 

 

4. Mapping change  
This chapter will explain and illustrate what transformations have taken place on the RDM precinct 

over the last decade in terms of its morphology, the make-up of public space and any functional 

changes.  

4.1.  Physical Change in RDM Site 

In 1902, 'Rotterdamsche Droogdok Maatschappij' was founded on the south bank of the 

Maas river. The RDM area underwent continuous development and rebuilding as the shipyard 

gradually flourished.  In 1914, the garden village of Heijplaat was built to accommodate the 

growing work force. The development and expansion of both the RDM area and the village of 

Heijplaat can be seen in the images below.  
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Figure 9. Map of RDM in 1910, source: Kadaster website 

 

Figure 10. Map showing the development of RDM in 1920, source: Kadaster website 
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Figure 11. The development and expansion of the RDM area and Heijplaat village in the 1940’s map, 
source: Kadaster website 

 

By the Second World War the area had grown to 40 hectares and became one of the largest 

shipyards in Europe. In these prosperous times, the RDM wharf employed a workforce of 

some 5,000 people and the residential village was expanded to include a new district: ‘Het 

Nieuwe Dorp’ (The New Village). 

 

Figure 12. RDM terrain and Heijplaat in 1960, source: Kadaster website 

 

A comparative study of aerial photos and maps does not show any large-scale physical or 

morphological changes to the RDM layout between 1960 and 2000. The development of the 

port wharves continued though, with piers 5, 6 and 7 constructed to expand the port area 

(see map below).  
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Figure 13. RDM layout before port closure in 2000, source: Kadaster website 

 

However, after the closure of ship-building companies in 1996-99 and the acquisition of the 

site by port authorities in 2002, the area has undergone a number of reconstructions and 

other physical changes.  

After the initial renovation of the machinery hall (Innovation Dock) and its formal opening in 

2009, the wholesale transformation of other buildings on the site began. Palmbout Landscape 

Architects was commissioned by the Port Authority to develop a public space design for the 

RDM campus as well as an urban orientation design for the area. According to Jeroen 

Ruitenbeek:  

 ‘The port authorities did not have any experience in development in heritage settings and 

felt a bit insecure. At the time, there were several small scale projects and initiatives were 

going on in the area but they needed an overall plan to integrate them together.’  

The public space design respected the historical material and colour palette in order to retain 

the 1950s-60s atmosphere while the size of the doors, the structure of the openings and the 

lighting were all improved.  

Figure 14. Preserving the material and texture of the pavements 
in order to retain the industrial atmosphere of the site.  

  

 

In addition, Palmbout Landscape Architects gathered a repository of original site elements 

and signage and the sought to integrate these into the redevelopment areas so as to retain a 

consistent narrative.   At the same time, the municipality and Woonbron housing association 

were working to renovate houses and improve the public spaces within the Heijplaat village.  
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Figure 15. Some of the original signs and elements of the original landuse were retained and used in 
the new landscape design. Source: Palmbout Landscape Office archive 

 

The plan below shows the site orientation and major buildings available for redevelopment as 

at 2009. The RDM head office, constructed in the 1970s, had already been demolished here 

due to structural and asbestos contamination issues and its former location now houses an 

outdoor parking area.  

 

Figure 16.  Major buildings on the site as at 2009, amended from Palmbout design report 
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The Crimson report on the historical and cultural value of the RDM area noted that a number 
of buildings were of significant heritage value, including the submarine sheds, machinery hall, 
the main RDM office, the warehouses to the south of dock office, the foundry and hammer 
mill as well as the boiling warehouse buildings (building numbers 1, 2, 6, 7, 10,11 in the map 
above).  During the transformation works however, the dilapidated foundry building (building 
number 10 on the map above) was earmarked for demolition, as renovation costs were not 
deemed financially feasible.  After several meetings between port authorities (as the main 
developer) and the cultural heritage authorities, the buildings to be retained were discussed 
and agreed upon (see plan below). 

 

Figure 17.  The main orientation of buildings to be kept on the site, source: Palmbout design report 

 

Renovation of the interiors of buildings were also handled with care and respect towards the 

original elements. For example, port authorities insisted that the electricity consoles and the, 

now obsolete, indoor cranes remain intact. The architectural details and stained glass doors 

in the main RDM office were also carefully and sensitively restored and renovated. A number 

of extensions were added to the structures, particularly to the Innovation Hall that also had a 

series of glass rooms installed to reduce noise pollution from machinery. The high ceilings of 

the Innovation Hall also afforded the opportunity to provide start-up companies with hanging 

offices for their informal meetings and gatherings.  
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Figure 18. Interior design of the Innovation Dock 

 

 

 

A series of new roads and entrances was developed in order to better access the RDM site. In 

addition to the blue gate, which used to be the only connection between Heijplaat village and 

the RDM company, a number of other pedestrian connections were designed to maximise the 

accessibility of the RDM campus to residents of Heijplaat. The water-bus that connects the 

RDM campus to the city centre is also easily accessible to Heijplaat residents and a bridge was 

built to the south of RDM to allow a quicker connection to the highway network, a connection 

that is regularly used by visitors and residents alike. The site accessibility and new site 

entrances are illustrated in the plan below.  

 

Figure 19. The borders of RDM site and the main entrances of the new design, Source: Palmbout report 
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The public space has also been renovated with significant site components such as cranes, 

quaysides and pier elements being integrated into the design. The green area in the Heijplaat 

has also been restructured to provide a consistent and coherent character within the 

residential area. Precinct signage and lighting has been regulated and guidelines produced by 

the Palmbout Landscape Office (in consultation with municipal departments and the Port of 

Rotterdam) for urban structures, pavements and safety requirements as well as the height, 

composition and materials of future developments.  

