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Abstract 

This Deliverable reports the work conducted within the CLIC project regarding the identification 
of a set of indicators for the assessment of multidimensional impacts of cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse projects in the circular economy perspective, as well as their experimental application in CLIC 
pilot case studies.  

The set of indicators identified derives from a structured theoretical and experimental research 
that involved diverse phases, processes and stakeholders. The main phases of the research were: 
analysis of the state-of-the-art and identification of knowledge gaps, structuring of the theoretical 
conceptual model of ñcircularò adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, identification of criteria, 
identification of indicators, experimentation of indicators through data collection, critical analysis and 
reporting. Despite this research process could seem linear, the different phases were not always 
subsequent, as many evolutionary dynamic ñback and forthò processes occurred according to the 
complexity of the research topic that involved a great interdisciplinarity and trans-disciplinarity, going 
beyond the academic knowledge and co-developing indicators through a large participatory process, 
in-depth reflections and peer-to-peer constructive criticism. The result is a structured set of criteria 
and indicators that could serve the scope of providing a guidance to researchers, stakeholders and 
policy-makers willing to create evidence of the impacts of cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects.  

The present document takes the cue from the CLIC framework to develop a set of evaluation 
tools (criteria, indicators, and methods for their assessment) to make it operational. The results come 
out of a long and complex process of research, experimentation and stakeholders consultation, 
adopting a interdisciplinary and trans-disciplinary approach, exploring concepts, methods and tools 
and hybridizing scientific/expert and practice knowledge. 

This report aims to become a reference for the identification and use of multidimensional 
indicators for ex-post and ex-ante evaluation of cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects, in the 
perspective of the ñcircular human-centred development modelò, providing an overview of tools and 
methods useful for the scope.  
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1. Description of the Project  

The overarching goal of CLIC trans-disciplinary research project is to identify evaluation tools to 
test, implement, validate and share innovative "circular" financing, business and governance models 
for systemic adaptive reuse of cultural heritage and landscape, demonstrating the economic, social, 
environmental convenience, in terms of long lasting economic, cultural and environmental wealth. 

The characteristics of cultural heritage and landscape pose significant challenges for its 
governance. Cultural heritage is a ñcommon goodò, which enjoyment cannot be denied to citizens, 
although many buildings and landscape structures are privately owned. Furthermore, the large 
economic resources needed for recovery and maintenance of heritage goods are rarely available to 
the private owner, often charged of the additional cost of non-use due to limited degree of 
transformation allowed. The existing governance arrangements currently involve limited 
stakeholders concerning for the historic, aesthetic or religious sociocultural values, severely 
restricting the use of the heritage properties, and charge the central government of conservation 
costs. The approach of regulatory and planning tools throughout European countries has been to 
preserve cultural heritage by preventing transformation of buildings or areas having historic-cultural 
significance.  

ñThe current monument-based, full protection, and government-financed approach that restricts 
the use of protected properties and relies almost entirely on public funds is incapable of tackling the 
vast urban heritage of most communities and of sustaining conservation efforts in the long termò 
(Rojas, 2016). To turn cultural heritage and landscape into a resource, instead of a cost for the 
community, the structures of authority, institutions and financial arrangements should be adjusted to 
ensure larger stakeholdersô involvement in decision-making, attract private investments and facilitate 
cooperation between community actors, public institutions, property owners, informal users and 
producers (Rojas, 2016). The risk is that without financing channels the decay of European heritage 
and landscape will increase, until its irreversible loss.   

Flexible, transparent and inclusive tools to manage change are required to leverage the potential 
of cultural heritage for Europe, fostering adaptive reuse of cultural heritage / landscape. Tools for 
management of change should consider costs and benefits at the local level and for all stakeholders, 
including future generations, and should take into account the cultural, social, environmental and 
economic costs of disrepair through neglect, compared to the benefits obtained through diverse 
scenarios of transformation / integrated conservation. 

Costs and values of cultural heritage adaptive reuse have to be compared in a multidimensional 
space: the relationship between costs and ñcomplex valuesò influences the willingness to invest in 
the functional recovery of cultural heritage and landscape. Therefore, it is necessary to clarify what 
is intended for the value of cultural heritage. The higher the perceived value for potential actors, the 
higher the willingness to take the risk of investment. This ñcomplex valueò of cultural heritage 
depends on the intrinsic characteristics, but also from extrinsic (context) characters.  

Investment costs are related to the materials, technologies and techniques to be used to preserve 
the cultural value of the heritage / landscape, and to maintenance / management / operating costs. 
The willingness to invest, the same value done, increases with the reduction of costs. Then, the 
social cost of abandonment ï and eventual irreversible loss of heritage ï must be included in the 
investment choice. 

The investment gap in cultural heritage and landscape regeneration can be addressed through 
careful evaluation of costs, complex values and impacts of adaptive reuse, providing critical evidence 
of the wealth of jobs, social, cultural, environmental and economic returns on the investment in 
cultural heritage. 
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1.1. CLIC Specific objectives 

The scopes of CLIC project will be achieved through a set of specific, measurable, achievable, 
realistic and time-constrained (SMART) specific objectives: 

Objective 1 - To synthesize existing knowledge on best practices of cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse making it accessible to researchers, policy makers, entrepreneurs and civil society 
organizations, also with direct dialogue with their promoters; 

Objective 2 - To provide a holistic ex-post evaluation of the economic, social, cultural and 
environmental impacts of cultural heritage adaptive reuse, stressing on the importance of appropriate 
conservation and maintenance approaches able to highlight the integrity and authenticity of heritage; 

