
91

Abstract
The paper presents the results of an interna-

tional comparative survey of stakeholders from 
four European countries (the Czech Republic, 
Germany, Poland and Romania). The aim was 
to identify and classify the ‘success factors’ of 
brownfields regeneration and to detect significant 
convergences and divergences concerning the 
drivers and barriers of regeneration processes in 
different geographical and institutional contexts. 
The existence of ecological burden or site con-
tamination, overall regeneration costs and clari-
fied ownership relations are considered the most 
important factors of regeneration internationally. 
Especially in Romania but also in Poland, the fac-
tors at national level (legislation, incentives, and 
foreign direct investments) are perceived to be 
more influential than in the Czech Republic and 
Germany, where a stronger emphasis is put on 
the location factors (whether a brownfield is lo-
cated in rural, urban or inner city area) and trans-
port links. Physical attributes such as the site’s 
area and terrain are also considered among the 
most significant factors in Romania. While rep-
resentatives of public administration emphasized 
more the importance of legislation, state incen-
tives and general localization, the investors and 
developers highlighted local factors (landscape 
protection limits, place marketing, and previous 
use of brownfields). The emphasis on political 
and geographical factors increases with the level 
of experience of stakeholders, while the empha-
sis on site specific factors decreases with the 
length of experience.

Keywords: brownfields, regeneration, suc-
cess factors, perception, stakeholders.
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1. Introduction

The issue of regeneration and redevelopment of underused, derelict and often con-
taminated lands and premises or so-called brownfields (Alker et al., 2000) remains 
one of the greatest challenges for urban planners, developers and local governments. 
Generally, brownfields have received increasing political credence in recent decades, 
since vacant agricultural or natural developable lands become less available, more 
expensive and more protected in densely populated areas. The increasing number of 
projects and research platforms demonstrates the increasing interest of policy makers, 
too (see the summary reports on activities, products and tools developed by previous 
brownfield projects by Tölle et al., 2009 or Frantál et al., 2012). However, the redevel-
opment has not been as effective as expected in many regions and it is still constrained 
by many barriers and associated with several dilemmas (Alexandrescu et al., 2014; 
Frantál et al., 2013; Ganser and Williams, 2007; Payne, 2013). Significant differences 
among national legislative, economic and procedural contexts also raise questions 
about the functionalities and effects of would-be ‘universal’ solutions and tools being 
produced by those projects.

Many previous studies have investigated and conceptualized drivers and barriers 
of brownfields redevelopment – whether on the basis of stakeholder surveys (Alberini 
et al., 2005; Letang and Taylor, 2012), interviews with experts (Adair et al., 2000; De 
Sousa, 2000, 2003), assessments of a limited number of local case studies/sites (Coffin 
and Shepherd, 1998; Dixon, 2007; Dixon, Otsuka and Abe, 2011; Nijkamp, Rodenburg 
and Wagtendonk, 2002), or spatial analyses of differences in the distribution of exist-
ing and redeveloped brownfields (Frantál et al., 2013; Frantál et al., 2015; Longo and 
Campbell, 2007; Novosák et al., 2013). However, the absolute majority of these sur-
veys and analyses were case studies concerning just few sites or groups of stakehold-
ers from one city or a specific region within one country. If there is an international 
comparison of results reported, it was made post factum and was not verified by the 
usage of consistent survey methodologies. Also, very few studies aimed at exploring 
differences between the priorities and barriers concerning brownfield redevelopment 
as perceived by decision-makers (experts, planners, and local governments) and pref-
erences and barriers as perceived by stakeholders (investors, developers, and local 
citizens) (see e.g., Brill, 2009 or Kunc et al., 2014).

In this paper, the authors present selected results of international comparative sur-
vey carried out in 2012 with different groups of stakeholders from four countries: 
the Czech Republic, Germany, Poland, and Romania. The main objective of the sur-
vey was to identify and classify success factors of brownfields regeneration and to 
detect significant convergences and divergences concerning the drivers and barriers 
of regeneration processes in different geographical, institutional and social contexts. 
Confronting perceptions and experiences of specific groups of stakeholders (urban 
planners and other experts, representatives of public administration, land owners, 
investors and developers) from countries with different political and economic back-
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grounds may help to better understand the complexity and multidimensionality of 
brownfield regeneration processes and to create a vision for change across the differ-
ent constituencies, stakeholder groups, and administrative boundaries which consti-
tute the scope of urban planning and decision making processes and land use policy.