 

Figure 20. The public realm design by Palmbout landscape Office 

 

 

Figure 21. The number of issued permits on the RDM site from 2000-2010 
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Analysis of the physical changes to the area indicate that not all the alterations to the site 

have passed through the formal application process. For example, the demolition of the 

previous RDM administrative office was not mentioned in any of the permits. It was not 

possible to access all of the building applications for the RDM site but permits issued between 

2000-2010 were reviewed and, even though the type of interventions are not clearly 

mentioned in an application, most applications included improvements to fire proofing of 

buildings and the area’s public domain.  

 

4.2. Change of use 

The location of the Rotterdam Dry Dock Company was an industrial site until its closure in 

2002 and despite the fact that the blue gate was open towards the Heijplaat village, the open 

areas of the site did not constitute a public space. This connection between the Heijplaat 

village and RDM was only available to workers living in the village. All the buildings on the site 

were leased by industries and container companies and in 2006, the Crimson Office produced 

a detailed map of the previous functions and companies on the site.  

 

 

Figure 22. The map showing the previous functions, translated and amended from the Crimson report 
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Figure 23. RDM master plan commissioned by the Port of Rotterdam in 2009 

 

After 2006, the notion of bringing education functions to the area was proposed by Albeda 

college and the Rotterdam University. This plan to have education and innovation industries 

under one roof was realised in the Innovation Hall with the formal application for change of 

use accepted in 2009. New amenities were needed in the area in order to fully realise the 

combination of education and innovation function and the RDM company’s former canteen 

was renovated and transformed into a new cafeteria. New public domain designs were also 

completed for the RDM area and in 2010, the submarine sheds were formally transformed 

into cultural and event venues . The major functions and new uses for the RDM site area are 

illustrated in the RDM master plan.  

There is also a clear division between the different forms of industry on the site. The eastern 

part of the RDM for example, is mainly dedicated to cargo transhipment industries but the 

port authorities do not strictly enforce these divisions and, depending on the length of the 

lease contract and the availability of empty buildings, exceptions might be made.  
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Figure 24. Main division of industries and activities on the RDM site, Source: Palmbout Landscape 
Office 

 

5. Experiencing RDM 
5.1. Citizens’ sense of place 

Our research of how end-users and citizens experience a sense of place within the RDM site, 

included surveying respondents’ feelings toward the site (their sense of meaning of the site) 

as well as how they use the site area. The survey also sought to establish their attachment to 

the site (through memories and narratives) and their sense of satisfaction with the site.  The 

results are based on 24 structured interviews at the RDM campus with randomly selected 

visitors during a working day in April 2017 (10 am to 4 pm).  

 

Figure 25.  The relationship of the respondents to the area 
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The interviews consisted of five questions and were carried out across a variety of age 

groups, with the majority of respondents being male (only three were female). The questions 

were: 

Question one - What do you like about this place?  

Question two - What do you know about the history of RDM? 

Question three - What has changed?  

Question four - What do you imagine for the future of this place? 

Question five - what would you like to maintain and what you would like to change?  

The questions were left open to allow respondents to refer to any aspect of the place 

including physical elements, non-physical connections and personal bonds. Heritage values of 

the site were not specifically mentioned so as to allow the subject to surface naturally.  

 

Figure 26. Age groups represented amongst the respondents 

 

All of the respondents had a positive opinion of the place and described the RDM campus and 

its surroundings in favourable terms such as liveliness (five responses), robustness (three) and 

openness (eleven). Start-up and innovation companies largely noted the cooperative and 

open nature of the complex as well as a few that see the connection between industry and 

education as useful and valuable (five). 

‘Businesses are very open and approachable, encouraging curious people and innovative 

industries match to with each other.’ 

‘The community network is important for me, it can stimulate collaborations.’ 
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The industrial ambiance and character of the buildings were mentioned directly by seven 

respondents as a positive aspect of the space. The industrial look and history of buildings as 

well as their size and the structure of ceilings and cranes lent a positive experience to the 

users (four students and five  workers). 

‘RDM used to be a place of innovation, a number of famous ships and submarine have been 

built here. The current RDM is also full of innovations and ideas, it has kept its nature well.’ 

Amongst start-up companies, the facilities and cooperative nature of the space and 

machinery aesthetic also played an important role. At least four of the respondents suggested 

they had chosen the site due to the facilities and low price rather than due to the location or 

the buildings themselves.  

With regards question number two, almost all the respondents appeared to have a sufficient 

knowledge of the history of the site, with the exception of one interviewee who noted the 

site’s use as a harbour. A few respondents had worked at the RDM company during the 1970s 

and 1980s and continued to work as teachers in the schools after the opening of the RDM 

campus (three).  A number of respondents also had relatives or parents who had previously 

worked at RDM and claimed to have substantial knowledge of the site (five).  

‘I have worked here since 1980, experienced the decline and closure of RDM and then worked 

as a teacher.’ 

In spite of extensive renovations to, and redevelopment of the site, only eight respondents 

had noticed physical changes to the area. Fourteen people had though, recognised a change 

in the use of the area, from the opening of a new canteen in the education section to the 

leaving of larger companies to other site buildings or new plots that became available in the 

Innovation Hall.  