Objective 3 - To provide EU-wide participated policy guidelines to overcome existing cultural, 
social, economic, institutional, legal, regulatory and administrative barriers and bottlenecks for 
cultural heritage systemic adaptive reuse;  

Objective 4 - To develop and test innovative governance models and a set of evidence-based, 
participative, usable, scalable and replicable decision support evaluation tools to improve policy and 
management options/choices on cultural heritage systemic adaptive reuse, in the perspective of the 
circular economy;  

Objective 5 - To analyse hybrid financing and business models that promote circularity through 
shared value creation, and assess their feasibility, bankability and robustness for cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse;  

Objective 6 - To validate the CLIC circular financing, business and governance practical tools in 
4 European cities / territories representative of different geographic, historic, cultural and political 
contexts;  

Objective 7 - To contribute to operationalise the management change of the cultural landscape 
also in implementing the UNESCO Recommendation on Historic Urban Landscape; 

Objective 8 - To re-connect fragmented landscapes, through functions, infrastructures, visual 
relations at macro and micro scale; 

Objective 9 - To design and implement a stakeholders-oriented Knowledge and Information Hub 
to make tools and information accessible, useful and usable and test them with policy-makers, 
entrepreneurs, investment funds and civil society organizations; 

Objective 10 - To contribute to the creation of new jobs and skills in the circular economy through 
cultural heritage adaptive reuse, boosting startups and sustainable hybrid businesses and 
empowering local communities and stakeholders through public-private-social cooperation models. 

Objective 11 - To contribute to the monitoring and implementation of SDGs (especially Target 
11.4) and the New Urban Agenda, creating operational synergies with global initiatives of UN-
Habitat, UNESCO/ICOMOS and the World Urban Campaign. 

All partners have wide experience in developing and testing CLIC proposed tools, ensuring the 
effective and time-constrained achievement of all the above-mentioned specific goals. The 
integration of sectorial knowledge, tools and methods will be achieved through a trans-disciplinary 
approach promoting partners and stakeholdersô cooperation, co-creation of knowledge and co-
delivery of outcomes. 

The expected impacts of the project are the following:  

¶ Validation of integrated approaches and strategies for cultural heritage adaptive re-use, 
comprising innovative finance with high leverage capacity, business models and institutional 
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and governance arrangements that foster multi-stakeholder involvement, citizensô and 
communitiesô engagement and empowerment; 
 

¶ New investments and market opportunities in adaptive re-use of cultural heritage, also 
stimulating the creation of start-ups; 

 

¶ An enabling context for the development and wide deployment of new technologies, 
techniques and expertise enhancing industrial competitiveness and contributing to economic 
growth, new skills and jobs; 

 

¶ Innovative adaptive re-use models that are culturally, socially and economically inclusive; 
 

¶ Contribution to implementing the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (Goals 1, 15, 11 
particularly) and the United Nations New Urban Agenda. 
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2. Introduction 

This Deliverable reports the work conducted within the CLIC project regarding the identification 
of a set of indicators for the assessment of multidimensional impacts of cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse projects in the circular economy perspective, as well as their experimental application in CLIC 
pilot case studies.  

The set of indicators identified derives from a structured theoretical and experimental research 
that involved diverse phases, processes and stakeholders.  

The main phases of the research were: analysis of the state-of-the-art and identification of 
knowledge gaps, structuring of the theoretical conceptual model of ñcircularò adaptive reuse of 
cultural heritage, identification of criteria, identification of indicators, experimentation of indicators 
through data collection, critical analysis and reporting. Despite this research process could seem 
linear, the different phases were not always subsequent, as many evolutionary dynamic ñback and 
forthò processes occurred according to the complexity of the research topic that involved a great 
interdisciplinarity and trans-disciplinarity, going beyond the academic knowledge and co-developing 
indicators through a large participatory process, in-depth reflections and peer-to-peer constructive 
criticism. The result is a structured set of criteria and indicators that could serve the scope of 
providing a guidance to researchers, stakeholders and policy-makers willing to create evidence of 
the impacts of cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects.  

2.1. Why assessing the impacts of cultural heritage adaptive 

reuse? 

There are many thoughtful reasons for assessing the multidimensional impacts of cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse. First, cultural heritage adaptive reuse can be a relevant strategy for heritage 
conservation ensuring at the same time the preservation and transmission of cultural values and the 
economic-financial viability, that is of intrinsic and instrumental values, allowing maintenance and 
conservation of cultural heritage over the long period. As adaptive reuse implies a certain level of 
transformation of the existing heritage to allow new functions of buildings, sites and landscapes for 
contemporary uses, it becomes fundamental to assess whether and how the foreseen adaptive 
reuse intervention generates net positive impacts in the territory or urban area, justifying some level 
of ñchangeò in cultural heritage through a higher liveability and attractiveness of places, for present 
and future generations. In this respect, the recently published ñEuropean quality principles for cultural 
heritage interventionsò1 (ICOMOS, 2019) point out the need of careful evaluation of interventions on 
cultural heritage, ensuring the preservation of authenticity and integrity in line with UNESCO and 
ICOMOS conservation principles, while also considering the positive (for example, employment) and 
negative implications of heritage interventions for local communities. Thus, impacts assessment 
should become an integrated process embedded in any adaptive reuse intervention on cultural 
heritage. 