2. Success factors of brownfields regeneration:
          theoretical and methodological foundations

According to a general definition, a factor is anything that contributes to a result 
or a process. In the context of brownfields regeneration, the ‘success factors’ are con-
sidered facts (conditions, circumstances, actors, agencies) that are determinants and 
contributors to successful regeneration of brownfields. They are the causes of the fact 
that some brownfields have become objects of concerns of investors, politicians, ex-
perts or other actors, they have been prioritized as the most critical, urgent or profit-
able to invest money, time and energy, they have been regenerated and newly used, 
while other sites are out of attention, they stay neglected and derelict, or the process 
of their regeneration has not been successfully completed. In the existing brownfield 
literature, the success factors are alternatively called determinants, drivers, criteria 
or site parameters. The survey, identification and classification of factors which are 
significant for a successful regeneration process are required as a key precondition of 
the assessment of brownfields redevelopment potential, their effective prioritization, 
and marketing.

Many success factors are more or less complex phenomena that can be expressed 
in general terms (e.g., spatial peripherality) as well as in number of measurable in-
dicators (e.g., distance from the city centre, proximity to main road network, etc.). 
It has been suggested by previous studies (Bacot and O´Dell, 2006; De Sousa, 2000, 
2003; Dixon, Otsuka and Abe, 2011; Filip and Cocean, 2012) that among the crucial 
success factors for redeveloping brownfields are decontamination and regeneration 
costs and acceptable return rates for investors, government incentives, focused urban 
development policy and political leadership, strong place branding, and local stake-
holders’ involvement and collaboration. It has been also demonstrated, however, that 
– in addition to general legislative, political and economic factors acting at national or 
regional scales – local geographical factors play an important role (Frantál et al., 2013). 
Brownfields do not exist by themselves, independently or in a vacuum, but they are 
products of the interrelationships between places and social and ecological processes 
(Bjelland, 2002). Brownfields are placed and rooted in a certain geographical space 
and time, which is hierarchically and functionally structured. Therefore, brownfields 
have to be perceived in their spatial context and we should take into account when as-
sessing them not just their site-specific attributes (such as the level of ground contam-
ination or property relations) but also contextual factors acting at higher hierarchical 
levels (Heberle and Wernstedt, 2006).

It is not possible to say a priori which of the general factors, location factors or site 
specific factors are the most important ones; to identify and analyze the relative im-
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portance of each of them is a task for comprehensive research. The studies from the 
US, Canada and UK (Adair et al., 2000; De Sousa, 2000) demonstrated that the primary 
reason why the private sector invests in some regeneration areas is the perception of 
achieving some target rates of return. Conversely, the principal reasons for non-in-
vestment include the negative image of the locality or neighboring environments, lack 
of capital (funding), and the perceptions of bureaucratic grant regimes (Adair et al., 
2000). Similarly, Coffin and Shepherd (1998) identified four key barriers to regenera-
tion including legal liability, limited information, limited financial resources, and lim-
ited demand for the properties. In many cases even good conditions for prosperity of 
a locality and for brownfields regeneration may not be utilized if there are subjective 
problems and barriers, such as a weak local political involvement, deficit of informa-
tion, bad communication and cooperation of stakeholders.

With respect to the existing literature discussed above – even despite of the prevail-
ing terminological, conceptual and methodological divergences – we can argue that 
there is a partial consensus in two aspects regarding the success factors of brownfields 
regeneration: first, the multidimensionality, which means that factors form certain di-
mensions or groups according to the spatial level (i.e., national, local and site-specific 
factors) and/or according to factors’ character (i.e., political, economic, environmental, 
social and other groups of factors).

Second, the relativity, which means that different individuals or groups of stake-
holders within one country or across countries may perceive and assess different fac-
tors as important or irrelevant based on their personal or collective concerns, expe-
riences or values (i.e., intra- and inter- stakeholder group variance). Therefore, the 
process of exploring and classifying success factors presupposes the following two 
key phases: first, the stakeholder segmentation, which means a segmentation of the 
general public to specific categories of stakeholders (see e.g., Doak and Dixon, 2005); 
second, the factors determination, which means an identification and categorization 
of specific factors and their measurable indicators. It is hypothesized that some factors 
being relevant in most geographical contexts can be identified (there are some basic 
factors generally agreed upon by the majority of previous studies even though some-
times different terms were used for their description).