‘I have noticed changes in the companies, some start-ups fail or when growing too fast, they 

need a bigger space, so they leave the campus.’ 

Four respondents also mentioned elements of physical changes to the site area including 

accessibility to the city centre and the improvements to public space and buildings. 

‘The decay has stopped and RDM is now reachable by water bus.’ 

Most of the respondents foresaw a positive future for the area with only three respondents 

having no idea about the future of the site. Further development of the educational spaces is 

expected, as is more rotation in building occupancies so as to optimise the use of space. The 

port authorities are also renovating additional buildings for lease to larger companies.  

‘It is a promising part of the Rotterdam and I think it will become more and more popular and 

attract more start-ups.’ 

Seven respondents wished to keep the RDM site as it is now with four mentioning that the 

industrial look of the buildings should be retained during the development process and five 

suggesting that the buildings and cranes ought to be kept and protected.  

‘It should not become too neat, it has to be a bit rough at the edges.’ 
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Some respondents suggested possible changes and improvements to the infrastructure of the 

area including a need for improved accessibility.  For example, the limited frequency of the 

water-bus connection is problematic (only one per hour after 6pm) and more options for 

food and drink on campus are required. Just one of the respondents wished to exchange the 

rusty old buildings for modern ones (a student of two years at the RDM) and another did not 

have an opinion of a preferred building age as long as they were safe (employee at a start–up 

for almost a year). The innovative atmosphere was also mentioned three times by 

respondents.  

‘The idea of RDM is focused on business, education and events. The first two are going on but 

the last one is being neglected, even though the canteen and the submarine shed are 

attracting visitors bit I still think they should make the area more open and attractive for 

public.’ 

Most of the respondents lived in or around Rotterdam and commute by bike or bus. They 

suggest the water-bus is too expensive for daily use but that the free parking is a bonus for 

workers on site and that they wish it to remain free.  

 

Figure 27. The location of respondents’ residences 

 

Despite the fact that the village of Heijplaat was mentioned a number of times by 

respondents when discussing the history of the place, most respondents had no connection 

or contact with the village. They had been to the supermarket in the village once or twice but 

otherwise, did not feel it necessary to visit. Only one of our respondents is currently living in 

Heijplaat and one other said they were interested in living in the village if a flat rental or 

purchase were possible. The remainder of the respondents were not interested in the village 

at all and would not consider living here. New residential units for 600 middle to high income 

earners are under construction in the Heijplaat, that might attract amenities and enliven the 

area. 

‘I like the houses in the village, they are cute but I don’t want to live there ever, it is like living 

on an isolated island.’  
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5.1.1. Media Survey 

In addition to the field interviews, a detailed survey of national and local newspapers as well 

as social media (Instagram and Twitter) 

was performed. The newspaper study (using the titles of, and keywords within articles) was 

conducted in order to provide an overview of the major talking points concerning the RDM 

project. Most of the discussion in the national newspapers was focused on the “harbour 

scandal” which had taken place shortly before the closure of the RDM Ship Building Company. 

Heritage related discussions constitute the second most published articles amongst the 

national newspapers. The RDM scandal did not receive significant mention in the local 

newspapers whose main coverage regarding the RDM site focused on the topics of 

innovation, entertainment or events and heritage.  

 

 

Figure 28. Major themes of coverage in national and local newspapers concerning RDM 

 

The analysis of Instagram posts with #RDMRotterdam provides a general overview of what 

users (either working and studying at RDM or just visiting the site for an event) express about 

their feelings towards the area.  
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Figure 29.  Instagram word cloud with the most significant and used terms relating to RDM highlighted 

 

The most repeated terms can be divided into five major categories: innovation, the area’s 

ambience, heritage, entertainment (art) and food.   

 

Figure 30. Major themes of Instagram discussions concerning RDM   

Searching Instagram for #Stadshavens revealed different results. Most of the posts on this 

subject relate to innovation and networking activities that happen in the Stadshavens area, 

particularly in M4H. Although some posts mention the terms ‘industrial’, ‘old chimneys’ or 

the authenticity of the buildings, the majority of terms related to meetings of entrepreneurs 

and art events in the area.  
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Figure 31. Instagram word cloud with the most significant and used terms relating to Stadshavens 
(Cityports area) highlighted 

 

The terms can be divided into the same five major categories, however the distribution of 

posts amongst these themes are completely different.  

 

Figure 32. Major discussed themes on Instagram regarding Stadshavens 

 

The posts on Twitter were of a different nature as users predominantly discussed events that 

they attended and the activities they undertook. However, Twitter posts repeatedly mention 

the industrial character of the site and terms such as ‘reuse’, ‘revitalisation’, ‘transformation’ 

and ‘refurbishment’ were mainly used in combination with ‘successful’, ‘beautiful’ and 

‘magnificent’. This is visualised along with the frequent use of the terms ‘heritage’ and its 

Dutch translation ‘erfgoed’ in the word cloud below. 
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Figure 33. Twitter word cloud with the most significant and used terms relating to RDM 

highlighted 

 

5.2. Professionals’ sense of place 

This section of the report discusses the professional discourse emerging from policy 

documents as well as seven structured interviews with experts and authorities involved in the 

transformation and redevelopment of the RDM campus. Almost all of the experts mentioned 

the ambience of the industrial buildings, their size and character as a positive for this 

development. The combination of education and industry functions, historically a feature of 

the RDM site15, is also considered a strong characteristic of the redevelopment. Cor van Asch 

from the Port of Rotterdam believes it was the size of the buildings rather than their historical 

value that saved them but that the retention and integration of original signs and other 

elements lends the area additional character. Jeroen Ruiterbeek from Palmbout Landscape 

Office, who was responsible for the design of the open spaces, also notes the industrial 

atmosphere of the area as a valuable piece of intangible heritage that should be maintained 

for future generations. His aim was to retain and protect as many of the historical elements 

as possible to preserve the original atmosphere. Joris Molenaar from the committee of 

monuments (Rotterdam Municipality) also discussed the original signage and he believes the 

identity of a building and the entire complex can sometimes rely on small details such as the 

size of the doors or original pier elements. He wished to ‘keep the story and position of RDM 

in the collective memory of Rotterdam’. 

