
Urban Heritage Facility Management
Subjects: Engineering, Civil

Contributor: Bintang Prabowo

Urban Heritage Facility Management (UHFM) is an urban-scale function that integrates the management of all the

supporting services to the people, place, processes, and technology necessary for the preservation of the significance,

value, and authenticity of the urban heritage area leads to the creation of a strong, mutually supportive and non-

exploitative community.
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1. Introduction

During the 20th century, over 30 normative manuals and guidelines for preserving and maintaining cultural heritage have

been provided by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) . Since the

expansion of its spectrum, after simply concentrating on monuments and historic centers to a more cultural heritage

orientation in the early 21st century, the horizon of cultural heritage was applied to urban areas and communities as living

heritages . Broadening the term “heritage” has contributed to a comprehensive qualitative view of urban heritage

that incorporates the values of the urban landscape . A landscape is being described as a living territory, a socio-

cultural concept, and a subjective mental picture of the changing environment in space and time , as cited in .

The historic urban landscape (HUL), which gives an extensive perspective of urban heritage, provides a framework for the

implementation of an integrated value-based landscape strategy for cultural heritage management that is similar to the

notion of community-based facility management, a predecessor to the urban facility management discipline .

Therefore, UNESCO’s latest approach to carefully managing urban heritage areas has finally married facility management

(FM) and urban facility management (urban FM) principles to achieve sustainable development of historical sites . The

heritage authority should handle the maintenance of urban heritage facilities and infrastructure appropriately . The

implementation strategy must carefully consider what needs to be preserved, why, and how to implement it to maintain

authenticity and the visual quality of the cultural heritage area . The protection of historical areas can be viewed as a

complex form of adaptation, maintenance, and conservation of cultural significance .

Currently, urban FM is expanding community-based facilities management by providing a forum for authorities,

organizations, and businesses in new and creative environments to support local stakeholders . The fundamental

concept of urban FM is to improve the influence of FM on the urban environment and to ensure the implementation of

sustainable development goals through a service-oriented perspective that supports livability requirements and social

values, community inclusiveness, and well-being approaches  that are more than just the operation and management

of the city infrastructures. The urban FM strategy tackles the issues by functioning as a bridge between various

stakeholder interests in the urban areas and ensuring that social value is integrated with environmental and financial

consideration . Lindkvist et al.  highlighted the need for FM to develop further within urban areas. It is supported by

Nielsen  who referred to urban development as being among the nine categories where sustainable facilities

management (SFM) is considered. SFM is a growing concept within the FM discipline that intends to promote high

building-performance and safety, minimal resource consumption, and reduced greenhouse gas emissions production, as

well as other climate change adaptive responses which includes energy conservation, waste and recycling management,

safety and health management, and minimalization of water and carbon footprints .

Furthermore, Salaj et al.  extended the prospects of the urban FM field in becoming a dynamic sponsor in enhancing

sustainable living spaces, focusing on healthiness and well-being. FM could incorporate diverse mechanisms for

managing heritage protection by resolving changes in utilization, changes in the environment, multiple participants, and

overlapping requests for sustainable necessities . Managing historic urban areas has evolved from a tangible method

to a holistic one within almost the same period. In the urban context, the HUL approach supports this landscape-based

approach .
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2. Urban Facility Management (Urban FM) and The Historic Urban
Landscape (HUL) Approach

2.1. Urban FM

The main concept of urban FM is to increase the efficiency of the tangible infrastructure, build employment openings, and

safeguard neighborhood inclusiveness in the operation of facilities of the city . The deterioration of physical space is

linked to the lack of local inhabitants’ self-organization, leading to conflicts between social classes (among people) and

between people and governments or between dwellers and other institutions . Integrating FM with community facilities

might solve the escalating operational costs and negligence from facilities services providers. Since non-technical

elements, such as public participation, neighborhood self-organization, well-being, etc., are more disruptive in the built

environment, projects that fulfilled technical criteria, such as building codes, heritage conservation codes, city planning

and masterplanning etc., but did not meet livability requirements were more prevalent . Therefore, Salaj  argued that

engaging with communities using a value-driven strategy may result in a shared motivation to find solutions that fulfill the

community’s needs, as well as a link to long-term objectives and commercial possibilities. Although public–private–people

partnership (PPPP) is still under-researched, it is a potential new business model that seeks comprehensive connections

with all stakeholders  to enhance public–private partnership (PPP) approach. The discipline of FM is developing into a

more complicated subject of urban FM by responding to communities’ needs and creating a coordinating body between

people, public, and private sectors. Urban FM provides integrated deliveries, e.g., customizable solutions, flexible and

well-maintained structures, outdoor activities and services, and various socio-technical solutions . The focus of urban

FM is to increase well-being, especially looking at how to deal with an extensive array of challenges, such as

environmental hazards , social safety , resilience , and health , particularly for women, older adults, and youth.

From a design and accessibility point of view, spatial interventions are essential to improve citizens’ health and well-being

. Still, the approaches primarily focus on a local level context, limiting their broader impact on society. In particular,

exploring the possibilities of stimulating a healthy environment as an opportunity to mitigate the effects of people needing

care through changing circumstances has been considered in the workplace context . Through urban FM, it is possible

for this learning to be transferred to the neighborhood level.

2.2. HUL Approach

The latest UNESCO guideline on the HUL approach  promotes a landscape-based strategy at the international level.