Various research strategies and methods can be applied for the identification and 
classification of factors, including spatial-statistical analysis, expert choice (e.g., the 
Delphi method) or more complex surveys. The strategy of our research involved a 
combination of both qualitative and quantitative methods. On the basis of existing 
literature review and information obtained by exploratory preliminary researches we 
created a standardized questionnaire form including a set of relevant factors and bar-
riers respectively, which may potentially affect brownfields regeneration; each single 
factor and barrier were then assessed and rated by respondents on a ten-level rating 
scale.
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3. Geographical context of the study

Developed countries such as the US, Great Britain, France or Germany have long-
term experience with the problems of brownfields, which had already emerged 
during the 1970’s as a result of massively declining mining, heavy industries and tex-
tiles. In comparison, in post-socialist countries such as the Czech Republic, Poland or 
Romania, brownfields appeared in large quantities only after the collapse of socialism 
and the return to a market economy, with the restructuring of traditional industries, 
and following globalization trends during the last decade of the 20th century. In our 
comparative survey, Germany is the representative of developed economies with a 
highly skilled labor force, a large capital stock, high level of innovation and longer 
experience with deindustrialization processes, urban renewal and brownfields regen-
eration. The Czech Republic is regarded as one of the most developed, industrialized 
and prosperous (gross domestic product at purchasing power parity per capita) econ-
omies of the countries in Central and Eastern Europe (World Bank, 2014). The Czech 
Republic entered EU together with Poland in 2004. The Czech Republic is one of the 
most successful transition economies in terms of attracting foreign direct investment 
(annual FDI per capita have been twice higher than in Poland and thrice higher than 
in Romania) (World Bank, 2014). Romania has entered the EU in 2007. It is still re-
garded as a laggard in exploiting the European Structural Funds (also because of un-
executed transformation of public administration and decentralization of power, and 
higher levels of corruption, see Mihailescu, 2012).

Besides the historical factors affecting the evolution of brownfields in different 
countries, it is argued that also internal geographical factors affect the actual situation 
and patterns of redevelopment. Most countries encourage brownfield regeneration 
as a means of sustainable development but they define ‘brownfield’ differently (Tang 
and Nathanail, 2012). Oliver et al. (2005) identified significant regional trends amongst 
conceptualizations of brownfields, which reflected the national policy strategies re-
garding land regeneration and development in Western Europe, Eastern Europe and 
the Scandinavian countries. These authors documented how population density and 
economic competitiveness at a country level determine the perception of what brown-
fields and derived regeneration priorities are (i.e., definitions and policies) – from pure 
contamination problem focus to development potential gaining understanding (cf. Ol-
iver et al., 2005).

Furthermore, we can say that even the conceptual delimitation and definition of 
brownfields is a dynamic element and has been changed and modified in the course of 
time (see Table 1). A conceptual diversity still prevails concerning the brownfield defi-
nition across European countries (NICOLE Brownfield Working Group, 2011). This 
international diversity of definitions and approaches then goes hand in hand with the 
problem of availability and comparability of data, including official statistics, invento-
ries and registers of existing brownfields, documentations of successful regeneration 
case studies, etc. Mapping and inventorying of brownfields have not been centrally 
organized in most countries; detailed inventories with specific information about the 
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location and are not available, they are inconsistent, or otherwise methodologically 
problematic (Frantál et al., 2013, p. 7), and registers owned by private companies and 
consortia of owners are often protected or provided only with limited descriptive in-
formation, without any possibility of publication.

Altogether 2,355 brownfield sites were identified on the basis of the national ‘Search 
Study on Location of Brownfields in the Czech Republic’ provided by the CzechInvest 
agency within the period 2005-2007. These brownfields covered an area of approxi-
mately 10.3 thousands of hectares with circa 14% of built-up areas (1,412 hectares). 
The database comprised brownfield sites with an area greater than 1 hectare from all 
regions of the Czech Republic excluding the capital Prague. However, the actual total 
number of brownfields in the Czech Republic is much higher; last estimations are 
working with numbers between 8.5-11.7 thousands of brownfield sites, which cover 
an area of 27-38 thousands of hectares. In Germany, many guidance documents, man-
uals or directives for most diverse tasks in the frame of brownfield regeneration have 
been provided by different institutions (e.g., European Land and Soil Alliance, Federal 
Environmental Agency, Federal Ministry of Statistics, etc.); however, there is no offi-