The interviewees also noted the positive influence of bringing students to the south bank of 

the river to spread the story of RDM to different parts of the city and the Netherlands. The 

accessibility of Heijplaat might also improve as a result but Jeroen Ruiterbeek believes the 

structure of RDM is not coherent with Heijplaat village and it still needs improvement.  

                                                           

15
 There used to be a vocational school in the area before the closure of the company.  
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Martin Aarts from the municipality of Rotterdam addresses the power of branding in that the 

name and success of existing industries in the port areas might attract more innovation 

industries. He also mentions that the context, with its rough large-scale industrial buildings, 

provides the area with its character. Tom Daamen also concludes that the results of the RDM 

redevelopment are positive despite the fact he believes the power of the municipality was 

limited during the process.  

With regards the new use of the RDM site, Hans Maas from the RDM Centre of Expertise 

strongly feels that the creative industries and education functions of the precinct is strongly 

related to the history and future of the Rotterdam harbour. He also notes the benefits to 

Rotterdam from synergies with the city’s branding and promotion of its creative spirit: ‘By 

now RDM is world famous with several visiting groups every week, interested in the RDM 

concept and in the way the old historic industrial buildings and the site are redeveloped.’ 

Isabelle Vries, the new director of Makers Space, believes the industrial ambience of the area 

and the stories behind the site play an important role in redevelopment of the area. However, 

she insists that the new developments should not be a copy of the old industrial buildings. 

Instead we should think about the whole ensemble and the atmosphere of the area. She 

mentions that even though RDM has reached its goals with the number of students, activities 

and new industries, it still lacks proper amenities and accessibility. 

Regarding the sense of place within the precinct, interviews of everyday citizens and 

professionals both raised the same positive points, such as the innovative nature of the area, 

the industrial ambiance and mix of education and industrial use. Also, improvements 

suggested by citizens were also mentioned or addressed by the professionals, such as the 

social impact of RDM on the residents of Heijplaat and improving the accessibility to the city 

centre.   

 

6. The Management of Change 
6.1. The Process of Managing Change 

As previously discussed, the municipality of Rotterdam and Port of Rotterdam had a 

gentleman’s agreement before beginning the redevelopment of the RDM campus. According 

to this arrangement, the municipality agreed to halt the national monument nominations 

process for the buildings on the RDM site and the Port of Rotterdam agreed to treat the 

buildings sensitively and protect as much of the original artefacts and structure as required to 

maintain the industrial ambience. To this end, Crimson Office conducted a historical and 

cultural survey (commissioned by the port authorities) prior to the redevelopment of the 

Innovation Dock.  The first interventions on the site however, began in 2003 before this 

survey was completed. These were the refurbishment of, and renovations to the main RDM 

building (DroogDok 17) in order to house the Stadshavens Company. Even though there was 

not an updated land-use plan for the area at the time, the formal permit system did apply to 

the site (permits from 2003 for the DroogDak building are available in the Rotterdam 

Archive).  However, this was mainly negotiated between the Port of Rotterdam (as the 
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owner), the architectural bureau (as the designer) and the heritage monuments department 

within the municipality. 

In addition to Crimson Office’s historical and cultural report and Palmbout Landscape Office’s 

urban design plan the area done by Palmbout landscape office, before starting renovating any 

building a comprehensive heritage study was done on each building. Most of these reports 

were done by Flexus Office based in Rotterdam. The Port of Rotterdam (as the owner and 

developer of the area) was very cooperated with municipal authorities to protect the heritage 

structures. It was during the renovation of the submarine building in 2013 that this spirit of 

cooperation began to fail. The structure of this building was heavily altered during the 

renovations, neglecting the historical values and the authenticity of the structure. The 

municipality raised these issues and subsequently agreed with the Port of Rotterdam that a 

member of the monuments committee would supervise the planning and execution of the 

project.  (Interview with Joris Molenaar) 

Within the Makerspace area (previously known as the Innovation District), the process was 

different. A few of the buildings were already on the protected list and any change or 

renovation was to be executed according to the formal procedures. However, the 

development document related to the new area (involved in the M4H project) noted that 

regulations and permits were not intended to halt or limit the redevelopment but rather 

facilitate and stimulate the process. 

