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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this article is to present a three-stage co-creation process implemented within the 
HeritACT project. HeritACT, aligned with the New European Bauhaus initiative, explores heritage reactivation 
as climate action. This article details the application of online surveys and workshops in three pilot cases – 
Eleusis, Milan and Ballina – to engage local stakeholders. The aim is to identify unique challenges, objectives 
and potential barriers for each pilot, ultimately developing tailored heritage reactivation strategies. This process 
seeks to establish a foundation for future community engagement phases: co-recognition, co-envisioning and 
co-implementation.
Design/methodology/approach – The proposed process combines a selection of methods and digital tools to 
support local stakeholders to identify particular challenges and contexts for urban management, what each pilot case 
expects to achieve and how, and the associated barriers and risks. It involved three stages: (1) an online survey with 
each local municipality stakeholder to help identify the unique characteristics of each pilot case. (2) An online co-
creation workshop for each pilot case. (3) An output-sharing workshop to generate discussion and refine outcomes.
Findings – The HeritACT project successfully implemented a three-stage co-creation process across its pilot cases 
in Eleusis, Milan and Ballina. This process, involving online surveys and workshops, effectively identified the 
unique challenges and objectives for each location. In Eleusis, the focus shifted to developing a governance model 
for reactivated spaces. Milan aimed to establish a network of resilient community hubs within its “cascina”. 
Ballina’s strategy centred on reactivating vacant religious buildings to build community resilience. The co-creation 
methodology, combining digital tools and stakeholder engagement, proved crucial for understanding local 
requirements and setting the stage for future co-recognition, co-envisioning and co-implementation phases.
Originality/value – The originality and value of this article lie in its proposed three-stage co-creation process for 
heritage reactivation, which integrates online surveys and workshops. This process’s innovation is its ability to 
foster comprehensive discussions and establish stepping stones for future community engagement phases within 
the HeritACT project. Furthermore, the methodology has been designed to be generalisable and replicable 
across diverse cultural, planning, and socio-economic contexts. The article offers a valuable contribution by 
presenting a process that effectively renders visible the nuanced requirements of each pilot case (Eleusis, Milan 
and Ballina) and facilitates the development of tailored heritage reactivation strategies aligned with the New 
European Bauhaus principles. This approach expands existing co-creation methodologies by combining digital 
tools to generate curated roadmaps for co-recognition, co-envisioning and co-implementation.
Keywords Participatory processes, Climate action, New European Bauhaus, Faro convention, 
Multi-stakeholder engagement
Paper type Research paper

HeritACT is an EU Horizon Europe project aligned with the New European Bauhaus (NEB) 
that explores heritage reactivation as climate action. This article focuses on the 
implementation of a co-creation process for heritage reactivation strategies in three pilot
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cases of the HeritACT project, namely Eleusis (Greece), Milan (Italy) and Ballina (Ireland). 
The proposed process combines a selection of methods and digital tools to support local 
stakeholders to identify particular challenges and contexts for urban management; what each 
pilot case expects to achieve and how; and the associated barriers and risks. It involved three 
stages: (1) an online survey with each local municipality stakeholder to help identify the 
unique characteristics of each pilot case. (2) An online co-creation workshop for each pilot 
case. (3) An output-sharing workshop to generate discussion and refine outcomes. The article 
presents the co-creation processes and associated results regarding each heritage reactivation 
strategy. The Eleusis pilot sets out to develop an effective model for the governance of historic 
structures; while the Milan pilot focuses on “cascina” remaining in the metropolitan area and 
transforming them into a network of resilient community hubs, and finally, the Ballina pilot 
focuses on vacant religious institution buildings and their reactivation to build community 
resilience. The innovative contribution of this article is a three-stage process that enabled 
comprehensive discussions of the stepping stones for future community engagement activities 
planned in the project, which involves co-recognition, co-envisioning and co-implementation 
phases. This process has been generalised to be applied to different cultural, planning and 
socio-economic contexts to ensure its replicability in future potential pilots. These activities 
leverage digital tools for participatory processes and are rooted in the NEB principles, 
fostering climate action initiatives in the pilot cases.

Introduction
The NEB initiative, launched in 2020, serves as a catalyst for achieving the objectives outlined 
in the European Green Deal (EGD) by fostering the creation of aesthetically pleasing, 
sustainable, and inclusive environments. At its core, the initiative recognises that transitioning 
to a sustainable society entails a cultural transformation grounded in empathy, compassion, 
creativity and paradigm shifts, with art and culture playing crucial roles (Von der Leyen, 2024).
Derived from the NEB initiative, the HeritACT project applies its principles to heritage 

reactivation in three European pilot locations: Eleusis (Greece), Milan (Italy) and Ballina 
(Ireland). The project is divided into three phases: co-recognition, co-envisioning and co-
implementation. A toolkit of digital tools and a selection of design solutions are proposed to be 
applied as part of the three phases through community engagement activities.
As part of its overarching aim, a co-creation process with partners from the three pilots 