Table 1: Definitions of ‘brownfield’: divergences in time and among countries

Country
Defi nitions based on the responses

of CLARINET and CABERNET
network members summarized

by Oliver et al. (2005)

Defi nitions based on the responses
of TIMBRE project members summarized

by Frantál et al. (2012)

Czech
Republic

Sites that have been affected by the former 
uses of the site and surrounding land; are 
derelict and underused; may have real or per-
ceived contamination problems; are mainly in 
developed urban areas; and require interven-
tion to bring them back to benefi cial use. 
(Source: Czech Brownfi eld Regeneration 
Strategy)

Properties (lands, objects, areas), that are underused, 
neglected, and can be contaminated. They are relics of 
industrial, agricultural, residential, military or other activi-
ties. They cannot be appropriately and effectively utilized 
without the regeneration process.
(Source: National Strategy for brownfi eld regeneration, 
Ministry of Industry and Trade, 2008)

Germany

Inner city buildings not under use. Inner city 
areas for redevelopment and refurbishment.
(Source: Federal Environment Agency Berlin)

No legally fi xed or a common defi nition. 
Various defi nitions are used in different contexts. Instead 
of brownfi elds, legislative focus is on precaution that must 
be taken to avoid the occurrence of harmful changes to the 
soil – i.e. on potential contamination.

Poland

Degraded areas due to diffuse soil contami-
nation – high density of landfi ll sites.
(Source: Ministry of Environment)

No offi cially agreed defi nition. There are many defi ni-
tions used in different legislative documents, e.g.: ‘Areas 
designed for recultivation include degraded or desolated 
grounds, such as closed dumps, dumping grounds, de-
pressions (hollows), post-industrial areas, post mining 
areas, post military training ground, for which the adminis-
trative bodies approved recultivation projects.’
(Source: Report No. Dz. U. Nr 38, poz. 454, Ministry of 
Regional Development, 2011)

Romania

Polluted lands (soils).
(Source: Ministry of Waters and Environment)

No offi cial defi nition of brownfi elds. The term is related to 
contaminated sites which are defi ned as ‘Geographically 
defi ned area, bounded to surface and depth, polluted with 
biological or chemical substances.’ 
(Source: Government Decision No. 1408/2007 regarding 
the investigation and assessment modalities of the soil 
pollution)

Source: Authors’ compilation
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cial national database of brownfields. For example the Länder-Arbeitsgemeinschaft 
Bodenschutz (State Working Group on Soil Protection) under the Ministerium für 
Umwelt und Verbraucherschutz (Ministry of Environment and Consumer Protection) 
provides data on number of sites suspected of being contaminated and contaminated 
sites in Germany. Similar data are provided by the Federal Environmental Agency. 
The Federal Environmental Agency estimated the potential number of brownfield 
sites at about 362,000 (Oliver et al., 2005). In Poland also any central brownfield data-
base does not currently exist. Ministry of Environment of Poland estimates 3,230 po-
tential brownfield sites; however, that number seems to be undervalued (Frantál et al., 
2012). Only in the regional database of Silesia voivodship have been recorded about 
700 sites. A similar database was prepared for Małopolskie voivodeship including 
an inventory of potentially degraded areas and areas which were qualified as prior-
ity degraded. All these databases are not open-sourced. Apart from these databases, 
registers of degraded and contaminated areas are developed by Regional Directorate 
of Environmental Protection. Similarly, in Romania there is not any official inventory 
of contaminated sites. National Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA) manages 
a database made according to Governmental Decision no. 1408/2007 regarding the 
investigation and assessment modalities of soil and subsoil pollution, which is a reg-
ister of holders or owners of land, on which sites of potential contamination exist. 
NEPA has collected a database of circa 2,200 contaminated sites; for 800 objectives of 
this inventory there are punctual analytical data showing the presence of significant 
contaminations.

