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Abstract :

Coastal and maritime cultural heritage (CMCH) is a relative newcomer on spatial development policy
agendas and in spatial planning activities. Cultural heritage (CH) may assist in reconstructing place
narratives and identities in local and regional strategies and plans, and it may create stronger place
attractiveness for outsiders. This article explores the challenges and opportunities of integrating CMCH
aspects in spatial development and planning activities at local and regional levels. It specifically
investigates contemporary attempts at building planning and governance spaces concerned with CMCH,
based on case studies in Scotland, France, Northern Ireland, and Denmark. Emphasis is on mandatory
as well as non-mandatory spatial policy and planning activities for a more sustainable and resilient coastal
development. The cases show how attempts at building planning spaces concerned with both CH and
CMCH have sometimes led to, or contributed to, new types of planning collaborations and products,
facilitated changes in existing ones, or illuminated a lack of community involvement to be dealt with in
next generation planning. Together, the cases illustrate the importance and challenges of enabling a more
place-sensitive planning and of ‘finding the right planning space' for CH integration.
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1. Introduction
The integration of new themes into spatial development policies and planning activities has been
ongoing for decades, e.g. the integration of numerous environmental and social considerations.
Adding yet another theme, such as coastal and maritime cultural heritage (CMCH), could then be
assumed to be business-as-usual for policymakers and planners. However, each upcoming theme
tends to carry with it its own unique characteristics, challenges and opportunities, mindsets, and
perspectives, which means that copy-pasting earlier approaches are unlikely to be sufficient. This
makes it even more important to build up an empirical basis and investigate the framings and
workings of the new theme, in this case CMCH, and especially to search for parameters and ways
in which integration efforts may succeed.

Although CMCH is considered a relative newcomer on spatial development policy agendas and in
spatial planning activities, the broader concept of cultural heritage (CH) has been influencing
policies since the 1950s (Ounanian et al, 2021). Originally, heritage conservation in the West was
mostly concerned with protecting tangible physical objects, such as buildings, monuments, and
historical sites, (Ahmad, 2006), and primarily through traditional authority-based and technical-
rational planning approaches. More recently, attention to intangible and immaterial aspects of CH
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have evolved (Vecco, 2010), especially in regional and local development discussions. For instance,
CH may potentially help to reconstruct place narratives and identities, as well as to create a
stronger place attractiveness to visitors, tourists, and current and potential residents (Katelieva et
al., 2020). To remote coastal and maritime communities such opportunities may be seen as a help
to ‘turn the tides’ of development and become more self-sustained and resilient. While in more
urban settings, attention to CH and CMCH may assist or lead the way to sustainable regeneration
of seaside neighbourhoods and harbour areas.

A CMCH focus may therefore trigger a need for new types of qualitative and citizen-based input
and knowledge sources for development discussions than the usual suspects. It may imply the
active involvement of additional jurisdictions, institutions, interests, networks, social capital, etc.
in spatial policy and planning. As such, attention to CMCH will require a discussion of how to
appropriately integrate various aspects of CMCH into spatial governance and planning settings and
practices. How is CMCH spoken of, cared for, dealt with, and institutionalised alongside
established planning themes (e.g. infrastructures, environment, services)? Which ‘spaces’ may
emerge for the governance and planning of CMCH?

Hence, the main objective of this article is to explore challenges and opportunities of integrating
CMCH aspects into spatial development and planning activities. It investigates specific attempts at
building new governance and planning spaces concerned with CMCH and CH integration, and how
such spaces are related to existing spatial governance, regulation, and mandatory planning
activities. The exploration is based on case studies in Scotland, France, Northern Ireland, and
Denmark, with an emphasis on recent and on-going spatial policy and planning practices for a
more sustainable and resilient development.

2. Coastal and maritime cultural heritage in spatial development and planning
Empirical studies into how tangible and intangible coastal and maritime cultural heritage aspects
are integrated into spatial policy and planning are somewhat sparse. It is therefore a purpose, in
itself, of this article to provide such insights from specific case studies. This section presents
potentially useful concepts and guidance for questioning the cases, keeping in mind that the
explorative nature of the studies also imply that concepts and variables are likely to emerge from
the cases themselves.

Coastal and maritime cultural heritage perspectives and roles

CMCH broadly refers to the tangible and intangible aspects of past human activities, and their
present continuation, in coastal and maritime areas. This can include coastal and submerged sites,
monuments, wrecks, buildings, and objects as well as practices and their associated knowledge
and material culture, language, oral traditions, and songs (Galili and Rosen, 2010; Kurin, 2004;
Vecco, 2010). Hence, CMCH concerns cultural heritage relating to a maritime and/or costal
context.

Heritage is also that which we attribute heritage value to (Tengberg et al., 2012), and as values
and perceptions change over time, what is valued as heritage must also be considered to be
dynamic and changeable rather than static and fixed in time (DeSilvey, 2012; DeSilvey & Harrison,
2020; Flannery et al., this issue; Fredheim & Khalaf, 2016; Stephenson, 2008; Tengberg et al.,
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2012). Linked to this is the view that there is no one singular heritage of any place or society and
that a better way to approach heritage is through the notion of a multiplicity of heritage or
heritage narratives (e.g. Massey, 2018). Therefore, this article will primarily use the notion of CH
as a broad overall term, in which various kinds of more context dependent expressions of CH can
possibly exist, such as CMCH. E.g. when a relation to a maritime or coastal context is evident, then
CMCH will be used. This also creates the possibility to study CMCH in relation to other CH aspects
and attempts at more holistic CH perceptions.