was proposed to achieve three primary goals: firstly, to collect the objectives and priorities 
unique to each pilot case within the project’s framework; secondly, to identify barriers and 
risks that may impede the realisation of these objectives; and thirdly, to establish a 
foundational knowledge base for the co-recognition, co-envisioning and co-
implementation phases.
By fulfilling these objectives, a comprehensive understanding of the aspirations of each 

pilot case within HeritACT is developed while also collating the challenges that may hinder the 
realisation of their vision and objectives. This article delineates the preparation, 
implementation, and evaluation of this collaborative effort, outlining the main outcomes of 
the co-creation process. As will be discussed in the next section, each pilot is characterised by a 
unique urban context, planning regulations, history and culture. Within the overarching aim of 
the HeritACT project, each pilot works with different elements (e.g. Cascina in Milan, 
institutional buildings in Ballina and communities in Elefsina) of its built and cultural 
landscapes to improve the respective town’s historical urban environments. The three-step co-
creation process described in this article has been tested and validated in these three completely 
different contexts. Despite the varying context, the key contribution of this co-creation process 
and tools tested remains in its ability to render visible the nuanced requirements and needs of 
each pilot, activate the visioning of a shared roadmap between the pilots and establish a closely 
aligned strategy to advance the HeritACT strategy in three different contexts. As such, the 
article expands the plethora of co-creation methodologies proposing a combination of digital
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tools and methods to generate curated roadmaps for the co-recognition, co-envisioning and 
co-implementation phases amongst pilots with varying contexts and compositions.

Introducing HeritACT pilot cases
HeritACT project’s focus on reactivating historical urban environments to foster sustainable 
urban development is exemplified through three pilots: Elefsina; Milan; Ballina. In Elefsina, 
the initiative’s goal is to involve the neighbourhoods in cultural and urban planning 
endeavours, focusing on inclusiveness through creative sustainable design measures. The pilot 
opts to work towards the reconciliation of the differences between its communities, by creating 
conditions that facilitate connection to their common historical heritage, as defined by the 
physical, mythological and historical landscape of Elefsina. Similarly, in Ballina, the project 
explores the potential of institutional buildings and sites to act as dispersed hubs for the EU 
Green Deal and the NEB in Irish towns. In Milan, the project focuses on the revitalisation of 
the historic “Cascina” – former agricultural estates that now lie within urbanised zones. The 
Milan pilot aims to restore these sites as cultural and ecological hubs, strengthening 
community engagement through collaborative design and sustainable practices. Overall, by 
fostering partnerships, supporting vulnerable groups and creating living laboratories, the 
HeritACT initiative seeks to integrate art, culture and technology while promoting healthy, 
climate-adaptive lifestyles.

Defining co-creation
Co-creation processes involve the collaboration of various stakeholders in the design and 
innovation of products, services or experiences and have been increasingly recognised for their 
potential to enhance outcomes (Ertz, 2024). However, co-creation success depends on a range 
of conditions, including context, stakeholder characteristics and process design (R�adulescu 
et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2024). Therefore, a framework for co-creation projects that considers 
these factors is essential for their effective implementation (Lee et al., 2018).
In the context of cultural heritage, co-creation is understood as the process of collaborating 

with stakeholders to guide the design process, prioritising the narrative of cultural heritage 
(Avram et al., 2020; Egusquiza et al., 2021; Gravagnuolo et al., 2021; Hincapie et al., 2016; 
Johnston and Marwood, 2017; Niu et al., 2018; Wu and Hou, 2020). It is a sustainable and 
bottom-up approach that focuses on integrating stakeholders’ needs and ideas to inform 
decision-making (Grcheva et al., 2021). A range of studies have explored the co-creation 
processes in the context of cultural heritage and resilience. Fava (2022) highlights the role of 
community participation and self-organisation in adaptive heritage reuse, which can 
contribute to resilience in urban systems. Pultrone (2019) further emphasises the potential 
of cultural heritage in promoting sustainable development and social inclusion, particularly in 
the face of crises such as the COVID-19 pandemic and climate change. These studies 
underscore the importance of co-creation processes in leveraging cultural heritage for 
resilience and sustainable development.
Additionally, heritage co-creation approaches can be used to address post-disaster 

reconstruction and recovery to protect intangible heritage (Wu and Hou, 2020), as a key aspect 
in the context of climate emergency; to define strategies for reusing cultural heritage to 
promote a circular economy (Arlotta, 2020; Chandler and Pace, 2019), and foster urban 
regeneration through the development of culture-led projects (Niu et al., 2018).
Such approaches benefit in several ways: they emphasise shared responsibilities, provide a 