National and local governments must enact, disseminate, promote, and track its implementations. Authorities are urged to

redevelop instruments and tools responsive to local principles and needs related to the HUL critical steps which are (1)

mapping resources; (2) reaching consensus; (3) assessing the vulnerabilities; (4) integrating urban heritage values and

vulnerabilities, (5) prioritizing actions, and (6) establishing partnership and local management frameworks . The new

philosophy on managing heritage areas describes urban heritage management as “managing the thoughtful transition”,

thus it proposes a holistic strategy to managing historic sites . The concept of heritage management has

developed from a tangible method towards a more holistic framework that incorporates intangible values, attributes, and

sustainable urban gentrifications, followed by a more critical analysis of urban historic social and economic roles. The

strategy is referred to as the urban landscape method . There are also four supporting tools for the HUL approach,

which are (1) civic engagement tools; (2) financial tools; (3) regulatory systems, and (4) knowledge and planning tools .

For every critical step of the HUL approach, these four tools are involved in various forms to support it in diverse

proportions according to each specific case.

2.3. Interaction between Urban FM and the HUL Approach

The role of FM in historical urban development is infrequently studied, and its contribution to sustaining the operation of

heritage buildings is sometimes problematic. Most studies stated that FM was mainly related to supporting core activities

within a single-owned building(s) . In fact, FM could be understood from a broader perspective

, for example, understanding FM from urban scale viewpoints. FM is a branch of the management discipline that

addresses the tools and services that support the functionality, safety, and sustainability of buildings, grounds,

infrastructures, and real estate . The International Facility Management Association (IFMA) also proposes a new

definition of FM: “Facility Management is a profession/discipline that encompasses multiple disciplines to ensure the

functionality of the built environment, by integrating people, place, process, and technology”. This new definition allowed

urban FM to legitimately become an expansion of the FM discipline since urban FM is a manifestation of an urban scale

facility management. This study pinpointed the prospect of urban FM to perform in a more expansive setting, especially

urban heritage, as argued by Salaj  in terms of extending the possibility of the role of urban FM to develop itself as an

involving collaborator in promoting living areas and emphasizing health and well-being.
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In terms of cultural heritage management, FM is known to be a discipline focusing on property. FM can be described to

have originated from the convergence of three key fields of practice, including land management, property maintenance,

and office administration . This notion should be applied to a broader viewpoint, both tangible and intangible, following

the 2011 HUL Recommendation by UNESCO in managing urban heritage sites .

Similar to the HUL approach, Salaj et al.  explained that through establishing solid relationships with residents, urban

FM would be able to develop inclusive governing, efficiency, co-financing, co-ownership, and co-creation of urban public

spaces to enhance people’s participation, engagement, confidence, equality, and cohesion. Enhancement of citizens’

participation in governing and development processes is important for the higher achievement of SDGs . From that

perspective, co-financing is in line with the public-private-people-partnership (PPPP) model , co-owning with the

personal perception of responsibility and attachment to the public domain , and co-creation with the collaborative

governance approach resulting in the creation of quality public spaces that contribute to people’s well-being . Urban FM

stayed as an under-studied FM feature due to the multiple overlapping elements, including urban planning, urban

gentrification, urban management, and urban sustainability .

Redevelopment in the built environment, particularly the urban historical area, is frequently concentrated on technical

elements compared to its non-technical features . Gentrification in urban areas must be closely monitored to grasp

sustainable growth because of numerous social advancements. Strengthening people’s awareness and demands of the

environment is critical to increasing their desire for technological possibilities , an important component of FM.

3. Conclusions

Urban FM established an interactive, effective, collaborative governance that enabled co-creation, co-finance, and co-

ownership within urban public spaces to increase people’s trust, attachment, commitment, inclusion, and integration.

Therefore, it enhanced massive public participation in the urban heritage conservation process through urban

collaborative decisions using evaluation-based techniques  by putting persons and organizations at the center of

urban planning and revitalization through a variety of creative techniques, optimizing social and natural capital, and

creating more fair and enjoyable places through community facilities .

Urban FM can be implemented to provide an integrated array of services supporting the operation, fruition, and

valorization of urban goods by optimizing BIMs and enhancing information management for urban FM as a critical enabler

for a more sustainable built environment . In the service of cultural heritage protection, social media gave new

information on regular contacts with the historic urban landscape and heritage locations. On the other hand, assets

management provided a holistic way to combine data from many approaches to support particular applications and assist

decision-making .

Herein indicated that the urban heritage conservation field is closely related to urban FM. Urban heritage conservation

and urban FM are required to conduct similar technical tasks such as urban infrastructures, facilities, and scheduled

maintenance. The latest landscape-based approach in managing the historical area, the HUL approach, recommended by

UNESCO in 2011, also gave special attention to the people as an essential component, comparable with FM and urban

FM, which are people-oriented disciplines. Implementation of FM in urban heritage areas was considered unique in a

manner that it is supposed to be conducted accordingly to the international, national, and regional heritage codes and

laws. With the exception of urban FM implementation in non-heritage regions, which focuses on improving people’s well-

being, efficiency, and effectiveness, the UHFM is obligated to make every effort to preserve the district’s authenticity and

historical significance, regardless of cost. The key was finding the balance between efficiency, people’s well-being, and

preserving authenticity.
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