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reviewed paper

Participatory Approaches in the Adaptive Reuse ofwo Dutch Private-Led Cultural Heritage Projects
Yawei Chen

(PhD Assistant Professor Yawei Chen, Departmentafidgement in the Built Environment, Faculty of Atebfure and the Built
Environment, Delft University of Technology, Julaaan 134, 2628 BL Delft, the Netherlands, y.cherd@funl)

1 ABSTRACT

There is increasing debate concerning citizen gipdiion in the reuse and transformation of heetaiges.
However, the question of why and how participatpproaches are explored in private-led heritagptada
reuse receives limited attention. The paper shelmsthe communities should play an essential nolthe
adaptive reuse of heritage sites in the two Dutdes. The article is theoretically based on delmtecial
sustainability and community participation in thelaptive reuse of heritage sites. The qualitative
investigation consisted of interviews with diffetectors. The study shows that the adaptive rennddtians

of the two Dutch heritage sites face difficultyrgceiving the support of the local communities. Tihdings
show interest, expectations, and needs gaps betiheeprivate heritage and local communities. The
investigation indicates that the participationtod tocal community is lacking, and the mutual ustherding
between the two is problematic, which has led eodtagnation of the adaptive reuse process ofdtieabe
sites. The paper suggests that the multi-stakehpldeesses can identify the key stakeholders dddeas
how to activate key stakeholders to collaboraté aitailable means on shared goals and interests.

Keywords: Heritage, adaptive reuse, participat@yraaches, private-led, Community

2 INTRODUCTION

An essential goal of the urban transformation pgede to transform a dilapidated urban environnetit
improved spatial quality and added value to botidland property. However, there is widespread éebat
about what to do with the existing properties, ey those with historical significance and morental
status. This is not only because the built enviremts are considered highly durable but also becdase
sustainable urban transformation, there is a neetitiress how resources and materials brought tihem
past — histories, artefacts and places (Lillevald Baarstad 2019) are to be reused. Studies hanéfidd
the role of heritage in urban development, suchistrical significance and symbolic value (Lipe849
ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013). They are authentidigt imotivates heritage tourism (Waitt 2000; Parélet
2019), economic rewards (Bullen & Love 2011), amyimnmental value (Macmillan 2006). In recent
years, various studies stressed the social vahasd@ncompass the significance of the historicremment

to the contemporary community” (Jones 2017). Thiscern reflects the local community's understanding
the historical, cultural and social value and timpacts of their adaptive reuse on the heritags sitel the
historical environment around them. On various simoes, opposition from the community initiatives l®
stagnation in the adaptive reuse of heritage sites.

This paper aims to look into the role of the comityum the reuse and transformation of heritagesswhen
adaptive reuse is involved in private-led heritpggjects. This topic has yet to receive sufficiatiention
from academia. The question is whether the commugkibuld play a role in transforming private-owned
heritage sites. And if so, how can the communitiels play their part in facilitating the transfoatron of
heritage sites to contribute to a sustainable owcd This research investigates two heritage sitabea
Netherlands undergoing adaptive reuse transformaticexplores the role of the communities withire t
heritage transformation process and the stagnaiakeholders encounter. The paper is structured as
follows: the next section discusses how socialasnability, social value and community are addrdsse
the governance of heritage transformation, as agthe role of the community and the tension inedlin
the multi-stakeholder process in the heritage fommstion. Section 3 discusses the adaptive retisem
private-owned heritage in the Netherlands and tieemainties involved in the multi-stakeholder mes.
The wishes of different stakeholders are mappdabth cases, and the community's input is highligjtzted
compared in both cases. Section 4 concludes wheathre community plays in the adaptive reuse ofgte-
owned heritage sites and how to incorporate comtyumput into transforming private-own heritageesito
achieve social sustainability.
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3 THEORY DEBATE: COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND PARTICIPAT ION IN THE
ADAPTIVE REUSE OF HERITAGE SITES

The role of the community in the urban developmaicess is essential in realising social sustdibabi
Community is traditionally defined as “groups ofop&e with a common background, interest or idehtity
(Bray 2006). It is “where one lives and consequewtiere one finds meaningful community interactom
social relations” (Bradshaw 2008). In urban develept, the community can be considered an integral
component of the governing process and “a fornrgawoisation through which ordinary people can mséil
their interests in opposition to those of the statdarger global forces” (Bray 2006). Researclexsiored
various tangible and intangible values in the agaptise of heritage sites, among which the so@dles
connects buildings, environments and people. B dbttion, we first examine why community partitigra

is essential for the sustainable transformatiorh@fitage sites before discussing how social valg a
participation can be incorporated in the adaptewse of heritage to address the role of the contgnanid
the tensions within the process related to padiain.