4. Research procedure

In the first phase, a preliminary explorative research using qualitative method-
ologies (questionnaires with open questions, semi-structured interviews and focus 
groups) was realized during several workshop sessions with stakeholders, organized 
in 2012 in all countries. Respondents were asked to answer open questions dealing 
with determinants and barriers of the brownfield regeneration process. The aim was 
to obtain as detailed and comprehensive set of factors related to the process of suc-
cessful regeneration as possible. The acquired set of factors includes both the wider 
geographical characteristics of the area where brownfields are located (affiliation to 
region, peripherality of area, socio-economic potential of area, etc.), the attributes of 
specific sites (size of the site, type of previous use, extent of contamination, ownership 
structure, etc.), and also general (country-specific), local or procedural factors which 
are difficult to measure and quantify (e.g., national policy, engagement of local pol-
iticians, stakeholders awareness, and lack of information, communication and coop-
eration of stakeholders during the planning process, etc.). The following table (Table 
2) summarizes a categorized list of 25 success factors of brownfield regeneration that 
were reported by respondents within our exploratory research. The factors are subdi-
vided into three subgroups in respect to spatial levels and several categories accord-
ing to their character (political, economic, etc.).
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Table 2: Inventory of success factors identified within preliminary research

General factors Specifi cation
National policy (legislative, regulative and control tools) political
Availability and quality of information (about existing sites, tools, best practices, etc.) information
Availability of fi nancial incentives (grants, subsidies, funds, tax allowances, etc.) economic
Foreign direct investments economic
General public opinion (political engagement, adoption of innovations, etc.) social/cultural
Location factors
General localization (regional location within a country) geographical
Specifi c localization (location within a local spatial-functional structure) geographical
Concentration of other brownfi elds in the locality (site competition) geographical
Transport links (proximity to arterial road network, railway, airport) geographical
Physical conditions of the area (terrain, subgrade properties, etc.) physical
Landscape protection limits environmental
Economic status of the locality (unemployment rate, entrepreneurial activity) social/economic
Social status of the locality (social structure and cohesion of the local community) social/cultural
Place marketing (local development strategy, land-use plan, place marketing) social/economic
Local involvement and collaboration of stakeholders social/cultural
Site specifi c factors 
The size of the brownfi eld area technical
Type of the previous use (industrial, agricultural, military, etc.) technical
Type of the expected future use (quality and feasibility of the project) technical
Extent of the built-up area and technical conditions of buildings technical
Attractiveness of the site and objects (historical and architectural value) social/economic
Ecological burden (extent of the contamination of soil and groundwater sources) environmental
Infrastructure networks (water supply, sewerage, electricity, etc.) technical
Property relations (structure of property owners, availability for selling) social/economic
Price of the land and property economic
Regeneration costs and return-time of investments economic

Source: Authors’ survey

As the result of preliminary research a questionnaire form with closed questions 
and standardized rating scales for the assessment of factors according to their signif-
icance was created. The questionnaire form was translated into Czech, German, and 
Romanian languages. The distribution of questionnaires was realized via electronic 
mail (the project partners provided email addresses of potential respondents in their 
countries), and face-to-face, as a printed version during sessions of several workshops 
and seminars organized in all countries in the scope of the project. The sampling of 
respondents was made with respect to gain a balanced structure of the sample accord-
ing to various groups of stakeholders and countries (see Table 3). In our survey we 
have detected significant differences among countries in the average number of years 
of stakeholders’ involvement in the brownfield issues (see Table 4). It is evident that 
brownfields are the object of attention of politicians, experts and researchers for much 
longer time in Germany than in all other surveyed countries.
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Table 3: The structure of survey sample

Country
Stakeholder group

state
administration

local
government

investor, 
developer

academic, 
researcher

expert,
consultant not-specifi ed Total

Czech Republic 18 24 6 36 17 0 101
17,8% 23,8% 5,9% 35,6% 16,8% ,0%

Germany 12 5 8 14 15 5 59
20,3% 8,5% 13,6% 23,7% 25,4% 8,5%

Poland 9 17 1 28 12 1 68
13,2% 25,0% 1,5% 41,2% 17,6% 1,5%

Romania 33 27 8 12 30 9 119
27,7% 22,7% 6,7% 10,1% 25,2% 7,6%

Total 72 73 23 90 74 15 347
20,7% 21,0% 6,6% 25,9% 21,3% 4,3% 100%

Source: Authors’ survey

Table 4: Average number of years of stakeholders’ involvement in brownfield problems

Country
Stakeholder group

state
administration

local
government

investor,
developer

academic,
researcher

expert,
consultant Total

Czech Republic 5 5 6,5 4,5 10 6 years
Germany 15 11 18 12 14 14 years
Poland 8 8 8 7 6 7 years
Romania 6 3 8 11 8 6,5 years

Source: Authors’ survey

5. Results

The main objective of the questionnaire was to classify the ‘success factors’, i.e. 
the factors that have a decisive influence on the fact that only some brownfields have 
been successfully regenerated and newly used, while others stay idle and derelict, or 
the process of their restoration has not been successfully completed. The factors have 
been assessed by stakeholders according to their perceived importance for successful 
regeneration in the context of their country, using a ten-level rating scale (where 0 
means ‘no influence’ and 10 means ‘very strong or predominant influence’). The mean 
values were counted for each specific factor and were ranked according to their signif-
icance for each country. The results are summarized in Table 5.