Secondly, cultural heritage is more and more considered as a ñcommon goodò, highlighting with 
this definition the active role of the local community in its conservation, fruition, valorisation and 
transmission to future generations, representing an integral part of peoplesô ñidentityò and the 
ñmemory of the urban structureò (Fusco Girard). Therefore, transparent decision processes and 
accounting of impacts generated by any transformation of cultural heritage, physical or functional, 
often becomes the centre of a community debate, generating alliances and conflicts which can be 
better handled by decision-makers through evidence based information. Impacts assessment can 

 

1 http://openarchive.icomos.org/id/eprint/2083/  

http://openarchive.icomos.org/id/eprint/2083/
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thus drive more informed decisions and provide relevant motivations in the search of dialogue and 
consensus between stakeholders at local, regional and higher level, advancing processes of 
deliberative democracy, transparency and citizensô co-responsibility and awareness.  

Finally, a non-secondary aspect in cultural heritage conservation is funding. In the last years, 
diverse hybrid public-private funding mechanisms have been used to finance heritage interventions. 
Pure public funding is directly linked by laws and regulations to ópublic benefitô. Therefore, in the case 
of traditional public funding for cultural heritage, it goes without saying that investments should 
ensure a transparent assessment of their actual impacts, to ensure citizensô ñcontrolò on outcomes 
and enhance trust in public institutions, and thus social cohesion. However, the role of public sector 
for supporting ówelfareô services such as culture, health and inclusiveness is decreasing, with less 
financial resources available and, on the other side, an increasing number of buildings and sites 
recognized as ócultural heritageô achieving the órightô of being maintained and conserved. The gap 
between the public resources available and the need of providing support to many sectors which are 
less attractive for private finance market, mainly due to longer timespan for investment return and 
lower overall expectations, stimulated in the last decades the birth of the so-called ñsecond welfareò, 
which represents an alternative welfare system provided by private entities to benefit directly people 
and communities who lack an adequate level of assistance and support from the public. ñThird 
sectorò actors (a hybrid between public and private) are engaged in this second welfare system, but 
as they remain private entities, they need to respond to market ñrulesò, ensuring financial viability of 
the services supplied. On the other side, these entities respond to their final users and their 
recognized reputation largely influences the market share they are able to reach. Thus, a clear 
assessment of net positive impacts of their services and actions greatly helps to develop their ósocial 
businessô and ensures financial support from ñimpact orientedò investors. A large research body 
exists on social enterprise development, third sector finance, impact finance, social and 
environmental impacts assessment. The third sector is supported partly by partnerships with the 
public sector, which recognizes the important social role of those actors in filling the gap between 
social needs and actual services supply, and partly by ñimpact investorsò of diverse nature that have 
a complex motivation for investing in social projects, aiming to ñblendò financial return to preserve 
their financial capital and social return for the sake of community benefit ï recognizing that higher 
social welfare benefits all individuals of a society, and not only those target of specific welfare 
policies/services. The ñImpact investmentò or ñSocially responsible investmentò sector is enlarging 
more and more in the last decades, including also investments for environmental regeneration and 
climate change mitigation and adaptation as key elements at the base of societal wellbeing. 
However, to ensure that investments are reaching the goal of enhancing wellbeing, health and quality 
of life of the target communities, the assessment of impacts is a fundamental aspect to be addressed. 
Without impacts assessment, it is impossible to know whether the goals have been reached or not 
over a period of time, or even whether any progress has been made and how to revise investment 
and action strategies to enhance social welfare. Thus, reliable impacts assessment can even 
become a leverage for unlocking alternative sources of funding, attracting óresponsible investorsô of 
both public or private nature who can be ensured, up to a certain acceptable level of ñcertaintyò, of 
the results achieved through their support.  

2.2. Aims and structure of this report 

This work was conducted under the Horizon 2020 CLIC research and aims to fill the gap of 
knowledge - as far as possible - on criteria and indicators that could be relevant and sufficiently 
robust for the assessment of multidimensional impacts of cultural heritage adaptive reuse, adopting 
the specific perspective (or ñpoint of viewò) of the circular economy and human-centred development 
model through the CLIC theoretical/conceptual framework of ñcircular human-centred adaptive reuse 
of cultural heritageò. 
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The theoretical philosophical and scientific foundations of the CLIC framework are presented in 
detail in the related document ñCLIC Deliverable D2.7 CLIC framework of circular human-centred 
adaptive reuse of cultural heritageò. The present document takes the cue from the CLIC framework 
to develop a set of evaluation tools (criteria, indicators, and methods for their assessment) to make 
it operational. 

As said, the results come out of a long and complex process of research, experimentation and 
stakeholders consultation, adopting a interdisciplinary and trans-disciplinary approach, exploring 
concepts, methods and tools and hybridizing scientific/expert and practice knowledge. 

Chapter 3 synthesizes the state-of-the art of indicators for cultural heritage impacts assessment, 
presenting the most relevant research results analysing the scientific literature and previous research 
projects.  

Chapter 4 presents the CLIC framework and particularly the criteria identified for circular adaptive 
reuse of cultural heritage through the consultation process involving experts and practitioners in 
diverse sectors.  

Chapter 5 introduces indicators for ex-post evaluation of circular adaptive reuse of cultural 
heritage, focusing on quantitative, qualitative and spatial indicators and methods for data collection, 
proposing a comprehensive matrix of multidimensional indicators to assess the circularity 
performance of adaptive reuse practices. This chapter includes the specific indicators and evaluation 
methods that may be used according to the CLIC experimentation conducted in pilot case studies, 
while leaving the field open for the development of further integrative and/or alternative, site-specific 
and target-specific indicators adaptable to local needs. It presents few examples of cultural heritage 
adaptive reuse impacts assessment conducted within the CLIC research. It also presents the results 
of a social impact assessment conducted in three case studies in Salerno (Italy), Västra Götaland 
region (Sweden) and Warsaw (Poland), defining a possible structure of ñimpact reportò that could be 
useful for local heritage sites managers to analyse and present the social impacts and outcomes of 
their activities, addressing actual and potential supporters, donors and investors.  