3.1 The debate on the role of community in sustainablerban development

Different theoretical perspectives drive the disoms of community involvement in urban developmditte
first perspective can be related to the right |ty movement, a term Lefebvre coined in 196&dhere,
1968; 1996). The right to the city responds to ibeoal urbanism and social injustice (Aalbers andbG
2014). While private property is fundamentally abthe ability to exclude others from its use (Aathé&
Christophers 2014; Davies 2007), the right to tie is both a critique of and a moral claim agaitist
privatisation and commodification of housing antdaur space. The abstract dimension is the righekonig
to and co-produce the urban areas. The rightsaocesis not defined through property rights or egpagion
but through use and appropriation. Or, in otherdsorthe right not to be alienated from the spaoks
everyday life” (Mitchell & Villanueva, 2010: 667Lities should address user value over exchange vatu
cities are meant for people, not profit. The rightthe city ensures justice and equity through thic
inhabitants have a right to full participation irban life as equals (Fincher & Iveson 2008: 9; Ja@(&l13).
Harvey (2008) also stated that the right to thg @t far more than a right of individual accesstlie
resources but rather a collective right that eseicipower over urbanisation processes. The rigihetaity
thus projects a concrete claim to integrated sppditical and economic rights, the right to ediora work,
health, leisure and accommodation in an urban gotitat contributes to developing a healthier reteghip
between people and space.

The second perspective concerns the significarg afl the local community in sustainable urban
development, especially the social dimension in uhgan sustainability discourse. In area-basedrurba
regeneration, the local community can bring plaaseld knowledge to the planning process and be
incorporated into strategic solutions that are doetailored than top-down intervention (Deakin and
Allwinkle 2007; Chen and Qu 2019). Residents feerenconnected with their local neighbourhood by
getting involved in the locality. Their involvemeint local affairs facilitated them in developingilskand
social capital to find solutions to enhance loaadial welfare. Community participation contributesthe
goal of social sustainability, which emphasises ‘“thevelopment (and/or growth) that is compatiblehwi
harmonious evolution of civil society, fostering amvironment conducive to the compatible cohaloitatf
culturally and socially diverse groups, while atk tlBame time encouraging social integration, with
improvements in the quality of life for all segmewtf the population” (Polese and Stren 2000: 15\M)en
linking social sustainability to urban space, ivital to address, for example, the human dimengiothe
interaction between residents and the city andtioéal facets of cities (Caprotti, F; Gong, Z,2017)

The third perspective is related to the intentdocial inclusion and the social values createch@nrhulti-
stakeholder governance perspective. Some reseagltannect the community's involvement with thelgoa
of social sustainability, which means contributinghe internal and external stakeholders’ develamnand
growth by achieving several objectives such as tgguvell-being, social cohesion and inclusion, the
opportunity for learning and self-development (CBQ03). Swyngedouw (2005) addressed the necedsity o
citizen involvement in entitlement, status, repneéggon, accountability and legitimacy and the dangf
being excluded in upscaling or downscaling or ia governance order. More studies under the mutibirac
perspective discussed the shifting power relatipsshbetween different types of actors and the
(dis)empowerment dynamics (Avelino & Wittmayer 2D1As the essence of the community is solidarity,
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common identity and sets of shared norms and valtles governance discourse includes various
propositions that attempt to develop the senseetifnging in the communities and bond people togethe
such as community addressed through networks artdepship, the opening up of decision-making to
greater participation, enhancing social capital aathmunity cohesion, engaging citizens in community
issues (Taylor 2007; Bradshaw 2008).

The above debates recognise the significance afhvimg the community in achieving sustainable urban
development from different perspectives. While abaustainability addresses the satisfaction ofcbas
human needs and the subsequent continuation iarefgenerations (Littig and Griessler 2005), comityun
involvement provides the opportunity for the logapulation to participate voluntarily in community
politics. It helps develop a more place-based,usigk, and justice solution for transforming urtzeas.
Such debates also apply to heritage studies, vitlaitify the close linkage of the adaptive reusearitage
sites with the social dimension of sustainabili@ofejos et al., 2016). Although it was only in gecond
half of the twentieth century that the social vatlidheritage became an explicit component of caadiEm
policy and practice, the linkage between heritdtgs and the local communities is considered aardisd
part of community identity. Heritages have symbalidue and spiritual associations for the locatiom
thus help communities create an attachment to I pHowever, what is less well known is whethed a
how community participation occurs in practice.sTboncerns the governance of the heritage tranateam
process from the multi-stakeholder perspectiveerghging the community.