Heritage is also a way in which people see meaning and memory in the world and thus contributes
to national, regional, local, and individual identity through influencing place identity, and through
engendering a sense of continuity and a sense of collective identity (Hawke, 2002; Tengberg et al.,
2012; Tuan, 2001). However, for heritage to be included, to any measurable extent, in the
construction of a legitimate and authentic place identity at regional and local levels, it is important
for the heritage narratives of all relevant social actors to be recognised. Otherwise, there is a risk
of developing a hegemonic heritage-based place identity that includes some, but excludes others
(Massey, 2018; Flannery et al, this issue). Hence, this article will apply a broad notion of narratives,
as stories, story-telling, experiences, etc. by relevant actors, and by any means, that expresses or
relate to CH aspects.

Traditionally, there has been a preservationist stance taken to heritage based on a recognition of
its intrinsic value and on a felt duty to pass heritage on to future generations undamaged
(DeSilvey & Harrison, 2020; Holtorf, 2018; Mason, 2002). However, within the heritage sector
there is growing recognition that a strict preservationist stance is not always possible or beneficial,
and that approaches to heritage management should expand to include acceptance and
management of loss as well as the possibilities for transformation (Flannery et al, this issue,
Ounanian et al, 2021).

Simultaneously, there is a growing wider recognition, e.g. in UNESCO conventions and EU policies
(Ounanian et al, 2021), that heritage can be better exploited for societal benefit and in spatial
development activities. For instance, in contributing to place identity and place attractiveness
heritage can play a role in building community resilience (Holtorf, 2018). This depends to some
extent on the heritage management and planning approaches taken. Here, some argue that the
faithful preservation of heritage is necessary in fostering community resilience (Jigyasu, 2013),
while others argue that both heritage views and communities must continuously adapt and
transform to maintain relevance and build resilience in the face of rapid change (Holtorf, 2018).

Planning spaces for coastal and maritime cultural heritage in spatial development

Recognising the changeable and dynamic potential of CH and CMCH makes it an attractive theme
for proactive — and not only reactive, protective, and preventive — spatial development,
policymaking, and planning activities. This mirrors a tendency where culture aspects are viewed as
‘cultural capital’ (Cochrane, 2006) or resources, and are adapted as part of potential ‘drivers’ in
regional and local development discussions, e.g. in experience economy and urban development
perspectives (Pine & Gilmore, 1999; Lorentzen & Hansen, 2012). Also, attention to both tangible
and especially intangible CH can be seen as an expression of a push for more value-oriented and
citizen-centred development agendas in regional and local settings. In spatial governance and
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planning activities, requests for such qualitative and more situation-tailored and place-based
considerations have increasingly become the norm (Healey, 2010; Allmendinger, 2017).

The need to perceive regional and local spatial development from more place-based perspectives
has been widely expressed in later years (Kristjdnsdoéttir, 2018). ‘The place-based argument’ draws
attention to the uniqueness of local development characteristics, and how this should lead to
more ‘place-aware’ development interventions that understand and make a better use of place
qualities and capacities (Barca et al, 2012; Plummer et al, 2014). CH aspects fall easily into such
discussions, as CH is typically seen as a unique ‘place-bound’ resource. Also, Healey (2007, p2) has
emphasised that places are complex constructs created by the interaction of actors in multiple
networks who invest in material projects and who give meaning to the quality of places. It implies
that place development strategies and plans to must consider the local (place) governance
landscape and potentially reconsider the settings and roles of local actors and institutions, to
better ‘fit’ the actual situations, challenges, and opportunities at hand. Here, increased attention
to CH and CMCH aspects may result in the introduction of new actors or renewed roles of actors,
e.g. museums and citizens, in place governance and spatial planning activities.

This also draws attention to consider and discuss place governance and planning spaces as such,
and their appropriateness in dealing with the integration of CH and CMCH aspects. Planning
studies have shown, how territorial and spatial governance settings and practices, and the
governance and planning culture, have sometimes changed significantly as a result of renewed
development perspectives and/or societal and state restructuring activities (Brenner, 2004;
Healey, 2010; Janssen-Jansen and Hutton, 2011; Allmendinger, 2017; Hansen, 2018). Here, a
general tendency seems to be systemic changes that reduce hierarchical structures and instead
caters for more flexible and networking approaches. Also, such studies tend to show a move away
from traditional desk-based and regulatory planning, with openings towards the development of
more situation-specific and facilitating approaches, by considering local socio-cultural capital and
networks. This can result in new participatory strategies to release local potentials, engagement,
and resources better — often based in the premise that relevant authorities do not have sufficient
resources for creating a balanced (sustainable and resilient) development.