space for cultural dialogue (Wergin, 2021), bring together divergent groups in communities, 
contribute to community regeneration and redevelopment (Phillips and Stein, 2016), and 
democratise the preservation and valorisation of heritage (Pappalardo, 2020; Gravagnuolo 
et al., 2021). Co-creation techniques include interviews, workshops (Swords et al., 2021), and 
the use of digital technologies (Buthke et al., 2020), fostering an iterative and flexible process.
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Co-creation methodology
The co-creation process proposed for this study involved three stages (Figure 1). First, an 
online survey was conducted with each local municipality stakeholder to identify the unique 
characteristics of each pilot case. Second, an online co-creation workshop was held for each 
pilot case. The workshop included exercises to better understand the case’s ability to achieve 
project objectives, identify the root causes of challenges and negotiate solutions regarding a 
vision statement and strategic goals. Finally, an output-sharing workshop was organised to 
generate discussion and refine outcomes. By the end of the process, each pilot achieved an 
agreed strategy for heritage reactivation practices with the community, considering the 
specific context of each case.
The process was designed to ensure the integration of the project’s consortium through a 

bottom-up approach. Initially, the online survey gathered input exclusively from municipal 
stakeholders. The online workshops engaged the pilot partners, while the output-sharing 
workshop broadened the discussion to include the entire consortium.

(1) Online survey with stakeholders

The survey was specifically designed to gather initial information from each pilot case. It 
serves two primary purposes: supporting the selected techniques and tools for the first 
workshop sessions and obtaining contextual information related to the local management of 
the buildings targeted for reactivation within the project. The survey was distributed to all 
partners associated with each pilot case to ensure that they could internally discuss and provide 
comprehensive answers for each question.
Survey123, developed by ESRI, was chosen to implement the survey and collect responses. 

This software enables participants to contribute visual elements, such as pictures, drop pins on 
a web map, and share files. The collected data can be visualised, analysed and shared using 
ESRI’s ArcGIS platform, facilitating the extraction of valuable insights, identification of 
trends, and informed decision-making based on the survey results. Notably, the outputs 
generated by Survey123 can be displayed using visualisation tools that can be embedded into 
websites, further enhancing the accessibility and presentation of the survey data.

(2) Online co-creation workshops

The workshops were conducted in two sessions, both taking place entirely online. The key 
tools utilised for these workshops included Doodle, Zoom, Miro boards, and Google

Figure 1. Proposed methodological framework for stakeholder requirements analysis and outcomes of each 
stage. Property of the author(s). Authors’ own creation/work
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Presentations. The exercise was designed to enhance the understanding of the town or city’s 
capacity to meet project objectives, identify the root causes of challenges and negotiate 
solutions aligned with a vision statement and strategic goals. The workshop sessions were 
designed to effectively guide participants through the framework, facilitate collaborative 
discussions, and ultimately derive meaningful insights and outcomes for each of the pilot 
towns/cities in the HeritACT project.
Representatives from each pilot case participated in the first session. The primary objective 

of the session was to review the inputs obtained from the survey using the selected techniques, 
namely SWOT analysis, Fishbone Diagram þ5 Whys, and Objective/Action cluster model. 
Each technique and tool supported the workshop sessions by fulfilling a specific purpose 
within the framework, encompassing identifying challenges and potentialities, exploring 
possible solutions, formulating objectives and actions, and developing vision statements.

(3) Output-sharing workshop

The output-sharing workshop was specifically designed to bring together all participants from 
each pilot case and facilitate the sharing of outcomes derived from the co-creation workshop 
sessions. The primary focus of this session was to foster knowledge exchange, promote cross-
learning, and debrief on the specific contexts of each pilot case. A presentation template was 
designed to summarise the outcomes of the first workshop sessions and guide the discussions. 
It included a summary of the SWOT analysis, Fishbone Diagram, and the identified challenges 
and corresponding solutions. The presentation concluded with a comparison between the 
initial vision/mission statement from the survey and the revised version developed during the 
first sessions. Each pilot case was allocated 10 min to present their findings and insights.

Tools and methods used
A combination of digital tools and methods has been used to facilitate three stages of the co-
creation process. It is to be noted that these tools were primarily used in the first two stages and 
the outcomes were discussed in the output-sharing workshop.

(1) SWOT Analysis

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats analysis or, in short, SWOT analysis is a 
strategic planning technique used to evaluate the internal and external factors affecting 
organisations’ or projects’ performance and ability to achieve objectives. It was developed by 
Albert S. Humphrey at the Stanford Research Institute (SRI) in the 1960s (Gurel and 
Tat, 2017).
During a SWOT analysis, participants identify and evaluate their strengths and weaknesses 

through an internal assessment. They also assess opportunities and threats by analysing the 
external environment, which involves monitoring industry trends, market dynamics, and 
competitive forces. The analysis is supported by a diagram with four quadrants, where the 
columns can be interpreted as helpful (left-hand side) and harmful (right-hand side) aspects of 
the conditions.
SWOT analysis provides a comprehensive understanding of an organisation’s or project’s 

current position and informs strategic decision-making. It helps to identify areas for 
improvement, capitalise on opportunities, mitigate risks and formulate effective strategies that 
align with their strengths and objectives (Gurel and Tat, 2017).
Within this study’s framework, the SWOT analysis was modified to facilitate the start of the 

vision and mission stated in the survey. This modification was implemented to identify 
strengths and weaknesses within the HeritACT project and explore the opportunities and 
threats associated with the pilot case’s context and the selected buildings/sites (Figure 2). 
Instructions were provided alongside the diagram to facilitate the implementation of the 
SWOT analysis technique which served as a guide for carrying out the process in preparation 
for the following steps.
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(2) Fishbone Diagram þ5 Whys