3.2 The governance of adaptive reuse of heritage sitestakeholder inclusion and community
participation
The adaptive reuse of heritage is a process tlzatges a disused or ineffective item into a newtbatcan
be used for a different purpose or any work to idimg over and above maintenance to change itaagp
function or performance (Douglas 2006:1). A sucltésadaptive reuse process is about negotiating the
transition from the past to the future to secueetitstorical transfer of heritage assets while alseting the
needs of the contemporary world. Just like the telmn sustainable urban development, academic
discussions concerning adaptive reuse consideougarpolitical, economic, social and environmental
implications of heritage transformation and, consgdly, how the balance between preservation, reuse
value capturing, sustainability, and social experits is achieved and enforced (Li et al. 2021). &om
challenges are identified in the studies on theptaa reuse of heritage that hinder a smooth psoods
heritage transformation, like policy ambiguity ogritage buildings/sites or contradiction in thenpleag and
heritage system towards heritages. But what inleenay hinder the process significantly often arisem
the different intentions, interests or imbalanced@r and resources among the stakeholders.

In the process of heritage transformation, sevstakeholders are critical to the success of a dugit
transformation project. The stakeholders appredfeecultural and historical value of heritages aed the
potential economic value heritages buildings cantridoute. In particular, the public sector includie local
authorities and their agencies using legal andcpalistruments to address the historical, social an
economic value in the process of heritage transdtiom, e.g. how the heritage projects fit into ghimciples

of heritage preservation and planning vision, dri@ge economic development and job creation oagttr
tourism. Property/land owners, real estate devedopad financial investors belong to the privatetae
They use their financial instruments or ownerslipargaining tools to create economic values vigptik
reuse of heritage projects (Ruijgrok 2006). Besidashitects, planning practices and construction
companies play a part in addressing the architecawthenticity and sustainability values.

In contrast, the discussion of involving the comituis a more recent phenomenon. Local communities
increasingly recognise that future generations benefit from protecting specific places and arazsnay
suffer from inappropriate new functions in adaptreeise and even get excluded. This initiative fitwen
community also coincides with increasing attentiorbroader, non-expert perceptions of heritage thed
communal values associated with these focusesd&egilace-based bottom-up initiatives, researceds
policymakers are convinced that involving commusitimay create opportunities to achieve social
sustainability goals such as equity, well-beingi@ocohesion and inclusion.

While the belief that individuals should be givervaice appeals to democratic thinking, there igelit
agreement regarding the best way to achieve meahingolvement (Callahan, 2007). Social sustaitigbi
requires an organisational commitment toward thkedtolders that should be brought together in rems
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of transparent and participative management, congation and decision-making (Hemmati, 2002). While
participation emphasises how “stakeholders infleelnd share control over development initiatives,
decisions and resources (World Bank 1996, xi),ehmre different levels of how participation can be
organised and integrated into the decision-makioggss. The levels of participation described enléuder

of citizen participation by Arnstein (1969) variesthe participant's power in the end-product agidtion to
the public authorities. Whether the key stakehaldfioose to inform the public, listen to the puldicgage
the public in problem-solving or co-develop agreptmgepends on the legal framework and institutional
setting and the wills of the administrators (Créagh2005). Galuppo et al. (2014) suggest two deggget up

a more socially sustainable multi-stakeholder gssc a) “engaging multiple stakeholders in collab®r
settings” to identify and activate stakeholders}dutivating cycles of inquiry and action” to excige views
and promote the circulation of different values.

In the adaptive reuse of heritage buildings anessithe communities often have neither the advantég
owning the heritage nor contributing to the finahcmechanism. This adds extra barriers for local
communities to get involved and voice their consegih an early stage. Successful adaptive reuseqsoj
require both good design for the building and piagrihat carefully considers the surrounding envinent

and the community’s concerns about the future efhiéritage sites (Macmillan 2006). Therefore, driscial

to understand each stakeholder's diverse needsa@mterns through surveys and interviews and later
address these needs and possible solutions thatsadthese needs and concerns through collaborative
workshops (Galuppo et al. 2014).