Chapter 6 focuses on indicators for ex-ante evaluation to support decision makers to achieve 
circularity goals in the planning, construction and operation phases of cultural heritage adaptive 
reuse. Starting from the lessons learned from best practices analysis, a set of usable indicators for 
ex-ante evaluation are identified, helping to set goals and targets and to monitor the implementation 
of adaptive reuse interventions, supporting also the promotion of sustainable finance initiatives for 
cultural heritage. 

Finally, Chapter 7 synthesizes the conclusions of the study and proposes practical 
recommendations for stakeholders and policy-makers. 

This report aims to become a reference for the identification and use of multidimensional 
indicators for ex-post and ex-ante evaluation of cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects, in the 
perspective of the ñcircular human-centred development modelò, providing an overview of tools and 
methods useful for the scope. We do not aim to provide the ultimate indicators and methods to 
assess all aspects of cultural heritage adaptive reuse impacts through this report, as diverse multi-
sectorial criteria and indicators require specialised sectorial knowledge and tools, such as the 
assessment of biodiversity, pollutants, or macro-economic spillovers. However, this report can be 
indeed useful for a wide range of stakeholders to orient themselves in the complex challenge of 
assessing the multidimensional impacts of cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects, making them 
aware of which dimensions and criteria are relevant, as well as which sectorial expertise may be 
involved for specific aspects.  

This works introduces innovations in the impacts assessment of cultural heritage, related to the 
concept of the ñComplex Social Valueò which includes the ñintrinsic valueò of cultural heritage, going 
far beyond the concept of the Total Economic Value of heritage assets, promoting the search of 
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ñsatisfying solutionsò balanced between instrumental and non-instrumental values. Furthermore, this 
work promotes the assessment of cultural heritage adaptive reuse projects in the circular economy 
perspective, paying particular attention to metabolism flows in and out of the heritage site/area, 
including the assessment of wastes, pollution, energy, but also intangible elements such as 
knowledge and values, which can be considered within design and management processes. 

Finally, we hope this report will be of interest for all those researchers and stakeholders who 
directly contributed to the work and who shared critical insights, highlighting the need of relevant, 
reliable, robust, viable, practical and understandable evaluation tools for ñcircular human-centred 
cultural heritage adaptive reuseò impacts assessments. 
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3. Indicators for cultural heritage impacts assessment 

Cultural heritage is considered a key element of cities and regions identity and 
uniqueness, potentially contributing to peoplesô wellbeing and health, as well as to jobs creation, 
environmental regeneration and places attractiveness (Licciardi and Amirtahmasebi, 2012; Australia 
ICOMOS, 2013; European Commission, 2014b; UNESCO, 2015; Wijkman and Skånberg, 2015). 
However, heritage conservation needs large investments, while the resources available are scarce 
and investment projects are subject to high uncertainties (Fusco Girard, 1987; Fusco Girard and 
Nijkamp, 1997a, 2004; Ost and Carpentier, 2017).  

The adaptive reuse of abandoned and underused cultural heritage sites can be a strategy 
to enhance heritage conservation, stimulating sustainable development processes through new uses 
of old buildings and sites, co-creating new meanings and re-activating neglected areas turning them 
into new vibrant cultural places (Bullen and Love, 2011; Gravagnuolo et al., 2017; Fusco Girard, 
2019a; Gustafsson, 2019). Adaptive reuse is defined as «any building work and intervention to 
change its capacity, function or performance to adjust, reuse or upgrade a building to suit new 
conditions or requirements» (de la Torre, 2002; Douglas, 2006). Several authors (Bullen and Love, 
2011; De Medici, De Toro and Nocca, 2019b) stress the importance of adaptive reuse for urban 
regeneration. G¿n­e and Mēsērlēsoy (Mēsērlēsoya et al., 2016) explore how investments in adaptive 
reuse can contribute to revitalize neglected areas, thus improving the living standards for the local 
community and attracting consequently new investments that foster economic growth in a virtuous 
circle. Considered as a critical economic condition for heritage conservation, adaptive reuse is not 
only economic in terms of relative costs of resources allocated in existing places from the past and 
new contemporary places (Shipley, Utz and Parsons, 2006).  

Moreover, cultural heritage adaptive reuse is a restorative, regenerative and a sustainable 
form of conservation that extends the life of our cherished heritage, stimulates civic pride and 
responsibility, and preserves cultural values for future generations. It is not only a value bearer and 
a cost-efficient strategy, but also a sustainable approach that enables the reduction of depletion of 
raw materials, decrease transport and energy consumption and dispersion, contributes to lower 
waste and landfill environmental costs and to scaling down the production of carbon emissions. 
Thus, adaptive reuse can be a trigger for sustainable, inclusive and circular processes of tomorrowôs 
economic system. 

Cultural heritage impacts: overview of evaluation tools and studies 

The concept and tools of evaluation for cultural heritage and the general development of thematic 
indicators have started emerging (Di Stefano, 1979, 1996; Nijkamp, Leitner and Wrigley, 1985; 
Nijkamp, 1989, 1990; Nijkamp, Rietveld and Voogd, 1990; Fusco Girard and Nijkamp, 1997b; Ost, 
2009), and this is still confirmed by the more or less recent development of many documents and 
international papers (Nijkamp, 1989; Elsorady, 2014; Kutut, Zavadskas and Lazauskas, 2014; 
CHCfE Consortium, 2015; Historic England, 2016c, 2016a; Guzmán, Roders and Colenbrander, 
2017; Stanik, Aalders and Miller, 2018; De Medici, De Toro and Nocca, 2019a). 