The Fishbone Diagram, also known as the Ishikawa Diagram or Cause and Effect Diagram, is a 
visual tool used to identify and analyse the potential causes of a problem or an effect. It helps 
teams or individuals systematically explore various factors that may contribute to a particular 
outcome. The diagram resembles the shape of a fishbone, with the “head” representing the 
effect or problem and the “bones” representing different categories of potential causes. It aims 
to visually represent the potential causes of a problem to facilitate problem-solving and root-
cause analysis. The diagram typically consists of a horizontal line representing the effect or 
problem under investigation. Several diagonal lines (bones) are connected to the main line, 
each representing a different category of potential causes. The diagonal lines (bones) on the 
Fishbone Diagram usually represent categories of causes that can contribute to the effect or 
problem being analysed.
Collaboratively, the participants brainstormed and identified potential causes within each 

category, writing the causes as branches stemming from the respective category line. This 
process encouraged a comprehensive exploration of factors that could contribute to the
problem.
The 5 Whys technique is a problem-solving approach that complements the Fishbone

Diagram exercise. After identifying potential causes on the diagram, the 5 Whys technique is
generally applied to investigate the root causes. It involves repeatedly asking “why” to delve
deeper into each identified cause. By asking “why” five times (though it can vary), the team
uncovers the underlying reasons or contributing factors behind each cause.
Once potential causes have been identified and analysed using the Fishbone Diagram and

the 5 Whys technique, the team can prioritise and focus on addressing the most critical or
influential causes. This analysis can guide problem-solving efforts, help develop action plans
and lead to effective solutions that address the root causes rather than just the symptoms.
By combining the Fishbone Diagram and the 5 Whys technique, the participating team

gained a structured approach to identify potential causes and investigate the root causes of a

Figure 2. Adapted SWOT analysis diagram created in Miro board. Property of the author(s). Authors’ own 
creation/work
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problem. This collaborative process promoted a deeper understanding of the problem and 
facilitated targeted problem-solving efforts, ultimately leading to more effective solutions.
A comprehensive and well-structured design was developed to integrate the Fishbone 

Diagram and 5 Whys technique for the workshops, as illustrated in Figure 3. This exercise 
aimed to enhance the problem-solving process by visually representing the cause-and-effect 
relationships and facilitating in-depth analysis of the underlying root causes.

(3) Vision/Mission cluster

The vision/mission cluster technique develops and refines a project’s vision and mission 
statements. As a method, it supports the development of a clear understanding of the project’s 
purpose and desired future state. The technique helps project teams gather and organise ideas, 
aspirations and concepts that align with the project’s objectives.
The application of this technique starts by identifying the key stakeholders involved in the 

project. Once the participants are identified, brainstorming sessions or workshops are 
organised, where stakeholders can freely express their thoughts, ideas and aspirations for the 
project’s future. Participants are encouraged to think beyond the immediate goals and envision 
the broader impact and purpose of the project.
As the ideas start flowing, they are captured and documented using any available media or 

tool. Then, the ideas are grouped and categorised based on their common themes or concepts. 
Patterns and similarities among the ideas must be tracked to identify overarching goals and 
directions for the project.
In the next step, clustered ideas are refined and prioritised. Once the ideas are refined, the 

vision and mission statements for the project can be created collaboratively. The vision 
statement should articulate the project’s desired future state or outcome, serving as a beacon 
that guides the team towards a shared goal. Conversely, the mission statement should define 
the project’s purpose, core values, and the actions required to achieve the envisioned 
future state.
In this study, the vision/mission cluster involved adapting and renaming the Vision/Mission 

board to the Objective/Action cluster (Figure 4). This cluster served as a tool for participants to

Figure 3. Fishbone diagram designed for stakeholders to identify the main problem and its root causes. 
Property of the author(s). Authors’ own creation/work
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review and compare the outcomes from the previous techniques used in the co-creation 
workshop. To support the identification of correlations between the challenges identified 
during the SWOT analysis and the Fishbone Diagram, a dedicated Challenges and Objectives/ 
Actions library was developed (Figure 5).
The Challenges and Objectives/Actions library contained a compilation of challenges, 

objectives and actions derived from the survey responses. These elements were categorised 
and organised in a structured manner, allowing participants to navigate and reference them 
during the workshop easily. This library served as a resource for participants to establish 
connections between the identified challenges and the corresponding actions previously 
defined in the survey.
To facilitate the utilisation of the Objective/Action cluster, a set of steps were defined:

Step 01 Reflect on Challenges and Previous Outcomes – Participants were encouraged to 
reflect on the challenges identified in the previous steps and consider the objectives and 
actions generated from those techniques.

Step 02 Negotiate Overall Objectives – Participants engaged in a negotiation process to 
identify and agree upon five overarching objectives for the project.