4 METHOD AND TWO CASES ON THE ADAPTIVE USE OF HERITAG E SITES

4.1 Methodology and the case selection

Following the literature review, this paper examsingvo private-led adaptive reuse projects in the
Netherlands - the adaptive reuse of the industr@ltage Soda Factory in the middle of a residentia
neighbourhood and the transformation of the UNES@€tage Fort Kudelstaart at the edge of a citye Th
two selected projects have been used in variousatidn programs that aim to help students invesitze
complexity of the regeneration of the existing urbenvironment, with a focus on understanding the
stakeholder's involvement and the role of the comityiun the process of the adaptive reuse of hgeita
buildings and sites. They help understand why dleallcommunity should play a role in the adaptizese

of private-owned heritage sites about results amdgss. Face-to-face interviews and document aralys
have been used to collect information for stakedrolthalysis and the wishes and interests of stédkefso
related to the community’s role. The interviewedksholders include various public authorities (e.qg.
planning department, tourism department, monumessgepvation agencies), private sector (e.g., reate
developer, property owner) and local community espntatives (neighbourhood community organisations,
inhabitants, visitors, local business communitisd passengers). Interview protocols have been prdpa
beforehand to address specific interviewees angtattibonsiderations. In the case of Fort Kudelstaar
workshops were organised to better understand tiieelsolders' wishes, including the inhabitants and
(mis)communication.

4.2 Two cases: the adaptive reuse of the Soda Factorgchthe Fort Kudelstaart

The Dutch cases - the Soda Factory and the Forelktaart are both ongoing heritage projects foptda
reuse. The Soda Factory is a two-warehouse buildifigand and Coerlandt with a total floor area 2188
m2) located in a residential neighbourhood at th@eBhaven in the centre of Schiedam, a city adjate
the famous Dutch port city Rotterdam. It is a forrmedustrial property used to produce soda in tth 1
century. It has been vacant since 1975 and waglireastate. A local initiative prevented this ldirlg from
demolition before the municipality sold the warebesifor the symbolic sum of one euro.

The current owner — a retired architect Peter vaizéh acquired the building in 2012 and started
restoration. The intention was to give the buildingew social function in the city of Schiedam éedome
a breeding space for various entrepreneurs andtimés. In December 2015, the Soda Factory wdsded
in the municipal monument list. With the help oéthew fund-raising mechanism like crowdfunding, the
transformation of the Soda Factory started. Theeswranted to follow an organic development strategy
Some temporary functions like a café, escape rawnphoto shooting space have been added, butdkat h
so far resulted in inadequate development and badeen financially sufficient on an annual ba3ike
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City vision 2030 of the Municipality of Schiedamshadopted new functions such as the leisure economy
Specific government organisations support the redishe Soda Factory, but in comparison with simila
heritage projects, governmental support is lackBegides, little information has been communicatetti
stakeholders and the inhabitants. Despite the Isatémtion of the owner, no direct community inveient

and participation have been incorporated into ttogept development process. On the other hand,ecnac
and opposition were expressed from the neighbourimimabitants and organisations on the noise aadsch
caused by the visitors.

Fig. 1: Image of the Soda Factory (Above) and Rodelstaart (Below)

In the second project, the Kudelstaart - an oldtanjt defence fort constructed in 1906 as parthaf t
“Defence Line of Amsterdam” - became a UNESCO Wéthtitage in 1996. As a result of budget cuts, the
Dutch government asked the municipality of Aalsmémrbuy Fort Kudelstaart. After researching the
feasibility of the purchase of the defence forg tity of Aalsmeer purchased the fort in 2014 aedidkd

“to make the fort an icon for the water sports ialgeer” (Municipality of Aalsmeer, 2020). In thanse
period, the village council and immediate residgmtgposed to make the fort more accessible to tidiq
Aalsmeer town council approved a change of itslleoaing plan, paving the way for the transformataf
‘Fort bij Kudelstaart’ into a vibrant and pionegagivenue for water sports. The municipality selecaed
property developer Martijn de Liefde via a Européamdering process to collaborate on the Fort Kaidatt
project based on a ground lease contract. The pabpwy developer Martijn de Liefde envisages the
transformation of the 60,000 m2 site into a higlalgy nautical centre. The definite master planwdraup

by Serge Schoemaker Architects for Kudelstaarirggiort foresees the change of the 60,000 m2rdibea
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high-quality maritime centre with additional mogagiapots and harbour amenities, hotel rooms, spaees
facilities and meeting spaces. The design visiaugles a restaurant, café, small museum and viewing
platform. In early 2021, the redevelopment stavté@t soil and roof preparation.