The objectives of using specific indicators are diverse, from mapping and assessment of 
heritage attributes and values, to ex-ante evaluations to take decisions on heritage conservation vs. 
transformation choices, to ex-post evaluations focusing on the actual impacts generated through 
heritage investments. Multi-criteria techniques are used in order to evaluate different adaptive reuse 
strategies, selecting suitable sets of indicators, pointing out the consideration of cultural heritage as 
a driver of urban development. Elsorady (Elsorady, 2014) identifies a set of indicators with the goal 
of evaluating the compatibility of new uses for the adaptive reuse of heritage buildings, while Kutut 
et al. (Kutut, Zavadskas and Lazauskas, 2014) analyse indicators to assess whether or not historic 
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buildings should be reconstructed. Stanik et al. (Stanik, Aalders and Miller, 2018) investigate the 
relationship between cultural heritage and cultural ecosystem services, developing an indicator-
based framework aimed at mapping cultural heritage in the spatial dimension. Moreover, Nijkamp 
(Nijkamp, 1989) gives an overview of cultural heritage evaluation methods, while Nocca (Nocca, 
2017) deepens the role of cultural heritage for sustainable development, stating that there is an 
insufficient amount of indicators that demonstrate this relationship. 

The European research ñCultural Heritage Counts for Europeò analysed a large literature 
body on methods and tools for the assessment of impacts of cultural heritage conservation projects, 
highlighting diverse areas of impact based on the four pillars of sustainability: economic, social, 
environmental, cultural (CHCfE Consortium, 2015). The reports of the ñHeritage Countsò initiative 
developed in UK similarly explored the economic impacts of cultural heritage, deepening also 
wellbeing aspects (Historic England, 2016b, 2016a). Diverse studies focused on indicators to place 
cultural heritage in the sustainable development agenda (Labadi, 2011b; Rypkema and Cheong, 
2011; Fusco Girard et al., 2015; Nocca, 2017).  

More recently, a ESPON research underlined the role of Material Cultural Heritage (MCH) as a 
strategic driver for sustainable territorial development (Lykogianni et al., 2019). The ESPON 
research on the Material Cultural Heritage as a Strategic Territorial Development Resource identified 
a set of common European socio-economic indicators to map the impacts of material cultural 
heritage at the macro level. The study proposes three key indicators to assess the economic impacts 
of cultural heritage conservation, valorisation and reuse activities:  

¶ Number of employees of the share related to CMH;  

¶ Turnover of the share related to MCH;  

¶ Gross Value Added (GVA) of the share related to MCH. 

In addition, the study also considered the following indicators to complement the analysis:  

¶ Value of heritage volunteering (both in terms of estimated FTE and estimated 
monetary value);  

¶ Expenditure by the public sector on MCH (investments by public authorities on cultural 
services and spending on conservation, restoration, repair and maintenance of protected 
constructions).  

The findings of the study demonstrate the importance of MCH for territorial development: ñBeyond its intrinsic 

value, MCH matters in economic terms as it fuels locally rooted employment and generates economic 

activitiesò (Lykogianni et al., 2019, p. 8). Errore. L'origine riferimento non è stata trovata. shows the 

contribution of MCH in key economic sectors for territorial development such as Tourism, Architecture, Real 

estate, Construction, Museums and Archaeology, as well as two ancillary sectors of ICT and Insurance. 
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Figure 1. Impacts related to MCH in the stakeholder countries/regions in 2016 (source: ESPON research, Lykogianni 

et al., 2019) 

 

In addition, the study proposed a monitoring system to gather data and calculate impact more 
optimally going forward in the future. For ESPON, the main challenges related to the assessment of 
MCH contribution to sustainable territorial development are linked to data availability and 
stakeholders engagement: ñthe collaboration with the relevant stakeholders has been challenging 
for the data collection, especially since much of the available data is dispersed across many different 
categories of stakeholders (e.g. NSIs, heritage organisations, industry associations, etc.)ò 
(Lykogianni et al., 2019, p. 6). 

Despite the huge range of studies developed in order to assess the multidimensional impacts of 
cultural heritage conservation, most of these studies focus on single economic impacts, for example 
tourism, cultural and creative sector, sustainability, wellbeing, while an integrated perspective is still 
missing and considerable efforts are still necessary to build a multidimensional framework 
(Gravagnuolo et al., 2017). Moreover, the decision-making processes for cultural heritage requires 
careful attention and cannot ignore the use of appropriate decision-making tools. Hence, in this 
context, «evaluation can be considered a relevant tool to build choices, to recognize values, interests 
and needs, and to explore the different aspects that can influence decisions» (Cerreta M; De Toro 
P., 2012). Consequently, the evaluation phase, in its different approaches, allows facilitating the 
decision-making process when different solutions are available, but different criteria have to be taken 
into account and the involved decision-makers may be conflicting (Mendas and Delali, 2012).  

The CLIC project aimed at overcoming sectorial approaches in cultural heritage impacts 
assessment, providing a multidimensional evaluation framework based on evaluation criteria and 
indicators. In the next sections, a synthetic review of diverse studies and approaches on cultural 
heritage impacts assessment is presented2.  