Step 03 Address Disagreements – Any points of disagreement that arise during the 
negotiation process could be brought to the disagreement box, allowing for open discussion 
and resolution of conflicting viewpoints.

Step 04 Develop an Overall Vision Plan – Using the agreed-upon objectives, participants 
worked together to develop an overall vision plan. This plan encompassed three to five 
strategic goals that align with the identified objectives.

Step 05 Assess Required HeritACT digital tools – Participants evaluated the tools provided 
for achieving the vision plan. They considered which tools were necessary to complete the 
co-recognition and co-envision phases of the project.

Figure 4. Objective/Action cluster model. Property of the author(s). Authors’ own creation/work
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Testing co-creation methodology in three pilots of HeritACT
The co-creation methodology and related tools were tested in three pilots of the HeritACT 
project – Eleusis, Ballina and Milan. The results from each stage are presented below.

Results from the online survey
The use of Survey123 allowed the creation of a custom survey webpage that was easily 
shareable among the engaged stakeholders. The first page of the survey was dedicated to a 
clear explanation of the purpose of data collection. Respondents were prompted to select the 
specific pilot case to which their responses pertained. This step ensured that the data could be 
accurately attributed to the relevant location, allowing for a focused analysis and consideration 
of the unique context of each pilot case.
The survey incorporated a web map embedded within its interface to facilitate the 

collection of building/site geolocation data (Figure 6). This interactive map feature enabled 
respondents to easily search for the specific locations of the target buildings/sites. Respondents 
could utilise the search functionality provided by the embedded web map to find the desired 
building/site and then drop a pin on the map to mark its location accurately.
By integrating this web map into the survey, a collection of geolocation data was 

streamlined. Respondents could visually identify and mark the precise locations of the target

Figure 5. Challenges and Objectives/Actions library model. Identified challenges on the left are connected to 
potential action points on the right. Property of the author(s). Authors’ own creation/work
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buildings/sites, ensuring the accuracy and consistency of the collected data. This feature not 
only enhanced the efficiency of data collection but also facilitated subsequent analysis and 
decision-making processes, as geospatial information played a crucial role within the context 
of the HeritACT project.
All the involved partners across the three pilots actively contributed to the survey by 

providing the necessary information. The survey results were compiled and organised in a 
table format. The collected geolocations were then linked to a web map to facilitate the 
visualisation of the responses during session 1 of the workshops (Figure 7). The web map was

Figure 6. Questions associated with collecting building/site geolocation data. Property of the author(s). 
Authors’ own creation/work

Figure 7. Web map displaying all the buildings/sites to be re-activated in the project. Property of the author(s). 
Authors’ own creation/work
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embedded in the Miro boards used for the workshops to guarantee that all participants could 
check the context of each building/site location as well as access a summary of the related 
information (such as ownership, current situation, values, main stakeholders, etc).
By involving all relevant partners in the survey process, diverse perspectives and insights 

from stakeholders within each pilot case were gathered. This collaborative approach fostered a 
comprehensive understanding of the local context and ensured that the survey responses 
captured a broad range of perspectives and considerations.
The survey responses obtained from each pilot case provided valuable insights into the 

specific requirements and perspectives of the stakeholders involved. The survey served as a 
crucial data collection tool, enabling the gathering of initial information and gaining a deeper 
understanding of the unique characteristics and challenges faced by each location.
The responses received from the survey participants were analysed and synthesised to 

shape the subsequent workshop sessions and facilitated the development of tailored strategies 
and solutions for each location. By incorporating the perspectives expressed through the 
survey responses, the project team was able to ensure that stakeholder requirements were 
effectively addressed and integrated into the overall goal of the HeritACT project. This 
inclusive approach not only fostered collaboration and engagement but also ensured that the 
project outcomes would align with each pilot case’s specific needs and aspirations.

Results of Co-creation workshop
Eleusis
The starting vision statement and SWOT analysis defined by stakeholders of Eleusis, Greece 
have been summarised as follows (Table 1). Eleusis’s stakeholders wanted to ensure that 
heritage buildings and public spaces activated during its European Capital of Culture (ECoC) 
year remain sustainable through a cultural strategy that promotes year-round activities and 
NEB values. They identified the city’s strength in its multifunctional, culturally rich spaces 
owned by the Ministry of Environment, which attract diverse audiences. However, political 
challenges, coordination issues and limited infrastructure, especially accessibility from

Table 1. Summary of the results of the SWOT analysis for Eleusis stakeholders

Vision:
Heritage buildings and public spaces: how all these spaces that will be activated during the ECoC year will be 
maintained and remain operating and sustainable. Establish a cultural strategy/initiating bottom up approaches. 
Implementing NEB values/Create all year round activities
Strengths
Eleusis boasts multifunctional spaces, all owned by 
the Ministry of Environment and proximal to one 
another, thus possessing a large capacity for events. 
Moreover, these spaces are imbued with intangible 
cultural heritage and are home to active cultural 
associations, enabling them to attract diverse 
audiences

Weaknesses
Eleusis faces political challenges and coordination 
issues due to its various locations and differing needs, 
resulting in inconsistent funding and a lack of 
continuous operation. Insufficient infrastructure and 
accessibility challenges from Athens further hinder its 
progress