Under such conditions and given the value-laden and diverse nature of CH, participatory and
deliberative strategies can be viewed as essential to the integration of CH and CMCH perspectives.
Here, participation emphasises inclusiveness and equality between participants as a condition for
policy effectiveness and especially legitimacy. Deliberation stresses the importance of public
discussion for the same purpose, although with more concern for expanding and using reasoned
debate in decision-making processes, as opposed to decision-making based primarily on the
balance of power of different interests (Papadopoulos and Warin, 2007; Ounanian et al, 2021).

However, adapting place governance and planning to (perceptions of) an ever-increasing
complexity, number of spatial development variables, themes (such as CH), and actors and
interests can also result in fragmentation and new coordination challenges. In many countries and
places this has spurred the development of new forms and ‘spaces’ of governance. These new
spaces of governance have been conceptualised as ‘soft spaces’ with ‘fuzzy boundaries’, as they
are often located in between formal levels of governance and are not necessarily univocally
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bounded (Olesen and Hansen, 2020, 366; Haughton et al., 2010, Allmendinger and Haughton,
2009). New ‘soft’ governance spaces can emerge for various reasons, such as state restructuring,
experimentation and entrepreneurialism, adjustment to functionalities and geography, and
neoliberal agendas of efficiency and effectiveness (Olesen and Hansen, 2020; Brenner, 2004;
Davoudi and Strange, 2009; Haughton et al, 2010).

It can be debated whether soft governance spaces are in between formals levels or sectors of
governance, additions to, or in combination with or sometimes even part of formal governance. In
any case, it is the needs-based, adaptive and flexible nature of such spaces that inspires this article
to consider how new or renewed governance and planning spaces, and their implied boundaries
and borders (fuzzy or not), are (re-)negotiated (Allmendinger et al, 2015).

In this article we focus on the emergence and development of CH and CMCH oriented governance
and planning spaces at regional and local levels. We do so to explore challenges and opportunities
of integrating CMCH aspects into spatial development and planning activities. The vocabulary
above is useful, but not conditional to our views and attention. We are interested in identifying
both new and existing spaces and how they may be related, for instance how voluntary fit-for-
purpose spaces are related to existing wider spatial governance, regulation, and mandatory
planning activities. We are in search of variables, and therefore our entry point for further
discussion is a tentative and broad conceptualisation of a ‘planning space’ as a space for
organising and doing the activities of planning (mandatory or not). It includes discussing the
characteristics, actors, perceptions, needs, challenges, opportunities, visions, purposes, goals, etc.
of ‘a place’, and how such knowledge and intent can be generative for identifying specific means
and actions for place development and place management. Within this we ask how CH and CMCH
is spoken of, cared for, dealt with, and institutionalised alongside more traditional spatial planning
themes (e.g. infrastructures, environment, services)? Which ‘spaces’ emerge for the governance
and planning of CMCH?

Finally, the coastal and maritime context for discussing such emerging planning spaces for CH
integration implies that this study can potentially contribute to debates on Integrated Coastal
Zone Management (ICZM). Although viewed in very different ways in different countries in
Europe, ICZM is in conceptual terms an accepted holistic approach, or process, for attempting to
manage coastal areas with respect to a sustainable balancing of environmental, economic, social
and cultural concerns (Khakzad et al, 2015). Here, and as part of the framing of this article, the
notion of integration is taken to refer to overcoming fragmentation, sectorisation and
coordination challenges in activities between different levels of government. Hence indicating
both vertical and horizontal integration aspects. In doing so, we also stress the need to view
integration in terms of building coordination between mandatory and non-mandatory spatial
planning activities.

3. Cases of CMCH in spatial development and planning
The cases are part of the Horizon2020 project PERICLES, 2018-2021, in which the objective has
been to study and enable a sustainable usage of maritime and coastal cultural heritage. We have
selected cases within PERICLES, which have proven rich in data concerning attempts at integrating
CH into spatial policy and planning activities.
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Methodology and case study methods

The tentative conceptualisations above led us to consider various dimensions in the cases and to
develop a common template for analysis. The template focused on: country context of spatial
planning system and planning for CH; strategies/plans/projects; key actors and interests; key
narratives, perceptions and motivations concerning CH, and how CH is perceived to be used;
mandatory and non-mandatory planning settings and practices. In addition, each case should:
identify main lessons learned across variables concerning challenges and opportunities of
integrating CMCH aspects into specific spatial development and planning activities; characterise
the ‘planning space’ for integration of CMCH into spatial development activities, and; indicate the
relations between new governance and planning spaces (concerned with CH integration) and
existing regulation and planning activities. As the context and policy level of the cases vary, the
use of the template also results in variations in what turns out to be of importance in each case.
Hence, the cases stories below contain variations in focus and occasionally in structure (although
in general a common structure has been applied), in order to portray the most relevant aspects
and pressing points dealt with concerning CH integration in each case.