  

6.2. The Reasoning behind the Process of Managing Change 

A review of building permits in the Rotterdam Archive between 2000 and 2010 provided a 

good impression of the types of change that occurred in the area. However, the reasoning 

behind the acceptance of building applications was not mentioned in the documents.  For 

example, the building application to add a new entrance to the Droogdok building was 

accepted in 2005 with the requirement to keep the line of the façade as intact as possible. A 

number of drawings and maps were submitted to demonstrate the minimal change to the 

building’s appearance but the interior of the building and its elevation were transformed in 

any case. 
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Figure 34.  A new entrance for DryDock Office was permitted in 2005 

Joris Molenaar from the Monuments Committee explained two cases where the changes 

were managed with negotiation between the committee and the port authorities. The first 

case is that of the submarine Hall where the architect designed a full glass facade to provide a 

wide view of the water from the event hall. The committee felt that this contravened the 

original enclosed character of the building where the interior was hidden from sight in order 

too keep the submarine technology and construction process secret. After a series of long 

negotiations, the architect proposed the maintenance of the original exterior doors with an 

interior glass curtain separated from the original structure as an alternative. The committee 

accepted this idea but, due to the costs of the glass curtain and the resulting loss of 

significant floor space, the port authorities decided to proceed with the original façade.  

The second discussion concerned the hammer mill and kettle making hall on the east of the 

RDM site. The building was originally designed to transfer long metal beams from inside to 

out and therefore had a high, narrow doorway. The Port of Rotterdam negotiated with a 

yachting company for the lease of the building but this company required much wider doors 

and so the port wished to alter the building accordingly. The monuments committee agreed 

to a wider door (though not as wide as the initial suggestion) if the port would sign the 

yachting company to a long-term lease (20 years or more). Perhaps fortunately, the lease 

contract did not go ahead and the building was renovated with the original door dimensions 

retained. 

As we can see from the examples above, the Port of Rotterdam enjoyed all the legislative 

power over the redevelopment of the area with the monument committee and the 

municipality of Rotterdam acting as advisors only. Most of the buildings on the site though 

are now listed in the municipal monument list. 

7. Conclusions -Heritage Management in the face of austerity 
This report has pursued two main questions: first, how planning reforms have affected the 

management of heritage in the port of Rotterdam in general and at the RDM campus in 

particular and second, how physical and functional changes to the area have influenced, and 

what role cultural heritage might play in creating, a sense of place.  

The RDM campus, as a part of a larger waterfront redevelopment (Stadshavens), was strongly 

influenced by institutional and planning changes on the city and state level. The Neoliberal 

push towards a reduction of public sector involvement in port operations and the desire of 

port authorities to escape direct governmental control, resulted in a corporatisation of the 

port. This afforded the Port of Rotterdam, as the owner of the RDM campus, more authority 

and legal power over the management and redevelopment of the area. These interventions 

(including physical and functional changes) have created a sense of place as well as a 

connection between users and the history of the area.  

i) How is the governance and planning of industrial heritage changing? 

After the corporatisation of the port of Rotterdam and the North-South land Deal between 

the municipality and the port, there has been a relaxation of policy constraints on 
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redevelopment of port areas. The Port of Rotterdam is acting as main developer for the area 

while municipal financial resources are limited to improving its accessibility and 

infrastructure.  

Prior to the financial crisis of 2008, the main aim was to transform former dock areas into 

urban tourist destinations. Cities could clear away their ugly industrial areas and seize the 

opportunity to create an attractive place for business and urban activities. This “port out - city 

in” approach based on a rather fixed blueprint, can be seen in Kop van Zuid area while other 

port areas are still active and accommodate healthy, prominent industries. After the financial 

crisis, housing schemes and the buying out of port related companies could not be funded 

and the potential of existing port related businesses as a contributor to the regional economy 

and an employment driving force was again recognised in Rotterdam.  

The CityPorts development office (Stadshavens project Bureau) was tasked with initiating, 

facilitating, and stimulating the transformation of a port industrial area via a spatial 

arrangement vision and planas well as the maintenance and operation of the port areas 

during the transformation process. Instead of seeking outcome certainties, CityPorts 

development office focused on identifying opportunities that might unexpectedly present 

themselves.  Each of the sites within the Stadshavens area has its own identity and distinctive 

development path and instead of employing the “port out - city in” model, the CityPorts 

project office viewed these areas from an economic perspective to enhance their 

development and innovation potential.  

ii)  How is the relationship between the built environment and less tangible 

cultural heritage considered in the governance of urban heritage? 

The city and port of Rotterdam were challenged to find a solution to the abandoned and 

deteriorating brownfield RDM shipyard site that would also maintain heritage values and 

contribute to the ongoing need for regeneration (economic, social and environmental) as well 

as to the reconnection of the city’s southern districts. The Port of Rotterdam, as the site 

owner, initiated the project with two higher education institutes actively seeking appropriate 

spaces on which to expand their operations. These institutions considered the size of the 

buildings on the RDM campus as a significant plus along with their built and cultural heritage 

and the marketing and branding potential of the RDM Dry Dock Company’s legacy as one of 

the most innovative maritime companies of its time. In these interventions the physical 

environment was considered less important that the tangible heritage and the story behind 

the place.  The physical aspect of the buildings and the area was retained to a degree that can 

tell the story for the future of the space. The preservation of the area did not aim for 

attractiveness of the area or transforming the place to a museum but instead pursue to 

sustain the industrial legacy of the area. Even the RDM abbreviation now stands for 

“Research, Design and Manufacturing” and the campus became a reality with the 

incorporation of this golden triangle.  

iii) What are citizen perceptions of a sense of place? What factors contribute 

to this and do they recognise any changes in the historic environment that 

might affect this sense of place? 
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The investigations of a sense of place and on-campus media surveys, reveal that although 

heritage values and the industrial nature of the buildings are appreciated, users only 

recognise the physical change in tangible cultural heritage when it is associated with changes 

in use and function. Although most of the buildings on the site have been subject to 

significant physical alteration, the majority of the respondents did not recall major physical 

changes. However, most of the respondents noted the large-scale interventions on the RDM 

terrain as a positive revival of the area’s history and a return of the maritime industry’s 

innovative nature. Educational institutions also perform a significant role in raising awareness 

of the site’s unique heritage as they seek to convince students to join their program.  For 

entrepreneurs, the history of the site is less important than the availability of facilities and 

machinery as well as the openness of the area. However, the industrial look of the buildings, 

the details of the structure and small remnants of the previous industrial use render the area 

more inspiring to them.  

