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Abstract: Brownfield land is one of the least exploited resources forurban development in a number 21 

of Eastern European countries. Establishing a rational strategy for redeveloping brownfields is an 22 
unambiguously complex task that requires considering a number of different economic, social, 23 
physical and environmental factors. The strategic decision-making has a long term impact on the 24 
quality of life, ecological balance and urban structure. Therefore, the paper is aimed at developing 25 
a comprehensive set of criteria that contribute to the redevelopment of brownfield land in urban 26 
areas. Itfocuses on six main development strategies that embrace creating residential, green, 27 
commercial, recreational activity and industrial areas or leaving land as a reserve. Geographic 28 
information system (GIS) tools are employed to collect thespatial information, obtain the initial set 29 
of criteria and derive the statistical data. Expert’s evaluations along with a statistical method of 30 
gauging the level of concordance of their opinion combined with Delphi method areusedfor 31 
determining significance of criteria within economic, social, physical (urbanistic) and environmental 32 
criteria groups. This studyestablishes the most significant criteria for implementing different 33 
scenarios of the brownfield land redevelopment in Vilnius, Lithuania.Developed framework will 34 
support the decision-making process in the brownfield land redevelopment aiding a sustainable 35 
urban planning.  36 

Keywords: brownfield land, decision making, criteria analysis, sustainable urban development 37 

 38 

1. Introduction 39 

The reclamation of brownfield land, including old industrial and commercial areas, remains one 40 
of the priorities set by the EU policy aimed at gradually increasing density of population in urban 41 
areas. It has been estimated that approximately 500 000 hectares of brownfields suitable for 42 
reclamation were in Europe in 2005. Today, the large proportion of the brownfield land is still 43 
available for regeneration. It can be utilized for raising the economic attractiveness of cities to new 44 
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investment, preserving urban identity, improving social climate and developing the prevention of 45 
natural elements in the city. 46 

The brownfields can be defined as a land that has previously been developed, but is not in 47 
current use [1]. Derelict (abandoned) and vacant (not occupied) land can also be classified as the 48 
brownfield land. However, it should be noted that the definitions of the brownfield land vary 49 
significantly in various countries and are shaped by deindustrialization, urbanization, high density 50 
of population or other socio-economic factors [2]. Brownfields are also described as a territory that is 51 
affected by the previous use or the impact of the surrounding land and becomes unused or useless 52 
without further intervention [3]. Brownfield land provides a possibility of using free space and 53 
potential for additional urban development considering changes in the needs of the population [4]. 54 
Regeneration is the most commonly used way to exploit the potential of brownfields [5-7]. 55 

The research on brownfields provides a number of excellent examples of how such areas can be 56 
reclaimed thus achieving anew quality of the environment [8-12]. The reclamation of brownfields in 57 
Europe has been pursued through the effective integration of the concept of sustainable development 58 
into the EU projects such as RESCUE [13,14] and CABERNET [15]. The projects have been aimed at 59 
simplifying the procedure for new practical solutions seeking a sustainable development of the 60 
brownfield land. Notably, a public-private partnership (PPP) model has been increasingly successful 61 
for implementing projects on the redevelopment of brownfields [16-18]. A regeneration projectin 62 
coastal area of Liverpool, UK, providesan excellent example of the partnership between public and 63 
private sectors [9,19]. In 2005, the EU and UK together with the private sector have paid a total of 560 64 
million Euros for the redevelopment of the Waterfront area situated in the city. On the principle of 65 
the PPP, business and leisure complexes consisting of mixed-use areas have been built in brownfields 66 
and unused territories. About 2,500 new jobs and an environmental aesthetic image have been 67 
created. Some of the old buildings have been renovated thus preserving the cultural heritage and 68 
city’s identity. A flood protection system has also been installed. The adoption of various 69 
environment-friendly solutions has resulted ina significantly decreased need for water, as well as a 70 
reduced air and water pollution in the Waterfront area of Liverpool. 71 