The case study methods in the four cases have been very similar and thoroughly reported in
PERICLES deliverables, see www.pericles-heritage.eu. In short, we have used: document studies
(strategies, plans, reports, minutes, media products, etc.); semi-structured interviews (30 in total,
divided between all the authors and on location in each case) with community stakeholders,
NGO'’s, heritage and planning professionals and policymakers at local, regional, and national
levels; workshops with stakeholders and citizens (in the French and Danish cases); and seminars
and meetings with key actors. In doing so, we have interacted with key actors in mutual
knowledge sharing and learning processes, see more on www.pericles-heritage.eu.

Scotland - difficulties in capturing the full value of CH in regional marine planning

The Scottish case investigated the implementation of the National Marine Plan (NMP) in new
Regional Marine Plans (RMPs), with the broad purpose to discuss the overall role and integration
of both tangible and intangible CH values and aspects at the regional policymaking level.

Scottish Marine Planning is based on the UK Marine Policy Statement (HM Government et al.,
2011) and the Marine Scotland Act (2010). This includes statutory provision for cultural heritage
and its protection within marine planning and management tools. The Marine Atlas (Marine
Scotland, 2011) provides the evidence base for the NMP (The Scottish Government, 2015), and in
terms of CH this includes designated sites, coastal monuments, listed buildings, protected military
remains and eight Historic Marine Protected Areas. Eleven Scottish marine regions have been
created to facilitate the implementation of the NMP at the regional level through RMPs. The RMPs
must conform to the NMP but are intended to acknowledge different regional needs and contexts
and are developed by Planning Partnerships in a phased process. Three RMPs are currently (2021)
under development and have been subject to this case study.

The mandatory consideration, protection and enhancement of CH seems well embedded in the
NMP. Interviewees broadly agreed that CH is listed in the Marine Atlas, it is legislatively protected
through different measures, and it is well catered for and well recognised in marine management.
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However, focus is currently exclusively on tangible heritage assets. CH is argued within the
‘Productive Seas’ principle (Marine Scotland, 2011), indicating that it is conceptualised as a
contribution to societal wellbeing and Blue Growth opportunities. Here, some interviewees felt
that CH was still seen as more of a constraint, e.g. in marine licensing decisions. Hence, there is a
potential conflict where some initiatives may either impact or be constrained by CH. Furthermore,
a consequence of including CH in the Productive Seas principle is the valuation implications, as the
importance of CH is currently being evaluated through economic benefit analysis. It means that
the real value of CH is potentially being obscured by a monetary approach, which cannot ‘capture
the full value of CH’, for instance by including intangible aspects of importance to place narratives
and identity.

A second concern was that while this system was considered to work well at a national level and
for protected sites, it is currently unable to capture places or objects that are socially valued as
heritage but are not protected legislatively, or which are important at a regional or local rather
than at a national level. In theory, the RMPs are intended to address such gaps. However, while
there is a drive for public participation to capture such information at the development stage, it is
difficult to capture the full human dimension or heritage value of places or practices in the current
spatial management tools. This is an area of concern for both heritage and marine planning
professionals. A related concern is that even if such information can be captured at the plan
development stage, it is not clear what weight it will then be given in the decision-making process,
where there may be potential conflicts. As it stands, discussions on the value of such places
emerge when conflicts do arise, meaning that the process or recognition of valued places is
reactive rather than forward-looking.

In sum, the Scottish case illuminate challenges in identifying and incorporating places with socially
constructed heritage values in regional marine planning. It demonstrates difficulties among non-
heritage policy actors in capturing the full value of CH, especially concerning the integration of
intangible values with little or no evaluated economic benefit, as well as socially valued CH at the
regional level. On the other hand, the case indicates how there can be potential and opportunity
in capturing a wider variety of CH aspects in drafting RMPs, thereby allowing the process to
become more proactive and broadly founded. This implies a need to create, legitimise and
strengthen ‘softer’ regional and local governance and planning spaces in the early stages of the
planning process, in which heritage value can be conceptualised differently, than merely in
economic terms, e.g. as levers of place identity and community building.

France - towards a local strategy for sustainable management of coastal maritime heritage in
the Morbihan Gulf (Brittany)

The French case focused specifically on the area of the Regional Natural Parc of the Morbihan Gulf
(RNPMG) in Brittany, Northwest France. The gulf is characterised by its Atlantic coastline, inland
sea with islands, and wide rias. Its biodiversity and diversity of landscape and CH assets makes the
gulf an attractive but vulnerable coastal area, which has been the incentive to create the RNPMG
in 2014. The case study investigated local efforts to discuss sustainable management of the
maritime built heritage in the gulf and integrate CH into formal spatial plans and across several
State services.
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In France, CH policies are mainly the responsibility of the Ministries of Culture and of Ecological
Transition. The policies are implemented through the Heritage code, the Environment code, and
the Town Planning code. Administratively, state services at the regional level are responsible
together with local authorities. A number of maritime and environmental planning instruments
are available: Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP), Sea Basin Strategic Document (SBSD), Scheme for
the Development of the Sea (SDS), Regional Natural Park (RNP) charters, and territorial and local
urban planning master plans (SCOT/PLU). Those instruments must also comply with specific State
induced regulations, such as management of the Public Maritime Domain (PMD), Listed Sites, etc.