Opportunities
Eleusis has the potential to improve its environmental 
conditions and well-being, utilise its intangible 
historical assets, and leverage its industrial heritage to 
develop best practices. The city could explore the 
possibility of industries serving as funders, build upon 
the evolution of the European Capital of Culture 
legacy, and establish fully operational cultural spaces

Threats
This includes political obstacles, a lack of interest 
leading to underutilisation, and limited accessibility to 
the city, which pose significant challenges. 
Additionally, Eleusis faces general financing 
challenges for CCIs (Cultural and Creative Industries), 
and the impact of the climate crisis, such as increased 
temperatures and adverse weather conditions affecting 
the usability of outdoor spaces, cannot be ignored

Source(s): Authors’ own creation/work
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Athens, present significant obstacles. Despite these challenges, Eleusis saw opportunities to 
leverage its industrial heritage, improve environmental conditions and secure funding from 
local industries, although threats like political instability, underutilization and the impact of 
climate change pose risks to its success.
Using the Fishbone Diagram, the Eleusis partners identified the core problem/challenge as 

the “Governance of spaces over time”. During the discussions on solutions, the following 
topics were presented as potential ways to overcome the challenges identified in Eleusis. 
Several potential actions have been identified, including community recognition and 
engagement activities for new residents, updating the business plan for the spaces and 
seeking additional European funding to supplement national and regional funds. Maintaining 
bottom-up procedures through community engagement methodologies, evolving the 
European Capital of Culture (ECoC) legacy, and utilising virtual reality (VR) and 
augmented reality (AR) technologies are also recommended. Forming partnerships with 
businesses, underrepresented communities, youth and senior groups, event organisers, tourism 
providers, charities and educational institutions will be crucial in addressing the challenges 
faced by Eleusis.
The proposed solutions aim to address the identified challenges and leverage the strengths 

and opportunities within Eleusis. By focusing on community engagement, funding strategies, 
collaboration and partnerships, the stakeholders hope to create a sustainable and vibrant 
cultural environment in the municipality.
Concluding the stakeholder requirement analysis, the vision/mission statement for Elefsina 

was redefined as follows: “Develop an effective governance model for reactivated spaces
within the HeritACT Project”. This revised vision/mission statement reflects the focus and 
objective of the Elefsina pilot, which is to establish a robust and efficient governance 
framework for the revitalised spaces. By emphasising the importance of governance, the 
partners aim to ensure the long-term sustainability and successful management of the 
reactivated buildings/sites. This revised vision/mission statement aligns with the overall goals 
of the HeritACT project and underscores the significance of establishing a strong governance 
structure to support the project’s objectives in Elefsina.

Milan
In Milan, stakeholders emphasised the need to sustain heritage buildings and public spaces 
activated during the ECoC year through a cultural strategy that promotes year-round activities 
and NEB values. They identified strengths in Milan’s rich cultural heritage and strong 
community networks but noted challenges like bureaucratic obstacles, inconsistent funding 
and accessibility issues. Opportunities exist to leverage Milan’s cultural identity and green 
policies for innovative, sustainable practices. However, threats include political instability, 
underutilization of spaces and the impact of climate change on outdoor activities. The 
stakeholders’ vision statement and SWOT analysis defined by Milan stakeholders can be 
summarised as follows (Table 2).
In the Fishbone Diagram, the core problem/challenge identified by the Milan stakeholders is 

“How might we realise the potential of the cascina for social and ecological benefits
(attractiveness and sustainability)”. Key challenges include limited resources, both in terms of 
budget and human resources, as well as a lack of specific skills required for effective utilisation. 
Administrative bureaucracy and red tape hinder progress, and there is also resistance to adopting 
digital technologies.
The identified actions to overcome these challenges are based on adopting a design 

thinking approach to engage communities, which is crucial, as it fosters collaboration, 
empathy and co-creation in the development of the cascina. Clearly defining what is desirable, 
feasible and viable in terms of amenities, services and experiences is also essential. 
Strengthening existing collaborations and building new partnerships among stakeholders, 
including community organisations, local businesses and government entities, is necessary to
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enhance engagement and promote a collective effort. Experimentation and testing of different 
activities and initiatives within the cascina can help assess their sustainability, impact and 
replicability. This approach allows for the identification of successful strategies that can be 
scaled up to achieve the desired social and ecological benefits of the cascina.
By considering and implementing these potential solutions, Milan can address the 

challenges identified in realising the potential of the cascina for social and ecological benefits. 
These approaches promote community engagement, collaboration, and experimentation, 
contributing to the development of a vibrant and sustainable cascina that offers meaningful 
experiences to its visitors.
After the stakeholder requirement analysis, the vision/mission statement for Milan was 

redefined to establish “. . . a network of resilient and community hubs to deliver social and
ecological benefits to local communities . . . through feasible, desirable and viable solutions.”
This redefined vision/mission statement reflects the goal of creating interconnected hubs 
within Milan that not only provide social and ecological benefits but also prioritise the 
feasibility, desirability and viability of the solutions implemented. The statement emphasises 
the importance of meeting the needs of both the local communities and the managers 
responsible for the sites, fostering a collaborative and sustainable approach to developing and 
managing the network of hubs.