On the other hand, there is not a strong relationship between the village of Heijplaat and the 

RDM campus and despite their connection to the water and increased accessibility via water-

bus, the village has not otherwise benefitted from the RDM campus. The events and 

gatherings on the RDM precinct generally do not attract the village inhabitants and their 

sense of the site is limited to nostalgia for its past.  

 

iv)  How best can policy makers and other stakeholders take account of sense 

of place in the management and planning of industrial heritage sites? 

Planning reform (towards more flexible regulations) and the increasing spatial change in 

Rotterdam’s docklands have clearly affected its sense of place. Our media survey and 

interviews suggested that industrial sites are considered rusty and attractive remnants of the 

past and that these values should be retained and restored. Our research also indicated that 

most of the physical changes to the area only registered with users when they were 

associated with changes in use or with significant events. However, few older respondents 

valued the change in use as a way to save the original buildings from complete destruction. 

Rather, the significance of the precinct for this group was largely due to their personal 

relationships with the site (or those of their relatives connected to the previous use of the 

site). 

The conclusion we draw, is that sense of place is predominantly determined by new 

functional opportunities for, and the individual histories behind, the buildings. In this sense, 

policy makers and stake-holders should invest more time and money on public awareness 

and visitor interpretation of the history of industrial sites. In addition, a balance should be 

reached between flexible planning regulations and cultural heritage assessments. As the 

sense of place is related to the use of the site, the importance of the new function should be 

emphasised during the planning process. For example on the RDM campus, maritime and 

offshore industries are very well connected to the history of the site and help promote its 

sense of place.  

 

Final statement 
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The new flexible approach in dealing with industrial heritage in Rotterdam considers 

the use and the story behind the places more crucial and significant that the physical 

built environment. The new approach tries to use the identity of the area and the 

well-known names and brands in the area as an incentive to attract more business 

and innovative industries to the area. Even though RDM approach can not be 

replicated in other port areas due to the specific situation of the site and new 

financial realities, it can be considered an a radical departure from the previous port 

development cases. The results and its experience can be a critical instrument in 

finding the new trajectory approach. The new co-working and collaboration between 

the Port authority as the owner and main developer and the Municipality of 

Rotterdam is one of these lessons. In spite of all the positive aspects of this new 

approach, it raises new questions: 

- A crucial challenge is the accountability of the new management chain in 

sustaining the heritage values of the area. As more new entities and private 

sectors are getting involved in the development of the area, adequate control 

of the Monument committee and other heritage bodies within the 

Municipality is necessary. It is necessary to make the tools and regulations 

more clear within this new flexible approach.  

- This new flexible approach allows for a wide range of uses and private 

investments to join the management chain of the area. However, the risks and 

opportunities for the private sector is not very clear in this flexible framework. 

This creates a lot of uncertainty for potential investors and private developers.  
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Appendix One:  Old and New Images of the RDM Site 
- Previous Situation  
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- Current Situation 
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Appendix Two:  First Wave of Rotterdam Waterfront 

Regeneration Programs 
Prior to the corporatisation of the port authority in 2004, the municipality was responsible for 

both urban and port development. As discussed above, the City Council has always invested 

heavily in the expansion of the port as it was believed that the success of the port will see 

Rotterdam develop into a larger city. From the early 1980s onwards however, the City of 

Rotterdam began to suffer the consequences of the port’s movement out of the inner city. 

The port areas were a geographical barrier between the city centre and the river Maas that 

literally divided the city into a rich north bank and a poor south bank. This splitting of the city 

also had social implications for the prevention of a shared urban identity for all residents. City 

planners and policy makers came to understand the potential of abandoned port areas near 

the city centre and saw them as an excellent opportunity to rethink the identity of the city. 

They adopted a proactive waterfront redevelopment strategy in which the importance of the 

river Maas was explicitly recognised as “the DNA of the city”. During the 1980s, the 

municipality prepared a large scale master plan, the Rotterdam Waterfront Program, in order 

to revitalise the older port areas that lay between the city centre and the river and to bring 

the river back into the heart of the city. Waterfront redevelopment areas have the potential 

to deliver mutual gains for both port and city by providing economic diversification and the 

accommodation of housing and non-port functions. The old port areas along both banks of 

the river all exhibited a unique and authentic character. Each area was redeveloped 

independently and a sophisticated understanding of their characteristics and “sense of place” 

was required of city planners and project developers to build on the unique qualities of each 

site. This resulted in unique, tailor made area plans for at least four different sites: Oude 

Haven (old port), Leuvehan-Wijnhaven & Zalmhaven, Scheepvaartkwartier & Parkhaven and 

Kop van Zuid.  
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Oude Haven: The port development of Rotterdam actually started from Oudehaven between 

1590 and 1615. Initially the planning response was to fill in disused ports but during the 

1980s, city planners reasoned that the presence of these open waters, quays and bridges give 

these areas a unique character and so areas of open water and several port building16 

remained in place. During the rehabilitation of the old port, prominence was given to 

experimental architecture such as the famous cube houses designed by Piet Blom in 1984. 