Here, the SCOT can potentially specify CH issues in planning guidelines and the PLU can specify this
further in building and landscape regulations at municipal level. However, the PLU is not
considered effective, as it does not imply regulatory constraints concerning maintenance or
protection, and coastal municipalities do not systematically integrate heritage inventories into
their PLU. Another systemic framework challenge to CH occurs (also in the gulf) when the State
have temporarily authorised the construction of buildings and activities linked to the sea (e.g.
shellfish farms, tide mills) in sensitive areas. If the activity ceases, PMD regulations require the
destruction of the structure to restore the site to its natural state. However, many of those
structures have aged and are now considered expressions of CH and contribute to place identity.
This often cause disagreements between different regional State services.

Hence, the general plurality of regulations, charters, schemes, and their differing consideration of
CH generates an administrative complexity that is considered problematic to coastal CH
preservation. Here, especially the SDS is intended as a central tool for integrated coastal zone
management, as it aims to bring together the development of maritime economic and
recreational activities with natural preservation and enhancement of coastal zone values.

In the gulf area, the emergence of RNPMG has helped to create new governance spaces for
discussing such matters, and an agreement has been signed between the State and the RNPMG on
the implementation of a new more CH attentive SDS (2020). The RNPMG is organised around a
concerted project for sustainable development, which includes attention to CH aspects. The
RNPMG has no regulatory power, but local authorities have approved the RNPMG charter and
undertake to implement it and to make their urban planning documents compatible with it.
Within the SDS framework, the RNPMG facilitates the ‘Coastal Strategy’ working group, which
deals with CH, landscapes, climate change and urbanisation. Influenced by the RNPMG, the new
SDS pays more attention to the CMCH of the gulf, and it relies on the RNPMG for implementation
and monitoring of actions to identify and develop CH aspects. In addition, the RNPMG formulates
inventories aiming to integrate CH into SCOT’s and PLU’s. As such, and in partnership with local
stakeholders and national authorities, RNPMG carries out actions in favour of threatened coastal
heritage, based on participatory governance. However, the SDS is still not sufficiently used, and its
regulations are not automatically incorporated into regional and local urban planning schemes.

Interviews and workshop discussions revealed a need to draw up a general ‘doctrine’ to guide the
management of CH in the coastal area or PMD. The stakeholders identified the following
challenges: lack of knowledge of CH, resulting in weak integration in spatial planning documents;
lack of coordination between State services; inadequacy of tools used at the local level for
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sustainable management of CH; and lack of financial, technical, and legal resources. This criticism
has inspired RNPMG to suggest, in partnership with relevant administrations, to work with all
stakeholders to develop a common strategy for sustainable management of the maritime built
heritage in the gulf.

In sum, the case shows challenges in integrating CH into formal regional and local spatial plans,
coordinating across several State services, and generating sufficient resources. However, there are
available planning instruments and tools with promise for better cross-referencing and adaptation
of the CH agenda. Here, the RNPMG has managed to position itself in a key role and to help enable
new non-mandatory governance and planning spaces for the preservation of CH through such
tools, e.g. the more active use of the SDS framework. RNPMG can be seen as a space for exchange
and consultation, involving citizens, associations, scientists, local authorities, and administrations
in sustainable management of CMCH. Finally, the improved collaboration between the actors
shows potential to further develop the cross-referencing of territorial issues in a complex setting
and to build a more adaptive systemic approach to the integration of new themes, such as CH.

Northern Ireland — heritage narratives and community participation in redeveloping Belfast’s
urban waterfront

The case in Belfast focused specifically on the redevelopment of the former shipyards on Queen’s
Island, now known as Titanic Quarter. Belfast has a rich maritime CH, at one time dominating the
global shipbuilding industry and one of Europe’s busiest trading centres. In the wake of its
industrial decline, Belfast’s urban waterfront has undergone redevelopment, transforming the
former shipyard area to offices, retail outlets, leisure facilities, upmarket residential properties,
and a high-end hotel. Culturally inspired by the most famous vessel built in Belfast’s shipyards,
references to the Titanic are abundant. Many commercial operations have invested in Titanic
Quarter, and it is a popular tourist attraction. The case study sought to understand how dominant
CH narratives marginalise local communities in the port area, and to explore options for more
inclusive forms of community participation.

The UK Marine Policy Statement (HM Government et al., 2011) and Draft Marine Plan for
Northern Ireland (DAERA-NI, 2018) both state that the setting of CH assets and the historic
seascape must be taken into consideration by public authorities when considering planning
proposals for development. In Titanic Quarter, the property construction company Hardcourt
Developments has been responsible for the redevelopment of the area, and development
applications has been approved by Belfast City Council. The area was designed around the
maritime heritage of the site, but according to interviews a narrow perspective of heritage was
developed. Marginalisation of other maritime heritages associated with the space has attracted
criticism of the selective nature by which the historic seascape of the port was taken into
consideration.

The interviews drew attention to the removal of much of the historic context of the area, when
many original buildings were demolished in the redevelopment, and that what remains of Belfast’s
tangible maritime CH is insufficiently protected. The narrow focus on a single aspect of Belfast’s
maritime CH was criticised by interviewees as a poor manifestation of conservation, development
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and tourism policy aims. Local heritage narratives, and connections to the port area in particular,
have been marginalised.