Ballina
Stakeholders in Ballina defined their starting vision statement and SWOT analysis, which has 
been summarised in Table 3. Ballina’s vision centres on fostering a sense of place and social 
cohesion by promoting the cultural and architectural heritage of its historic assets for 
community benefit. The town’s strengths lie in its authentic historic core, active street 
frontages and engaged stakeholders, but it faces challenges such as high vacancy rates, 
dereliction and a reliance on car usage. Opportunities include revitalising the town through 
data-driven mapping of vacant structures and leveraging historic sites for events, while also 
embracing shifts in work culture to enhance inclusivity. However, threats such as ongoing 
dereliction, socioeconomic stratification and climate-related risks to the historic core could 
undermine these efforts.
For the Fishbone Diagram, the core problem/challenge identified by the Ballina partners is 

the “Unrealized potential of Ballina as a thriving historic town with sustainable
neighbourhoods”. The main identified causes include high vacancy rates and dereliction of 
buildings, particularly redundant historic structures, traffic congestion exacerbates the town’s 
challenges, while climate change introduces additional risks, such as increased rainfall,

Table 2. Summary of the results of the SWOT analysis for Milan stakeholders

Vision
From the cascina’s perspective, assets and initiatives are of added value for them. At the neighbourhood level, a 
proper governance model enables the solutions to be maintained and initiatives to be organised after the project. 
At the city level, models and lessons learned
Strengths
Milan benefits from active and running businesses
and offers diverse activities, including education,
farming, and social cohesion initiatives

Weaknesses
Milan faces a lack of resources in terms of time, budget 
and skills, as well as accessibility challenges within the 
sites and neighbourhoods

Opportunities
Milan has established collaborations and potential
future collaborations, with a growing interest in the
role and activities of cascina (historic agricultural
estates)

Threats
The city grapples with accessibility issues for both the 
sites and the neighbourhood, bureaucracy, and the 
protected status of the buildings, along with the 
availability and openness of potential stakeholders

Source(s): Authors’ own creation/work
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flooding and damage to both structures and natural areas. Demographic challenges, coupled 
with issues related to tenure, finance and complex ownership and governance structures, 
hinder efforts to revitalise the town. Additionally, there is resistance to pedestrianisation, a lack 
of connectivity from catchment areas, and insufficient river crossings, all of which limit access 
and mobility within Ballina.
To address these challenges, several strategic actions have been proposed. One approach is 

to activate vacant structures and lands through temporary cultural and community uses, which 
can engage residents and breathe new life into underutilised areas. Raising awareness and 
educating stakeholders about successful adaptive reuse projects from other locations can also 
inspire local initiatives and demonstrate best practices. Testing pedestrianisation on specific 
days can provide insights into the benefits of creating more walkable spaces in the town. 
Finally, incorporating resilience strategies into planning and design will help ensure that 
Ballina’s structures and neighbourhoods are better prepared to withstand future challenges, 
including those posed by climate change and evolving community needs. These proposed 
solutions aim to activate vacant spaces, promote adaptive reuse, improve pedestrian 
accessibility and foster resilience in Ballina.
Following the stakeholder requirement analysis, the vision/mission statement for Ballina 

was redefined as follows: “To build community resilience through the re-activation of historic
structures, historic designed landscapes, and natural environments, including woodland and
water courses”. This vision/mission statement highlights the focus on revitalising and 
repurposing historic assets, preserving and enhancing the natural environment, and fostering 
community resilience. By leveraging the rich heritage and natural resources of Ballina, the aim 
is to create a sustainable and vibrant community that embraces its history, promotes 
environmental stewardship and enhances the overall well-being of its residents.

Results of output-sharing workshop
The second session of the workshops was strategically organised to provide an opportunity for 
all pilot cases to share their unique contexts and engage in discussions regarding the

Table 3. Summary of the results of the SWOT analysis for Ballina stakeholders

Vision
To demonstrate by education, engagement, collaboration and demonstration the key role of cultural heritage, 
architectural conservation and adaptive reuse in creating a sense of place and social cohesion to empower and 
facilitate all stakeholders to realise the potential of the historic assets they have to be utilised for community 
benefit and a better way of life
Strengths
Ballina boasts a compact, authentic historic town core
with built and natural heritage. Active street frontages
with independent retailers and pedestrian permeability
contribute to its charm. Engaged stakeholders and
voluntary inter-generational groups are also notable
strengths

Weaknesses
Ballina suffers from high vacancy levels and 
dereliction, along with a lack of data on the tenure and 
use of properties. The prevalence of car usage is 
another weakness that needs to be addressed

Opportunities
Ballina has opportunities to revitalise itself by
mapping data on vacant structures to inform
revitalisation efforts. Utilising historic structures and
their surroundings for events and installations could
breathe new life into the town. Leveraging shifts in
work culture to promote environmental and societal
benefits is another significant opportunity. There’s also
potential for increasing diversity and inclusivity
through community engagement