Existence of ecological burden on site (i.e. the extent of soil or groundwater con-
tamination) and overall regeneration costs are considered the most important factors 
for a successful regeneration of brownfields in all four countries. Clarified ownership 
relations and availability of site for sale and development are the third crucial success 
factor (actually, it is regarded as the most important factor in the Czech Republic). 
For Germany, the Czech Republic and Poland, also the specific localization of brown-
fields (i.e., whether they are located within rural, urban or inner city areas) and trans-
port links (e.g., proximity of a brownfield to highway, airport or railway) are among 
the key factors. Actually, most of successfully regenerated brownfields are located 
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in inner parts of large cities (capitals or regional metropolises) with a high economic 
potential and rapid return on investment for developers (it can be called the ‘capital 
city factor’).

Table 5: Top fifteen most important success factors in each country

Czech Republic Germany

Factor Mean 
score Factor Mean 

score
Property relations 8.7 Regeneration costs 8.3
Regeneration costs 8.5 Ecological burden on site 7.9
Ecological burden on site 7.8 Specifi c localization 7.6
Specifi c localization 7.6 Property relations 7.4
Transport links 7.6 Transport links 7.4
Project of the future use 7.5 Price of the land and property 7.1
Price of the land and property 7.5 Project of the future use 7.0
Infrastructure networks 7.2 Landscape protection limits 7.0
Availability of fi nancial incentives 7.2 Local involvement and collaboration 6.9
Landscape protection limits 7.1 Availability of fi nancial incentives 6.8
Attractiveness of the site 6.8 Place marketing 6.6
Local involvement and collaboration 6.5 Type of the previous use 6.3
Place marketing 6.5 Concentration of other brownfi elds 6.3
General localization 6.5 Attractiveness of the site 6.2
Economic status of the locality 6.3 National policy 6.1

Poland Romania

Factor Mean 
score Factor Mean 

score
Regeneration costs 8.4 Ecological burden on site 9.2
Availability of fi nancial incentives 8.0 Availability of fi nancial incentives 9.0
Ecological burden on site 7.8 Regeneration costs 8.9
Specifi c localization 7.7 Project of the future use 8.6
Property relations 7.6 National policy 8.5
Landscape protection limits 7.2 Landscape protection limits 8.2
Transport links 7.2 The size of the brownfi eld area 8.0
Price of the land and property 7.2 Place marketing 7.9
Attractiveness of the site 7.2 Information availability 7.8
Local involvement and collaboration 7.0 Foreign direct investments 7.8
Project of the future use 7.0 Physical conditions of the area 7.7
Infrastructure networks 6.9 Infrastructure networks 7.7
Place marketing 6.8 Attractiveness of the site 7.6
Extent of the built-up area 6.7 Property relations 7.5
National policy 6.7 Local involvement and collaboration 7.5

Source: Authors’ survey

Especially in Romania but also in Poland, the factors at the country level, such as 
national policies, legislation, availability of financial incentives and foreign direct in-
vestments are perceived to be more influential than in the Czech Republic and Germa-
ny. In Romania, stakeholders also stressed an importance of availability and quality of 
data and information about existing sites (there is so far no official and open-sourced 
database of existing brownfields in Romania), tools, technologies, and best practice 
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examples of regeneration. Other national specificities include for example facts such 
as the factor of existing infrastructure networks on brownfield sites is not significant 
for Germans (the investors receive subsidies for projects on brownfields which do not 
dispose of existing infrastructure) but is very important in other countries. On the 
other hand, the factor of concentration of more brownfields in a locality, which causes 
a local competition of sites, was perceived as much more important in Germany than 
in other countries.