Therefore, public consultation for the Titanic Quarter redevelopment and incorporation of
broader views on CH in plans was viewed as ineffective. Through their lack of involvement local
communities felt dissociated in the redevelopment of CH at the site. Stakeholder engagement is
usually prominent in Northern Irish development policies but is often focused on public
consultation for proposed plans, rather than involving the public meaningfully in the planning
process. This type of public consultation was criticised by interviewees as having little impact and
often occurring too late, indicating a top-down policy and planning process, despite formal
consultation.

A reason often speculated for heritage decisions in planning the new waterfront was that policy
was driven by economics rather than heritage. Catering to business and mass market tourism
interests has resulted in a place identity that residents fail to recognise, and a space that seems to
exclude them.

In particular, the Belfast study shows a need to adopt a more place-sensitive approach to
development with better consideration of the CH landscape. It identifies a need for better public
engagement, which is more participatory and involves a greater breadth of actors to replace
‘ineffective’ consultation. In addition, a closer integration of local and national policymaking may
be a route towards more deliberative participatory policymaking built on meaningful engagement
with stakeholders, including communities.

It can also be argued that, while tourism development in Titanic Quarter was aimed at the mass
market and has been hugely successful in satisfying this segment, integrating authentic local
narratives and experiences in future plans through more inclusive planning processes can increase
place attractiveness, cater for other visitor segments and locals, and bring greater economic
benefits to local people. Refining the planning process to include effective engagement is
therefore in the interests of developers, as well as communities.

In summary, the key points emerging from the case is that local communities need to feel
connected and to be more involved in the planning process. Consultation as a feedback exercise is
insufficient, yet it remains the main route which is currently open for challenging plans.
Developing community planning spaces and better vertical integration of policymaking between
local, regional, and national levels could potentially help to resolve this. Also, imbuing a sense of
community ownership and engagement in planning processes could be significant in facilitating

it. Ongoing, meaningful engagement though deliberative participatory exercises as an integrated
part of the planning process would be a clear step towards inclusive waterfront CH development.

Denmark — integrating CMICH into local development strategies and municipal planning in the
Vilsund area

The Danish case focussed on the area of Vilsund, a strait in the Limfjord in Northwest Denmark. A
382-meter bridge connects two villages with altogether approx. 900 inhabitants. The area is
experiencing a slow decline in population, and local stakeholders are currently searching for new

10
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development perspectives. It includes discussion on the use of maritime and coastal landscape
qualities for recreational, tourism and sports purposes, however also for broader purposes of
improving housing potentials and of rethinking the place identity of the area. The case study
investigated the role of CH in this transition process, especially concerning relations between non-
mandatory local development discussions and mandatory municipal policymaking and spatial
planning.

Several Acts (Planning Act, Museum Act, Flooding Act) state that CH should be taken into account
in Danish planning activities. In particular, it is the responsibility of municipalities to plan for CH
through mandatory municipal and local planning, under advice and sometimes site-protective
prohibitionary measures from local museums. Most attention is given to tangible and material CH
aspects by use of the ‘SAVE method’, an assessment tool for registering and valuating buildings,
cultural (physical) environments and other physical constructs. Intangible CH aspects are randomly
dealt with through experimental approaches, but in most local development cases not at all.

In the Vilsund area, CH has become of interest to local community stakeholders, two
municipalities and two museums (on each side of the strait), as a potential lever, or as part of a
new narrative, for local transition. In particular, a former small-scale shipyard has been renovated
and taken over by a local association with the purpose to help boost inshore water sport activities.
Here, a strengthening of the awareness of maritime ‘fjord-based’ CH and maritime recreational
history is being debated in a co-production process as a potential help to provide a unique identity
in combination with modern water sports, tourism and community development activities. A
voluntary local collaboration organisation, Collaboration Forum Vilsund (CFV), has been
established by local stakeholders and citizens to help foster and coordinate such development
discussions across the strait and jurisdictions (between two municipalities).

Interviews clarified that there is a rather basic attention to tangible physical CH aspects in
mandatory local spatial policy and planning, and a general lack of attention to immaterial aspects.
Only the bridge (from 1939) has formally been recognised as CH. However, it is a place with
hundreds of years of history and narratives of mobility across the strait, and of living next to and
off the fjord. A workshop with citizens revealed, that Vilsund is considered ‘a meeting place’, and
that, altogether, such stories ‘need to be renewed and told better’ for the sake of local identity, as
well as for illuminating the attractiveness of the area to visitors, tourists, and potential new
residents. Hence, intangible CH assets were found to potentially play an important role in
reimagining Vilsund. However, the workshop also drew attention to a risk of loss of at least parts
of this place identity, without a physical presence of some sort. In addition, it became clear how
local citizens and community actors sees CH aspects as an intertwined variety of many elements
(material and non-material) and locations in the area, and that they do not distinguish between
CMCH and other types of CH. In fact, they consider such distinctions to be artificial, hence
indicating a more relational view to CH. The maritime and coastal heritage of Vilsund cannot be
seen independently from, and without taking into account, the relations to and influences from
the people and stories of ‘the hinterland’

Several examples of recent production of citizen-initiated non-mandatory local development
strategies in the area, the set-up of the CFV, increased local dialogue across the strait, and current
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discussions on the activation of CH aspects have, altogether, attracted the attention of some
politicians but mainly planners in the two municipalities. This has led municipal planners to
attempt to integrate a broader array of CH into formalised planning activities, and both municipal
councils have increased their funding activity to the two small harbours in the area. Especially, the
planners in one municipality have recently (2021) re-oriented and tested their general approach to
local development and planning processes in a more co-productive and participatory direction,
with better involvement of citizens as well as CH professionals (museums) from the beginning of
such processes.