 

2 This report is complementary to CLIC Deliverable D2.5 ñMethodologies for impacts assessment of cultural heritage 
adaptive reuseò in which the specific evaluation methods developed for cultural heritage impacts assessment in the ex-
ante / decision-making phase are presented, to support decision processes towards higher level circularity . 
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3.1. Cultural heritage counts for Europe 

The research project ñCultural Heritage Counts for Europeò (CHCfE Consortium, 2015) 
represents a key study for the assessment of cultural heritage contribution to sustainable 
development. The overall objective of the Cultural Heritage Counts for Europe project was to collect 
and analyse evidence for the significance of cultural heritage for the European economy, society, 
culture and environment, and to raise awareness of the value of cultural heritage for the development 
of contemporary Europe. The research collected a large number of studies dealing with the impact 
of cultural heritage, and organised the research output into three levels of analysis: macro, meso, 
and micro. In the macro level of the report (ca 140 studies reviewed), a theoretical framework was 
established which allowed the data to be understood within a broader global perspective, covering 
a review of theoretical literature on heritage impact as well as on indicators (both qualitative and 
quantitative) employed. The meso level entailed an analysis of the research that was done across 
the European Union (with 221 studies selected for further analysis) demonstrating the wide-ranging 
impacts of cultural heritage at local, regional, national, and European levels. Finally, the research 
was completed at the micro level with case studies which provided evidence of cultural heritage 
impacts in one or more of the four sustainability domains: economic, social, cultural, and 
environmental. 

Based on the review of literature conducted, Cultural Heritage Counts for Europe identified a set 
of domains divided into the four sustainability dimensions in which cultural heritage has an impact, 
as well as methods and tools to assess this impact. As a fundamental study in the field of heritage 
impacts assessment, CLIC built on its conclusions, assuming them as the starting point of the 
research. It is therefore relevant in this report to briefly recall the main highlights from CHCfE, also 
to identify the innovations of CLIC with respect to the state of the art inherited. 

First, CHCfE adopted a ñpillarò approach by identifying four separate sustainability dimensions: 
economic, social, environmental, cultural. The cultural dimension was introduced as the ñfourthò pillar 
with respect to mainstream sustainability definitions, stressing the role of culture for sustainable 
development. Then, the study identified 22 domains of heritage impacts, as shown in Errore. 
L'origine riferimento non è stata trovata.. 

 

Figure 2. The different subdomains of cultural heritage impacts in CHCfE research 
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The analysis conducted within the CHCfE project showed that investments in cultural heritage 
from the mainstream policy stakeholders can be seen in terms of ñupstream investmentò which has 
the potential to deliver significant ñdownstream benefitsò (e.g. jobs creation, environmental services, 
regional attractiveness and competitiveness).  

The theoretical framework of CHCfE assumed the ñtotal economic valueò of cultural heritage as 
the base for the evaluation of its impacts, as showed in Errore. L'origine riferimento non è stata 
trovata.. The Total Economic Value (TEV) theory will be briefly recalled in next sections, and 
compared with the CLIC proposition of the ñSocial Economic Valueò of cultural heritage3.  

 

 

Figure 3. Total Economic Value of cultural heritage: representation according to CHCfE 

 

The TEV theory leads to the recognition of economic values of heritage, identifying benefits which 
can be expressed in monetary terms. Indeed, the scientific literature provides diverse methods to 
assess cultural heritage benefits in monetary terms, from traditional market-based techniques such 
as cost-benefit analysis, financial analysis and economic modelling, and more sophisticated 
techniques based on revealed preferences of actual users such as the hedonic price assessment 
method and the travel cost method4; finally, in cases where a ñmarketò for cultural heritage cannot 
be identified, such as for public goods, the stated preferences techniques such as contingent 
valuation method and choice modelling allow to identify cultural heritage value in monetary terms, 
building an ñhypothetical marketò through specific survey tools and assessing the potential 
ñwillingness to payò of users. These techniques have been widely used to assess the value of non-
market goods, including cultural and environmental goods, however their widespread use remains 
limited for many reasons, from the need of very specialised knowledge to the difficulty of anchoring 
the results to practical programmes and policies, as they assess an hypothetical ñmonetary valueò 
of cultural heritage, but not its actual impact for city/region development. Other methods are reported 
by CHCfE to assess socio-cultural values through qualitative research, using ethnographic 
assessment procedures and/or anthropology based methods. Between the methodologies for 
qualitative impacts assessment, it is mentioned cultural mapping and participatory mapping, which 
were used also in CLIC to build the knowledge base of cultural heritage in pilot cities and regions. 

 

3 Luigi Fusco Girard, 1987, 1997. 
4 For the scopes of this report, it is not relevant to describe all methods in detail, however the CHCfE full report can be 

consulted for more details and references to scientific studies. 



 

13 
  
 

Deliverable 2.4 Database of indicators and data 

Project: CLIC 
Deliverable Number: D2.4 
Date of Issue: Dec. 4, 21 
Grant Agr. No: 776758 

Finally, Multi-criteria analysis is mentioned as a ñnon-monetary evaluation method, [which] takes into 
consideration the multiple dimensions of a decision problem. Project effects are addressed in their 
own dimensions and a weighing procedure is used to compare or assess the various project effects 
against each other (Ost, 2009, p. 90)ò. Indeed, CLIC assumes Multi-criteria analysis as the most 
appropriate method to build the structured impacts assessment framework considering multiple 
objectives, dimensions, criteria and indicators, in a circular economy perspective.  

As per the assessment of environmental sustainability, CHCfE identifies methods such as 
building stock research, life cycle analysis and life cycle costing as potentially relevant for cultural 
heritage.  

In the economic dimension, it is highlighted the potential of cultural heritage to generate jobs 
directly and indirectly, taking into account also induced impacts on jobs creation, in which tourism 
can be one relevant field. Jobs are assumed to be generated directly in fields such as heritage 
services, restoration works and heritage works. Spillover effects on economic vitality and 
attractiveness of an urban/landscape area are also considered. Moreover, jobs generated through 
the new uses of cultural heritage, including business activities localised in the heritage site, were 
briefly considered. At a larger scale (regional/national), the contribution of cultural heritage to GDP, 
increased tax income for public sector related to the economic sectors activated, and Gross Value 
Added (GVA) was reported as a relevant aspect. 