In general, we can say that the site specific or physical parameters of brownfields 
(the size and physical conditions of brownfield sites, extent of a built-up area, type of 
the previous use) are not as important (except the extent of contamination) for suc-
cessful regeneration as the specific localization of brownfields, attractiveness of sites 
for investors, market-price of the land, availability of financial incentives and a return 
time of investments (including regeneration costs). A bit of a specific situation is in 
Romania where the physical and technical attributes of brownfields are among the 
most crucial ones. It is related to the fact that in Romania just ‘contaminated lands’ are 
considered as brownfields. In this sense, the factors of size and topography have to 
be seriously considered. As concerns the ‘soft factors’, the quality and sustainability 
of a project of the future use, local involvement and collaboration of all stakeholders 
(politicians, investors, public), and place marketing are perceived as very important 
in all four countries.

Table 6: Factors with most significant differences in perceived importance among countries

Factor Czech 
Republic Germany Poland Romania Eta

Foreign direct investments 0 –– + + 0,607
Physical conditions of the area – 0 0 + 0,456
National policy – – + ++ 0,446
Information availability 0 – 0 ++ 0,430
Financial incentives – – 0 + 0,429
Size of brownfi eld area 0 0 0 + 0,393
Ecological burden 0 0 0 + 0,355
Concentration of brownfi elds – + 0 + 0,355
Project quality and feasibility 0 – 0 + 0,353
Infrastructure networks 0 – 0 0 0,305

Notes: (+) indicates a significantly higher importance of the factor within a country, (-) indicates a significantly 
lower importance of the factor within a country, (0) the importance is about the mean value counted for all coun-
tries; the values of the coefficient of association (Eta) are statistically significant at 0,01 level.

Concerning the inter-stakeholder variability, the differences of perception and as-
sessment of factors are not as marked as differences among countries. There is an 
agreement among experts, researchers, politicians and developers about two most 
crucial factors which are interconnected: extent of contamination and overall regen-
eration costs. Then, for investors and developers in Germany and the Czech Republic 
the most important factors are the specific localization of a brownfield site, transport 
accessibility, landscape protection limits of development, and also existing infrastruc-
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ture (for the Czech case). Representatives of local governments also highlighted the 
importance of involvement and collaboration of stakeholders in the planning pro-
cess. On the other hand, developers and politicians in Romania (and partly also in 
Poland) emphasized over local factors a need of supportive national policy, financial 
incentives and foreign direct investments. While representatives of public adminis-
tration generally emphasized more the importance of legislation, state incentives and 
general localization of brownfields (regional divergences in economic development 
potential), investors and developers highlighted local geographical factors (specific 
location of brownfields, landscape protection limits, local place marketing) and also 
the original use of brownfields.

Table 7: Factors with most significant differences in perceived importance among stakeholders

Factor State
administration

Local
government

Investor,
developer

Expert,
researcher Eta

Type of previous use 0 0 ++ - 0,414**
General localization + ++ 0 0 0,279*
Physical conditions of the area 0 0 – 0 0,257*
Place marketing 0 0 + 0 0,245*
Landscape protection limits 0 0 + 0 0,236*
National policy + 0 0 -

Notes: (+) indicates a significantly higher importance of the factor within the stakeholder group, (-) indicates a 
significantly lower importance of the factor within the stakeholder group, (0) the importance is about the mean 
value counted for all groups of stakeholders; the values of the coefficient of association (Eta) are statistically 
significant at **0,01 level or *0,05 level.

We have detected significant differences even according to the level of stakehold-
er’s experience measured as number of years of involvement in the brownfield prob-
lems. The emphasis on political factors (legislative and regulatory tools) and geo-
graphical factors (localization, transport links, landscape protection limits) increases 
with the level of experience of stakeholders, while the emphasis on site specific fac-
tors (physical conditions of the area, previous use of brownfields) decreases with the 
length of stakeholders’ experience.

We can argue that the process of brownfields regeneration is generally limited by 
many barriers which can vary in terms of character and extent. In an additional ques-
tion of the survey, the respondents were asked to assess specific types of barriers ac-
cording to their degree of influence in the conditions of their country, using a ten-level 
rating scale (where 0 means ‘no influence’ and 10 means ‘very strong or predominant 
influence’). It is evident from Table 8 that in all countries the economic factors are 
regarded the most obstructive barriers for brownfield regeneration. Then the legis-
lative, procedural-administrative and political barriers are also very important. The 
legislative barriers are stressed especially in Romania. Generally, in Romania all types 
of barriers were assessed by higher scores (as more influential) than in other countries. 
Specifically in Germany the information and know-how barriers were voted as the 
second most obstructive barriers in the country.
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Table 8: The assessment of regeneration barriers in different countries