In sum, the case shows the relevance and difficulty of introducing a wider array of intangible CH
aspects into local spatial policy and planning, both as an instrument for place identity and for
rebuilding the attractiveness of the area to outsiders. It illustrates a need to do so in a manner
that is more sensitive to local perceptions and needs, than has been the case through traditional
spatial planning policies and approaches. It shows the relevance and importance of setting up
locally based cross-boundary organisations and collaboration as new arenas or ‘spaces’ for spatial
development discussions. In doing so, the development of place-tailored participatory strategies
and approaches, such as citizen science-oriented approaches, has been essential in generating
new and useful insights. However, it is also clear that such non-mandatory and bottom-up placed-
based governance and planning spaces need to be tailored together with (and preferably
mandated by) formal decision-making and planning authorities in order to be able to achieve
measurable transformative power. In addition, CH experts and authorities (museums) can gain
influence when they create alliances with local communities and assist locals directly in ‘seeing’
and expressing CH aspects.

4. Discussion — lessons learned for spatial development and the building of planning spaces
for CMCH

The cases illuminate different stages and levels of shaping planning spaces for CH and CMCH. In
Scotland, the nationally induced regional marine plans are yet in their early stages of discussing
the role of CH in relation to especially economic development perspectives, while the French case
shows a more evolved stage of regional governance with coordination challenges between many
state, regional and local actors. In Northern Ireland, the aftermath of urban regeneration in Titanic
Quarter has provided a basis for discussing hegemonic CH discourses and (lack of) inclusion.
Finally, in the Danish case the village-based community-driven collaboration with local authorities
is still ongoing but has awoken to the development potential of CH.

Central to any planning space is the establishment of an agenda and a shared view of directions to
be taken. Across the cases, CH and CMCH aspects have had difficulties in becoming integrated into
spatial development and planning agendas. This lack of priority of CH is similar to what Khakzad et
al (2015) found when reviewing ICZM activities in various countries in Europe. CH often ‘fall
between chairs’ in being recognised as a legitimate policy issue when debating regional and local
development perspectives — ‘what is CH useful for’ and ‘how to balance CH against various needs
and development perspectives’ are questions that come up again and again. A key concern is
often to identify and attach economic value to CH aspects, such as expressed clearly in the
Scottish case, as this would generate up-front attention among politicians and investors. Here,
material CH assets tend to stand a better chance at coming into focus, because they are, on the
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one hand often already ‘on the radar’ and ensured some level of preservation and maintenance
through legislative and regulatory measures. And, on the other hand, they can be seen as a
development opportunity, for instance by being used as physical assets in tourism and experience-
oriented development activities.

Whereas tourism may then be a lever for creating attention to some CH aspects, it is also
important to ensure that there is no ‘runaway’ tendency in transforming places to overly exposed
and commercialised experience zones. There is a danger of simplification in the hands of tourism
development perspectives only, such as feared in the Belfast and French cases, which may
threaten local social balances. The Belfast case also shows how this can even threaten the
preservation of material CH that is not considered of value to the chosen tourism strategy.

Attempting to put direct economic value to CH can also be difficult, as it is rarely the material CH
object itself that generates regional or local turnover. Rather, it is the hotel or restaurant nearby
that benefits. Also, the narratives and social values associated with material CH assets often imply
the existence of a much broader grounding for the actual (and policy friendly concept of) branding
value of the place or area — a branding value (implied to be economic) that can be very difficult to
assess, but it is nevertheless often agreed to be a reality by key development and policy actors.
Such social / economic value win-win realisations may function as a ‘door opener’ to view, review
and attempt to integrate immaterial and intangible CH to a greater extent in development
perspectives, as discussed in particular in the Danish, French and Belfast cases. Intangible CH
aspects seem to stand a better chance to enter into policy agendas if they are claimed as
instrumental, directly or indirectly, in developing and transforming communities. Especially if CH is
argued to provide both extra needed place promoting (external) awareness and (internal) place
identity dimensions to the assumptions in policies and plans of the ‘attractiveness of the place’ to
both tourists, visitors and residents alike, as portrayed in the Danish case. The Danish and Belfast
cases also showed how there is potential in trying to match attention to CH with the aspirations of
the citizens themselves, e.g. the propensity of locals to seek (new) ways to see themselves as ‘part
of the place’ and to find meaning and place identity.