In the social dimension, social cohesion, community participation and integration were 
considered important aspects to take into account in the integrated impacts assessment.  

In the implementation phase, three case studies were explored. A comprehensive table of 
indicators divided into categories and sub-categories was built, providing some first results based 
on ñmicroò level data collection (i.e. the single case study).  

A data collection was conducted in Mechelen, Belgium, including indicators from the economic, 
cultural, social, and environmental dimensions/domains (see Errore. L'origine riferimento non è 
stata trovata.). Some aspects were assessed based on the opinion of interviewed residents and 
users of the heritage site. Quantitative ñhardò data were collected and/or estimated on economic 
and social aspects such as jobs creation, income from cultural tourism, number of visitors to 
the heritage site. Detailed information on environmental aspects resulted not available, such 
as pollution, energy efficiency, green areas and general quality of life factors. The impacts on 
wellbeing were also included but no data was available. In synthesis, the CHCfE research showed 
that detailed information about some of the impacts of cultural heritage for sustainable 
development were still missing, and a comprehensive approach was far to be adopted by 
heritage managers. 
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Figure 4. Proposed indicators in CHCfE research, case study of Mechelen, Belgium (Source: CHCfE, 2015) 

 

Thus, the key findings of CHCfE are related to the recognition of the contribution of cultural 
heritage to: 

¶ the attractiveness of Europeôs regions, cities, towns and rural areas in terms of private 
sector inward investment, developing cultural creative quarters and attracting talents and 
footloose businesses ð thereby enhancing regional competitiveness; 

¶ a unique identity that creates compelling city narratives providing the basis for effective 
marketing strategies aimed at developing cultural tourism and attracting investment; 

¶ jobs creation across Europe, covering a wide range of types of job and skill levels: from 
conservation-related construction, repair and maintenance through cultural tourism, to small 
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and start-ups, often in the creative industries; 
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¶ creativity and innovation, generating new ideas and solutions to problems, and creating 
innovative services with the aim of interpreting historic environments and buildings and 
making them accessible to citizens and visitors; 

¶ providing a good return on investment and is a significant generator of tax revenue for 
public authorities both from the economic activities of heritage-related sectors and indirectly 
through spillover from heritage-oriented projects leading to further investment; 

¶ sustainable heritage-led regeneration; 

¶ Europeôs climate change challenges, for example through the protection and revitalisation 
of the huge embedded energy in the historic building stock; 

¶ quality of life, providing character and ambience to neighbourhoods, towns and regions 
across Europe and making them popular places to live, work in and visit; 

¶ education and lifelong learning, including a better understanding of history as well as 
feelings of civic pride and belonging, cooperation and personal development; 

¶ build social capital and deliver social cohesion in communities across Europe, providing 
a framework for participation and engagement as well as fostering integration. 

Thus, the five strategic recommendations of CHCfE were: 

1. Supporting evidence-based policy making; 
2. Measuring impact; 
3. Monitoring trends; 
4. Sharing and disseminating data; 
5. Maximising impact. 

 

The CLIC research built on CHCfE results, advancing the state-of-the-art of scientific knowledge 
and developing new tools and methods for cultural heritage adaptive reuse impacts assessment in 
the perspective of the circular economy. Specifically, CLIC introduced a systemic approach 
overcoming the ñpillarsò approach through the circular economy framework in cultural 
heritage adaptive reuse, supported by the theory of the Complex Social Value that includes the 
ñintrinsic valueò of cultural heritage, as explained in the next sections.  

The specific notion of value of cultural heritage is central in the CLIC research, introducing an 
innovation with respect to the CHCfE research. CLIC introduces a fundamental shift of the 
ecological values, such as the ñintrinsic valueò, in social ecology and humanities. Thus, CLIC 
developed innovative evaluation methods and tools to support the implementation of circular 
business, financing and governance models in cultural heritage adaptive reuse. 

The innovation of CLIC is also represented by the focus on future generations, along with 
present generations. This frames cultural heritage adaptive reuse into a broader perspective. 

3.2. The ñComplex Social Valueò of cultural heritage 

Cultural heritage is more and more recognized also as ñcommon goodò, a hybrid category 
between ñprivate goodò (that has characteristics of excludability and rivalry in consumption) and 
ñpublic goodò (that has characteristics of non-excludability and non-rivalry). The concept of ñheritage 
as common goodò is mainly understood as ñco-owned by heritage communitiesò, implying the right 
to accessibility and enjoyment, as well as the responsibility of heritage communities for its 
conservation. It implies the concept of communitiesô ñco-ownershipò of cultural heritage, being 
the heritage legal property private or public. This new notion challenges the concepts of 
responsibility and current practice also in the investment models for the conservation of cultural 
heritage, opening up the scenario to new cooperative models for the conservation and regeneration 
of the ñcommon goodsò in cities (EUTROPIAN, 2017). 
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As common good, cultural heritage has a Complex Value (Fusco Girard, 1987; Fusco Girard 

and Nijkamp, 1997a; Zeleny, 2005, Lichfield, 1988, 1995; Fusco Girard & Vecco, 2019, 2021; Fusco 

Girard et al., 2019), which depends on its value for all stakeholders, including future generations. 

The Complex Value includes the ñintrinsic valueò as the expression of the need of keeping 

relevant parts of material heritage as it represents a symbol of common and shared characteristics 

rooted in the history of a community5.  