The redevelopment plan and the preparation aesviteceived opposition from the local inhabitarid a
community organisations. The worries include thesille negative impact of the commercial function o
the cultural-historical value of the fort and therrsunding environment. To voice these concerns, th
residents established an organisation called SiMrkgroep Fort Kudelstaart (SWFK). They definedirth
task as preserving and improving the living envinemt of residents in the vicinity of Fort Kudelstad hey
filed an appeal to the state against the newlybisteed zoning plan to stop the redevelopment. ddwecil
ruled to suspend the zoning plan and put the rédewvesnt plan on hold until further decision.

4.3 Role of the local communities

The two investigated heritage projects are botkaperled heritage projects. The Soda Factory casmi
industrial heritage located in a dense resideng&yhbourhood in the city centre of Schiedam.dnt@st,
the Fort Kudelstaart case is situated in the pergdhof the city Aalsmeer along the lake Westeildegen.
Both projects were initiated because of the histbrand cultural value of the heritage. In the SBdatory
case, the whole development is privately owned. Geer describes the current development as amiarga
development that can maintain the roughness ofirttlestrial characteristics of the Soda factory. reve
though the current owner hoped to create a spadadacommunity and crowdfunding was used to meéili
societal force for investment, little has been dtmeommunicate the owner's idea to the neighbamdhay
consult the inhabitants about their wishes. Theioipality of Schiedam expects the Soda factory lay @
role in the area within the boundaries of the nmragten but remains ambiguous about the development
trajection. From the interviews of key stakeholdérss clear that the adjacent inhabitants and roomity
organisations have an expectation that the Soddofyacan be a natural meeting place for the
neighbourhood, but also want to avoid the distucbdnom the public function which the Soda Factoigy
bring to the quiet neighbourhood as Plantagebuberaithe Soda Factory is located.

In the Fort Kudelstaart case, the property develdgmsed the fort from the Municipality of Aalsmder
adaptive reuse, focusing on creating economic valitie a new recreation function. The municipalitfy o
Aalsmeer addressed the historical and economicevalil the heritage and the catalyst effect the
redevelopment can bring to local tourism, the bessnsector and the job market. The monument-related
organisation hoped to bring the fort to life; faeiling local tourism was their primary focus. Irgstingly, it
differs from what the local community focus of thiexdevelopment project. From the interview, it lisac

that inhabitants and community organisations areriea about both traffic from outside visitors atiek
crime issues linked to the redevelopment (e.gactibn of youth hanging out and causing damagéiéo t
neighbourhood). Local activist groups like MEER&mmpposed the parking garage and feared the damage
to the marina.

In both cases, the developers considered theirlajmwent a good deed of bringing transformationhi® t
heritage projects and emphasised the positive @genoimpact they could get. However,
(mis)communication appears to have caused conthetslead to stagnation. In the Soda Factory qase,
actual participation process was organised. Becthesengoing development was organic and slow, the
adjacent inhabitants complained directly to the emvThe neighbouring inhabitants mostly complained
about the noise directly to the heritage owner wbertain group activities were organised at theaSod
Factory. The interviews also suggest the commuepected the Soda Factory to become a city ideztitly
provide social functions for the community. In thert Kuldestaart case, the fraction between thgeptro
initiators and the local communities was much nun@onged and deeper. The earliest feasibility ystofd

the project in 2014 did not include any input frahe inhabitants. The lack of communication and
participation was mentioned in the consultationenot the zoning plan for 2020. Although information
evenings and open days were organised at the fosisems that the inhabitants' concerns wereioite
process, not well understood by the parties, amdaguently not addressed by the redevelopment plan.
uncertainty about whether the developers would esfditheir concerns led to the more aggressive way
opposition was chosen by the local communitiesedulted in the stagnancy situation of the project.
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Involved key| Case Soda Factory Case Kuldestaart
actors
Private sector | Owner/developer Maintain rough Property Profit of the fort,
characteristics, organic developer regional icon
development, feasibility,
profit
Public sector | City of Industrial monument Municipality | Attract local tourism,
Schiedam cluster; city icon and of Aalsmeer | facilitate the growth of
tourism attraction the business sector and
the job market; income
Community
Community Neighbourhood | Avoid disturbance Inhabitants, | Oppose to possible
adjacent to the Association A real meeting place SWFK traffic and safety due to
heritage Plantagebuurt redevelopment
Healthy living
environment
Local citizen- | Crowdfunding MEERGroen Oppose the current plan
initiated Place of parking garage
organisations holders Attractive Leisure
& marina, activities
NGOs visitors
Local businesg Stichting -Schiedam's branding is: | Local shops,| Benefit from the
community Promotie authentic, lively and restaurant, | increasing visitors
Schiedam innovative, Soda factory is | cafes, tourist
S'DAM not yet innovative related
-Need for more unique and| business
authentic overnight
accommodation, but of high
quality!
-Let the history and story o
the soda factory return,
without it becoming a
museum
-S'dam sees opportunities
for involving parties such as
S'loep and WhaSup NL in
water tourism