The area was also well suited to leisure functions such as bars and restaurants.  

 

 

Leuvehan, Wijnhaven & Zalmhaven: Two other port areas adjoining the Oude Haven were also 

revitalised at the same time. These ports were designated for working and housing functions 

as more fitting to their sense of place. The inner city location and character of these old port 

areas might provide the necessary qualities to attract the additional middle and higher 

income earners seen as essential to bolster Rotterdam and transform it into a truly dynamic 

city. In the early part of the 21st century, several skyscrapers by famous architects were 

designed and built in these old ports overlooking the river Maas and these help constitute an 

impressive skyline.  

                                                           

16
 For example the oldest skyscraper in Europe, the White House from 1896 was not demolished as 

initially planned. 

Figure 2: First wave of water front regeneration in Rotterdam  

Figure 3: Regeneration of Oudehaven in Rotterdam  
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Scheepvaartkwartier & Parkhaven: The Scheepvaartkwartier (shipping quarter) had already 

been one of the most prestigious residential areas of the city, home to the barons who ran 

the port until the 1950s. Their monumental residences and the turn of the 

century atmosphere have been restored along with the establishment of some beautiful 

promenades. The many trees that surround this residential area provide a green character 

that attracts Rotterdam’s rich and famous. The adjoining Parkhaven houses the central park 

that is important for family recreation and the peace and quiet a large, buzzing city requires. 

  

 

Figure 4: View of newly built skyscrapers inside Rotterdam’s Wijnhaven   

Figure 5: View of Scheepvaartkwartier and Parkhaven in 2009 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Turn_of_the_century
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Turn_of_the_century
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Kop van Zuid: The redevelopment project for Kop van Zuid was also a part of the large scale 

redevelopment of abandoned port and waterfront areas on the south side of the river Maas. 

The project entailed a mixed-use development of housing, offices, leisure and infrastructure 

with the central vision to transform the area into an economic, social and physically unifying 

element for a city historically divided by the river. Attracting high income earning residents 

became an explicit municipal goal as it was believed the city had a shortage of middle class 

households, particularly luxury flats and single family houses.  The planning of the project 

began in the late 1980s and the development progressed rapidly after the completion of the 

iconic 790-metre, cable stayed Erasmus Bridge in 1996 to link this area with the city centre on 

the north bank of the river. The Wilhelminakade area, the first stage of this large 

regeneration, was developed into something akin to a “Little Manhattan” and contains the 

tallest residential building in The Netherlands (the New Orleans Tower at 158 metres) as well 

as several of the tallest office buildings. The Rotterdam Port Authority also moved to the head 

of the pier after its privatisation in 2004.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: View of Kop van Zuid and the newly constructed Erasmus Bridge 
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Appendix Three: Second Wave of Rotterdam Waterfront 

Regeneration Programs 
 

Since the turn of the millennium, port authorities began to secure their competitive and 

sustainable advantage (in economic, social and environmental terms) by developing 

strategies to use port assets more efficiently and productively (van Hooijdonk 2007; Hayuth 

2007; Verhoeven 2009; Notteboom 2010). 

At the same time, city authorities were looking for new economic sectors with which to 

strengthen the area’s profile that until then had been solely focused on classic port functions. 

These two ambitions come together in the CityPorts project where the city and the port 

began to grow apart in the twentieth century (see diagram below). 

 

 

Stadshaven has the potential to become a centre for development and innovation within the 

main port of Rotterdam and to become a point of connection between daily business 

activities and the labour market. It also provides opportunities to revalue the character of a 

port city by creating living and working environments with a local identity as well as improving 

the attractiveness of the city. This area not only serves as a classic port but also acts as a 

knowledge and service hub in which notions of sustainability play an important role.  

Massvlakte 2 is to be developed into production and storage with the area between Delft, 

Dordrecht and Europort to become a clean tech delta for technology, sustainability and 

international networking industries. Stadshaven will be one of the most important areas 

within this clean tech delta and knowledge development will focus on two key sites, the 

Hakagebouw (Haka building) and the RDM area. Riverbanks have great potential to improve 

Figure 7: Stadshavens or CityPorts Rotterdam is the place where city and port geographically meet 
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the attractiveness of a city and are particularly suited to providing a distinct character to 

working and living environments in Rotterdam. One of the goals for this urbanisation is to 

retain 80% of future growth within the city boundaries and these banks can contribute to 

this. The four main areas identified for this are Merwe-Vierhavens, Rijn-Maashaven, Waal-

Eemhaven and RDM-Heijplaat. 

 

 

The CityPorts project began in 2002 as a large-scale transformation plan and was part of a 

political deal to secure the corporatisation of the port authority and the financing of the 

Maasvlakte 2 expansion plan. Port activities in this remaining portion of the harbour – located 

inside the Rotterdam highway ring – were largely to be removed from this area and the city 

drew up ambitious plans for large-scale urbanisation, much as they did during the first wave. 

In the most radical proposals, a new football stadium was to be built in the Waalhaven and 

the Maritime Museum also moved here, away from its prominent location in the city centre. 