This complex value includes: 

(1) a use-value, which depends on its localization (e.g. real estate values), state of conservation 

(related to costs), re-functioning possibilities (economically productive / non-productive 

functions), branding (attractiveness for tourism / local use);  

(2) an independent-of-use value, which is linked to its historic-cultural significance, symbolic value 

for the community, local identity that it expresses / conveys, and its value for future generation. 

Although the economic value directly created by cultural heritage conservation could be low for 

traditional investment appraisal, the most advanced approaches in cultural economic theory 

demonstrate how the economic value is created indirectly, through shared meanings that glue 

together people and chains. 

This requires the development of new metrics that embody the traditional economic analysis 

in multidimensional innovative forms (Throsby, 2012; Angrisano et al., 2016; Gravagnuolo and 

Fusco Girard, 2017), namely through multi-criteria and multidimensional evaluation frameworks 

that consider costs and benefits for all actors and stakeholders involved, including their perception 

of the ñcomplex valueò of the cultural heritage / landscape (Rypkema, Cheong and Mason, 2011; 

Heritage Lottery Fund, 2016; TBR, 2016). This approach, which requires economic methodological 

innovations, is in line with current conservation practices relying on the Historic Urban Landscape 

recommendation (UNESCO, 2011, 2015, 2016). 

Evaluation methods should be able to capture the Complex Value of cultural heritage for the 

society before and after the reuse in business models, in the perspective of the ñnew capitalismò 

(Porter and Kramer, 2011). The precondition is that cultural heritage has an economic value that can 

be assessed and increased (Licciardi et al, 2012). 

Three main research streams are identified in other sectors and translated in the cultural heritage 

field: 

¶ The concept of ñShared valueò proposed by Porter and Kramer (Porter et al., 2011) 

¶ The concept of ñComplex Social Valueò proposed by Fusco Girard (Fusco Girard, 1987; Fusco 

Girard and Nijkamp, 1997a) 

¶ The concept of ñintrinsic valueò of nature as ónon-instrumental valueô in ecological economics, 

shifted to the field of cultural heritage  

 

The definition of ñcomplex valueò of heritage resources includes the ñTotal Economic Valueò 

(as proposed in Environmental Economics) but enlarges it introducing the notion of ñintrinsic valueò 

as proposed by Fusco Girard (1987, 1997) and in the literature on ecological economics. 

 

5 See Fusco Girard, CLIC Deliverable D2.7 ñCLIC Frameworkò, and Fusco Girard (2020, 2021), Fusco Girard and 
Vecco (2020, 2021). 
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To explore the notion of value for ñpublic goods without marketò such as forests, wetlands, and 

even specific heritage resources, we refer first to the notion of ñTotal Economic Valueò (TEV) widely 

used in environmental economics and adopted in the large literature on Ecosystem Services 

evaluation, particularly in the framework of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment in 2003 and 2005, 

and further elaborations (MEA, 2003; MA, 2005) and TEEB study - The Economics of Ecosystems 

and Biodiversity, 2010 and further elaborations (TEEB, 2010). 

Below a definition of TEV from Emerton (2017): 

ñTotal economic value (TEV) is an all-encompassing framework that is used by 
economists to identify and categorize environmental benefits. The concept of TEV first 
came into general use in the late 1980s and early 1990s (Pearce et al.1989). It has now 
become one of the most widely used and commonly accepted systems for classifying 
wetland economic benefits and for attempting to integrate them into decision-making 
(Barbier et al.1997). TEV emerged largely in response to the perception that 
conventional economic approaches tended to see the value of the natural environment 
only in terms of the raw materials and physical products generated for human production 
and consumption, especially focusing on market activities and commercial profits. It was 
argued that this persistent under-valuation of environmental goods and services had in 
many cases led to decisions being made which resulted in economically suboptimal out-
comes and, in the worst case, had incurred substantial costs and losses to the economy 
(Emerton 2005). Rather than just considering commercial or extractive values, TEV also 
takes into account subsistence and nonmarket values, ecological functions, and non-use 
bene-fits. Looking at the TEV of a wetland essentially involves considering its full range 
of characteristics as an integrated systemïits resource stocks or assets, flows of 
environmental services, and the attributes of the ecosystem as a whole (Barbier 1994). 
As well as presenting a more complete picture of the economic importance of wetlands, 
TEV clearly demonstrates the high- and wide-ranging economic costs associated with 
their degradation, which extends beyond the loss of direct use values.  

Total economic value distinguishes between use values and non-use (or passive use) 
values. Whereas use values refer to the value of actual, planned, or possible uses of a 
wetland and its resources, non-use values are the values that people ascribe to keeping 
the wetland in existence, even when there is no actual, planned, or possible use (OECD 
2006). The TEV categories of use and non-use values are usually disaggregated further 
into four components: direct use value, indirect use value, option value, and existence 
value (Pearce 1993)ò.  

The following Errore. L'origine riferimento non è stata trovata. schematizes TEV value c

omponents.  
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Figure 5. Total Economic Value (TEV) components 

Source: OôGarra (2017) Economic value of ecosystem services, minerals and oil in a melting Arctic: A 

preliminary assessment. 

 

The specific notion of ñSocial Complex Valueò of cultural heritage has been proposed by Fusco 

Girard (1987) and Fusco Girard and Nijkamp (1997), and further developed in recent literature by 

Luigi Fusco Girard (Fusco Girard, 2019a, 2021; Fusco Girard and Vecco, 2019, 2021; Bosone et al., 

2021). 

Errore. L'origine riferimento non è stata trovata. synthesizes the Social Complex Value. 

 

 

Figure 6. The Social Complex Value of cultural heritage 

Source: adapted from Fusco Girard, L (1987), and Fusco Girard and Nijkamp (1997) 
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