Table 1: Wishes of key stakeholders in the twothgé projects, Soda Factory and Fort Kudelstaart.

5 CONCLUSION

In this research, the focus is to understand tleeaflocal communities in the adaptive reuse aj tveritage
projects and to what extent the local communitiet igvolved in the two heritage projects. Documents
analysis and interviews were used to understandmbhes and concerns of all involved and potential
stakeholders. Discussions with property owners,eldg@ers, financial investors, government officials,
monument protection agencies, community organisgafi;mhabitants and visitors were explored to emabl
people to discuss their interests and wishes. Qtaigeoccasions, collaborative working groups were
organised to understand the stagnation and wherentbcommunications occur, as well as what possible
solutions can address the need of the communities.

What is clear is that both heritage projects weitaied by the private sector and supported byldical
government because of the historical, culturalneotic and social value of the heritage buildingd tre
possible impacts that can be created on the sutmogiirban environment. However, since the projesse
initiated by the private sector (property ownethtia Soda Factory case and property developer winotino
development right from the Municipality with a leasontract), how to develop an appropriate economic
function to realise financial return has been aificant concern. The local governments wanteduigpsrt
the two heritage projects because their successfaptive reuse would create new tourism attractions
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improve the local business environment and creatbeopportunities, all of which align with their kc
development ambition. The role of the community besn mentioned (the aspiration of the propertyeaswn
in the Soda Factory case) and in various plannotgichents. However, the local inhabitants and conityyun
organisations were hardly involved or consultethi decision-making process. The development pedpos
and ideas initiated by the private sector focuseccammercial success and financial gain. Even thoug
some information exchange meetings were offereat &t inform that certain social functions haverbee
included in the zoning plan, these social thougbitsain window dressing and do not touch upon thaé re
worries of the local communities about disturbaand damage to the environment. What also needs to b
noticed is that the private developer in the Fart&lstaart case even had the unrealistic viewtiigattask of
communication with the community had been carrietl dhey did not realise that there was no actual
candid exchange at the information meetings with kbcal inhabitants to address community-related
problems.

From the interviews with the community represermésj the insights and wishes of the communityatinb
cases are more explicit. For example, in the Sabak case the neighbourhood organisations see this
building as an important location symbol and hdp the Sodafabriek provides space for a neighlomarh
gathering. For the adaptive reuse of the heritaglelibg, adjacent inhabitants are worried aboutribise,
and parking disturbance future visitors to thedessfunctions in Sodafabriek may bring. Local éstiwere
interested in the space of this property but didwish visitors to become a distraction for thewriv The
same can be said about the Kudelstaart; adjacemtnoaities hope to develop educational functions tha
benefit local youth but fear disturbances like episaffic and crime. Other community organisatibiope
the heritage can provide leisure functions thattfea lacks but are worried about the environmetaalage

to the marina. Following the mapping of stakehdd@nd their wishes and concerns, it is apparenthiea
suggested solutions from the community in bothgoty are much more social-oriented. For exampée, th
inhabitants in the Plantagebuurt consider the reigthood-related function of the Soda Factory nawa
community centre, a small workshop for the neiglhoad, and space for local young artists. In the Fo
Kudelstaart project, besides reducing noise arféictrahe local community hopes to address localtixs
educational function through a museum, educatiotree@and water sports centre.

After investigating the two heritage projects,andbe concluded that communication should be ingado
reduce miscommunication between stakeholders, évelapers and the communities. The collaborating
workshop shared and discussed the visions of diffestakeholders. It became the first step in bnigighe
difference between the private sector and the looaimunities. By engaging the communities, knowedg
can be shared and exchanged. More social valuesaegap in the discussion, and more place-based,
community-based suggestions were documented ishtheed vision. Even with private-led adaptive reuse
different stakeholders have started to grow a shanel more social-oriented vision toward the futnfréhe
heritage buildings.
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