Barriers 
Mean score (ranking) in country

Total Czech Rep. Germany Poland Romania
Economic  8,8 8,6 (1) 8,6 (1) 8,7 (1) 9,1 (1)
Legislative 7,1 6,2 (4) 6,1 (4) 6,9 (3) 8,5 (2)
Procedural-administrative 7,0 6,4 (2) 6,5 (3) 7,0 (2) 7,9 (3)
Political  6,7 6,3 (3) 5,9 (5) 6,5 (4) 7,6 (6)
Information and know-how 6,5 5,5 (6) 6,6 (2) 5,6 (5) 7,7 (5)
Technological-ecological  6,2 5,6 (5) 5,3 (6) 5,4 (6) 7,8 (4)
Social-cultural 5,5 5,1 (7) 5,2 (7) 4,7 (7) 6,6 (7)

Source: Authors’ survey

6. Conclusions

While some experts and researches have emphasized that brownfields regenera-
tion is a highly individual process (i.e., each project is specific and no generalization 
is possible), our survey demonstrated there are some ‘common themes’ that appear to 
be useful in understanding successful regeneration in a wide range of contexts. The 
crucial international factors governing brownfields regeneration are (i) the existence 
of ecological burden on site (i.e. the extent of soil or groundwater contamination), (ii) 
overall regeneration costs and return time on investment, and (iii) clear ownership 
relations and availability of site for sale and development. Our findings from four 
European countries with different political and economic backgrounds and a different 
level of experience from brownfields redevelopment are in accordance with previous 
studies from the USA, Canada, Japan and Great Britain (cf. Adair et al. 2000; Coffin 
and Shepherd, 1998, De Sousa, 2000; De Sousa, 2003; Dixon, Otsuka and Abe, 2011).

However, we have also detected significant differences concerning the importance 
of specific factors among surveyed countries and as concerns the perspective and 
experience of specific stakeholder groups. These findings raise legitimate questions 
about the functionalities and effects of would-be ‘universal’ solutions and tools being 
provided by some international projects financed by the European Commission. It 
seems that while in developed economies such as Germany or the Czech Republic 
the main current problem of brownfields regeneration lies in effective assessment and 
prioritization of existing brownfield sites (to distribute available public resources to 
those locations and sites where publicly (co-)financed regeneration is required (i.e., 
locations where market forces are considered to be weak and display low levels of 
market efficiency), the first steps in Romania should be in improving the general leg-
islative framework concerning regeneration of contaminated lands and in providing 
detailed and valid inventory of existing brownfields with all relevant information to 
spur potential foreign investors and stimulate redevelopment processes. The private 
sector is opportunity driven and invests in areas where it is comfortable and where 
returns are achievable commensurate with the risk taken (usually it is easier to devel-
op projects on greenfields) – in this respect, grant regimes should be used as tools to 
lever investment.
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Another practical problem is to differentiate between different stakeholders’ con-
cerns. Our survey detected, for example, that representatives of public administration 
generally emphasized more the importance of national legislation, state incentives 
and general localization of brownfields (arguments about some economically less-fa-
vored regions), investors and developers stressed more the importance of local geo-
graphical factors, such as specific location, landscape protection limits, and local place 
marketing (there are often not available relevant and detailed information about exist-
ing brownfields being available for sale and development). Our survey confirmed the 
findings of Brill’s previous study (2009) that there are significant differences among 
the perceived priorities of decision makers (state and local governments) and stated 
desires and experiences of stakeholders concerning drivers and barriers of brownfield 
redevelopment. Similarly, Yount and Meyer (1999) emphasized (according to inter-
views with developers and lenders in the US) that effective policies and programs 
need to be framed within an understanding of the different needs of smaller and larger 
redevelopments. While market forces were equally significant inducements for both 
types of regeneration projects, important needs of small developers were not met: 
they were less likely to receive government subsidies, had greater difficulty accessing 
private capital, and lacked information about processes associated with remediation, 
while developers of large projects were more likely to benefit from public financing 
and were able to mobilize a network of supportive organizations to help them manage 
barriers to project completion.

In this respect, it is very important to further study specific regional and local po-
litical, cultural and social structures and contexts of regeneration processes, the roles 
of specific actors, etc. In this sense, there is yet a broad area for future interdisciplinary 
research.
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