Threats
The town faces continued dereliction and potential 
demolition of historic structures, as well as socio-
economic stratification within the community. 
Increased risk of climate-related damage to the 
historic core poses another threat

Source(s): Authors’ own creation/work
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specificities of each case study. The presentation template allowed participants to set up the 
context of their respective pilot cases. Following the presentations, workshop facilitators 
provided quick comments to highlight specific aspects and particularities related to each 
respective first session of workshops. These facilitator comments served to provide additional 
context and enrich the understanding of the workshop outcomes.
Importantly, the facilitators actively encouraged discussions among all participants. The 

focus of these discussions was primarily on the challenges associated with each pilot case, 
particularly those related to the reactivation of the buildings/sites. The goal was to explore 
potential shared or unique risks and challenges faced by the pilot cases, fostering an 
environment of collaborative learning and experience sharing.
By incentivising discussions and focusing on the challenges specific to each pilot, 

participants were able to exchange valuable experiences and insights. This approach facilitated 
the identification of potential synergies, shared risks and opportunities for collaboration. 
Ultimately, it promoted a deeper understanding of the project’s objectives and a more 
comprehensive approach to the reactivation of buildings/sites within the HeritACT project.

Discussions and closing remarks
The proposed co-creation process allowed the review of requirements within each pilot case. 
The three-stage process enabled comprehensive discussions that set the stepping stones for 
future activities planned in the project, which involves co-recognition, co-envision and co-
implementation phases of heritage reactivation solutions. The proposed methodological 
framework for co-creation combining digital tools and workshops was crucial to enhance the 
participation of all pilot stakeholders (Swords et al., 2021; Buthke et al., 2020).
In the context of the HeritACT project, the process of reviewing objectives and mission 

statements was relevant since it aimed to understand the requirements of each pilot case, where 
collaborating with local stakeholders is crucial to achieving the project objectives. In this case, 
the design process of future activities will consider each case’s context. Sharing the survey 
results as a web map (Figure 7) ensured that all stakeholders involved in the co-creation 
process could depart from the same data set for the following steps. It is described by 
(R�adulescu et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2024) referring to the importance of clear objectives and 
goals in the co-creation process, to establish shared objectives among stakeholders to align 
efforts and expectations during the collaborative process.
Integrating the SWOTanalysis with the Fishbone diagram, stakeholders were able to depart 

from the selected buildings and sites and discuss the complexities in achieving the initial vision 
and mission statement. This bottom-up approach served as a way to inform decision-making 
within the project’s objectives regarding heritage reactivation (Grcheva et al., 2021). The 
vision and mission review process was influenced by the assessment of what digital tools and 
solutions in the context of the HeritACT project could be implemented to solve the challenges 
for each pilot case. In each first session of co-creation workshops, stakeholders were involved 
in a profound discussion about the common objective of the pilot case within the project. The 
outputs from previous phases of the process were revisited to support the development of a 
refined view of the pilot case.
The use of SWOT analysis proved to be an effective tool to not only identify but also 

monitor the dynamic changes in the implementation of the defined strategy for heritage 
reactivation. G€urel (2017) presents this use as part of the historical development of the tool, as 
modern strategic planning now frequently integrates SWOT analysis with other analytical 
tools to provide a more comprehensive view of the strategic landscape. Additionally, there is 
an increasing emphasis on adapting SWOT analysis to dynamic environments, ensuring that 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats are continuously reassessed.
As introduced by Fava (2022), the process of rethinking heritage and its uses requires the 

active participation of local communities and this was expressed across all reviewed vision and 
mission statements. Considering building resilient communities, as proposed in Milan’s and
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Ballina’s visions, lies on the idea of democratising heritage (Pappalardo, 2020; Gravagnuolo 
et al., 2021), while in Eleusis’ vision, a governance model will facilitate a legacy impact after 
the heritage reactivation in the pilot.
Implementing the values of the NEB inherently involves a collaborative approach, as it 

emphasises multi-level engagement, transdisciplinarity and participation. Under the 
overarching framework of the HeritACT project, this study has presented a co-creation 
strategy that comprehends the nuances of each pilot case, with a focus on establishing a shared 
vision for each one, using the same set of tools. The results demonstrate that the co-creation 
strategy effectively facilitated the identification of stakeholders’ requirements within each 
pilot context. The insights gained from this process will inform the subsequent phases of the 
project. The stakeholder engagement across three stages has proven to be instrumental in 
supporting the creation of tailored roadmaps for the co-recognition, co-envisioning and co-
implementation phases. This approach ensured that the project aligned closely with the needs 
and aspirations of the pilots while incorporating the project’s framework for heritage 
reactivation.
The application of the proposed three-step process across three different contexts 

demonstrates that the combination of methodologies and digital tools offers a flexible and 
adaptable approach to co-creation methodologies, ensuring its replicability—not only for 
heritage-focused projects but also for cases involving cultural, planning and socio-
demographic considerations.
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