These plans were deemed too extravagant so city and port decision makers were required to 

develop an alternative strategy. This alternative was agreed upon in 2007, just before the 

beginning of the financial crisis. The CityPorts, port and city planners consciously chose not to 

establish a traditional masterplan with corresponding real estate program and new 

infrastructure plans. The development of the area was not intended to be dependent on 

large-scale public investments (which were unavailable at the time), such as the new subway 

Figure 8: The second wave of water front regeneration in Rotterdam  
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and bridge link that fuelled the development of the Kop van Zuid. After all, shortly after the 

financial crisis hit the Netherlands, such large-scale investments gradually faded into the 

background. To facilitate the desired transformation in a flexible way, five opportunity cards 

(Kanskaarten) were developed. Stakeholder input (both private and governmental) was used 

along with existing site dynamics to create these cards and they introduced five different 

development perspectives for five parts of the CityPorts area. In order to pursue these 

development perspectives, the CityPorts project organisation attempted to form strategic 

alliances with businesses as well as knowledge and governmental institutions. 

 

 

The five, opportunity cards strategy appeared to be an excellent match to the new reality in 

Rotterdam. The wild cards did not tie down future developments with blueprint-type plans 

and thus were highly adaptive to the dynamic conditions. The alliances that formed around 

each wild card were able to adjust and develop their plans as changes occurred. The contents 

of each wild card are defined below. 

 

 

Card 1: Re-inventing delta technology 

CityPorts project (Stadshavens) is located centrally in the Clean Tech Delta and has the 

potential to become an innovation laboratory. Prototypes were developed and tested in the 

zone and new urban areas such as Heijplaat and Merwehaven, acted as testing grounds or 

Figure 9: In each area one or more opportunity cards were focused on.  
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living labs for large-scale applications. Knowledge and innovative products are intended to 

develop an inspiring environment in areas including the RDM campus, Haka building and the 

planned National Water centre. The Rijn-Maashaven is to become a model city to present 

innovations while Waal-Eemhaven is to become a production area for newly developed 

products. 

Knowledge industry development within the Clean Tech Delta is to bolster the port economy 

and likely renders it more sustainable. This can include energy efficiency, climate technology, 

water technology, material efficiency and recycling measures. The mid-tech fabrication sector 

will be given a boost by this development, which should result in employment and study 

opportunities for citizens. 

 

 

- Card 2: Volume & value 

CityPorts project (Stadshavens) allows port development towards the city. Maritime services, 

port-related education and value added logistics are to settle in the area. The volume and 

quality of the industrial areas is to be sustainably increased, for example by transforming 

areas into distribution centres.  

The Waal-Eemhaven becomes the centre of this opportunity card.  The port-related economy 

in this area is to be restructured in phases according to the concept of a port valley. Logistic 

hubs are improved in a sustainable manner and more space is created for port related service 

providers while the deep-sea container hub is to be transformed into a short-sea container 

hub. Outside this area there are also projects that fit this theme such as the RDM Innovation 

Dock, the European China Centre in Katendrecht and the laboratory in the Haka building. 

Figure 10: The first opportunity card makes use of the space offered by CityPorts for applied knowledge 

in the areas of water and delta technology  
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- Card 3: Crossing borders: 

CityPorts project focuses on talent development and providing business opportunities for 

citizens. Connecting to the social strategy of the municipality (Rotterdam Sterk,2010), 

CityPorts project focuses on attracting pioneers, followed by trendsetters and then trend 

followers. The project aims towards a balanced population, improved facilities and a more 

educated workforce. This is to be achieved by offering combined work and study areas, 

increasing and diversifying job opportunities and by giving room to pioneers. Additionally, 

new living areas around the waterfront aimed at middle and high-income earners can be 

built. In order to succeed, the connection between the city and port has to be improved.  

 

 

Figure 11: The elaboration of the second opportunity card that aims to exploit the economic potential of the 

CityPorts area.   

Figure 12: The third opportunity card intended to thematically reconnect the city and the port.  
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- Card 4: Floating communities 

New programs on the waterfront and attractive areas adjacent to the water ought to improve 

the dynamics of the river. CityPorts project allows Rotterdam to better promote itself as a 

“city on the river” with the experimental and knowledge based character of CityPorts allowing 

it to become a showcase for climate adaptive urban development. Development area is 

available on land as well as on water and this opportunity card focuses on a completely 

different form of water front development. Instead of large building volumes around the old 

port basins, an archipelago structure is proposed to include floating buildings. Various parts 

of CityPorts are allocated to these floating buildings and in the Maashaven, this is combined 

with inland shipping.  

 

 

- Card 5: Sustainable mobility 

CityPorts project (Stadshavens) is close to various types of infrastructure, for example the 

Rotterdam’s motorway ring and the goods corridor running from east to west. The fact that 

goods can be transported by truck, waterways and rail provides an opportunity to shift road 

transport traffic to water and rail.  

The completion of the A4 motorway from Delft increases the accessibility of the western part 

of the city, including Stadshavens. The road connection between the motorways and 

Stadshavens, as well as public transport accessibility and sustainability, may be improved via 

waterways. In the long run, rail accessibility could be improved by realising the Zuidtangent, a 

new public transport connection. At the local level, bike connections, Park&Ride and 

Park&Walk facilities will be important as sustainable mobility contributes to CO2-reduction, 

improvements in air quality and reductions in noise pollution. Sustainable mobility within 

Stadshavens adds to the development profile as an innovative, international and sustainable 

main port. 

Figure 13: The fourth card exploits the CityPorts’ potential for an alternative waterfront development  
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Figure 14: The last card aims to use the features of the water for transporting people and goods.   