Such considerations imply that the integration of CH aspects into spatial development and
planning is best served through developing holistic perspectives, where synergies between various
CH issues and other policy issues are actively explored and sought out, such as also called for by
Khakzad et al (2015). Even in extreme cases of world known ‘lighthouse’ CH assets such as Titanic
Quarter, it is indeed shown that there is no one singular heritage of a place and that a better way
to approach heritage is through the notion of a multiplicity of heritage or heritage narratives
(Massey, 2018) as well as through attention to broader notions of place identity and local social
values. Developing a hegemonic heritage-based place identity tend to create social exclusion and
lack of broad local acceptance, which can result in conflicts between residents and visitors. This
will inevitably lead to problems of legitimacy in planning and development decisions.

This also means that it can be troublesome to insist only on CMCH aspects in policy and planning
spaces, despite their rich and varied characteristics. The Vilsund case illustrates how CMCH and
other CH aspects can hardly be separated in meaningful manners. Citizens and local stakeholders
tend to view CH assets as relational and intertwined with larger narratives and perceptions of
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‘who we are’ and ‘the role of our place in the bigger picture’. In the Morbihan Gulf example there
is also an increased attention to discuss nature-culture synergies and create strategies between
CH, natural heritage, natural protection, diversity, and ecological values.

Another key concern of planning spaces is how to organise and coordinate activities. The cases all
show a general concern that there is insufficient coordination at both national, regional and local
levels, as well as between formal authorities and a range of informal or non-statutory interests
and actors. This might hinder the establishment of more coherent CH integration strategies and
the achievement of sustainable synergies, e.g. through ICZM approaches. However, especially the
French and Danish cases show promising potentials to resolve at least some coordination
challenges through the establishment of what can be termed ‘boundary organisations’ (the
RNPMG and CFV) that seek to bridge, develop and exploit ‘collaborative advantages’ across
boundaries (Powe, 2019), including across ‘area borders’ (Stokke and Clemetsen, 2021) or
jurisdictions.

In the French case, the Regional Natural Parc of Morbihan Gulf (RNPMG) collaborate closely with
both national, regional, and local authorities and administrations, natural site managers, and a
range of local stakeholders. This has, so far, resulted in the implementation of a new development
scheme (SDS) in 2020, and the initiation of a strategy for the valorisation of the maritime built
heritage, thereby creating an emerging planning space for better CH integration in local and
regional development activities. However, without regulatory powers as such, the RNPMG also
experiences challenges in ensuring credibility and legitimacy for such transboundary activities
(Powe, 2019; Cash et al, 2003), as well as administrative complexities and lack of resources. In the
Danish case, the evolving collaboration across the Vilsund strait, such as portrayed through
Collaboration Forum Vilsund (CFV), has improved relations and helped to build a space for
common strategic and project-oriented activities between local authorities, museum districts, and
key local community stakeholders. However, as in the French case, the power to release
collaborative advantages and transformative potentials rest in the ability to converge mandatory
and non-mandatory organisations and their views, aims and means. Regional and local
(trans)boundary organisations need to be associated better with — and preferably mandated by —
formal decision-making and planning authorities at an early stage in development discussions in
order to be able to achieve measurable transformative power.

Planning spaces for CH integration should also contain careful consideration of participatory
strategies. The cases show various experiences, but they all indicate a need for the development
of more place-tailored participatory strategies and approaches. As discussed in the Belfast case,
local communities can be argued to be the most important heritage actors and should have more
influence on planning and managing their heritage. Places and sites should be acknowledged as
living spaces, implying the need to move from traditional consultation towards improving
inclusion, participation in planning, and mobilisation of communities. Citizens are not just there to
be enrolled and co-opted in formal decision-making, but also to be empowered and recognised for
their local knowledge, socio-cultural capital and problem-solving capabilities (Escobar, 2017). As
indicated in the French and Danish cases, continuous meaningful engagement through
deliberative participatory exercises and between a purposefully differentiated crowd of
stakeholders and citizens is essential — both in order to generate (CH and place) insights,
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resources, alliances, and a renewed shared place identity. When carried out between a range of
mainly formal planning actors, this potentially builds common policy agendas and influences the
contents of spatial policies and plans, such as in the French case. And when carried out between a
range of mainly local stakeholders with participation from local authorities, such as in Vilsund, it
can both influence the contents of formal planning, but also initiate reflection on the settings,
practices, and usefulness of participatory methods themselves.

5. Conclusion
Altogether, the cases illustrate the importance and challenges of enabling a more ‘place-sensitive
planning’ and of ‘finding the right planning space' (Hansen, 2021) for CH integration. Here, ‘place-
sensitivity’ can be seen as a term to emphasise attention and responsiveness to specific local and
regional issues, conditions and actors, but stresses the needs of a place without being solely place-
based (Rodriguez-Pose, 2018; lammarino et al, 2019; Sotarauta, 2020). It implies recognition of a
need to see places as relational (Healey, 2007) and gives attention to a mixture of both local and
professional/general knowledges and influences, the building of transboundary organisations, as
well as to boundary-spanning deliberate spaces for participation, decision-making and
implementation. It recommends the establishment of a common community infused planning
space where CH aspects can potentially add a deeper cultural perspective to both the planning
process and its contents.
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