The regeneration of territories and redevelopment of the brownfield land are progressively 72 
running through sustainable development and should integrally solve social, economic and 73 
environmental issues as well the problems of the physical environment [20-23].However, the 74 
imbalance between the volumes of urban development objects and brownfields still remains high, 75 
particularly, in many countries of theEastern Europe [24-26].After dissolution of Soviet bloc, Eastern 76 
European countries have experienced a sudden transition from central planning to the decentralized 77 
regulation of the market economy [27,28]. The need to reclaim unused urban brownfields, including 78 
military, industrial, and commercial buildings that do not perform their primary function, has 79 
significantly increased due to intensive economic processes, growing number of the population in 80 
big cities and the implementation of sustainable development policy [29-32].However, due to a tight 81 
financial situation, the problem of brownfields in some Eastern European countries still remains a 82 
serious challenge. For example, in Czech Republic and Slovakia the ongoing redevelopment 83 
processes of brownfields take place only in high-priority inner urban areas [24]. Moreover, many 84 
post-Soviet countries require methodology and strategies for brownfields redevelopment. 85 

The paper is aimed at establishing the framework for supporting decision-making processes in 86 
the brownfield land redevelopment. The research was performed using data acquired in twenty 87 
districts (neighborhoods) of Vilnius, the capital city of Lithuania. It allowed determining the most 88 
significant criteria contributing to decision-making on brownfield land redevelopment strategies in 89 
urban areas.The obtained results will facilitate the decision-making process in the brownfield land 90 
redevelopment and assist the urban planning.  91 

2. Methodology 92 

2.1. Hierarchical System of Criteria 93 
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To determine the most significant criteria for implementing different scenarios of the brownfield 94 
land redevelopment, a comprehensive set of 152 criteria was establishedthrough theliterature review 95 
[33-40]. As described previously [41], this initial set of criteria was used to develop the hierarchical 96 
system including economic, social, physical (urbanistic) and environmental criteria groups. 97 

A hierarchical system of criteria used in this study allowed the following: 1) Overcoming 98 
difficulties arising from using a sufficiently large set of criteria for multi-criteria analysis; 2) Reducing 99 
the complexity and bias in eliciting weights of importance of criteria by experts; 3) Exploiting the 100 
flexibility and convenience of the tool of hierarchical structures. 101 

Moreover, there are a number of other prominent features of hierarchical systems, which 102 
provide advantage whenever complexity is involved [42-52]. Hierarchical systems are built in blocks, 103 
which imply a faster speed of creating them. Higher levels of hierarchy have influence on the lower 104 
ones. Hierarchies are flexible, which means they can be modified in the creation process [53]. There 105 
are no formalized methods for building a hierarchical system. Usually, it is built using tradition, 106 
intuition, or structures of databases [54]. Hierarchical system can be deduced using literature or 107 
communication with experts of the related field [53]. 108 

In this study, an expert’s ranking in combination with a multiple criteria decision making 109 
(MCDM) method [41] was used to identify a final set of criteria. 110 

2.2. Data Collection 111 

The GIS technology was used to capture and digitize spatial data obtained for brownfield land 112 
in twenty districts of Vilnius city, as well as to combine and link up various data, including economic, 113 
social, physical and environmental indicators as described previously [55]. GIS data were thenused 114 
for evaluation of eachcriterion from the final set of 18 criteria.As a result, the data set of 360 different 115 
multi-dimensional indicators was established. These indicators were then used for establishing 116 
criteria relative weights. 117 

2.3. Relative Weights of Criteria 118 

The task of establishingrelative weights of criteria is a compulsory stage of any multiple criteria 119 
analysis. There are several approaches how to estimate weights of criteria by eliciting opinions from 120 
experts. The simplest and easiest to understand for experts would be using Likert scale of an 121 
appropriate number of grades. This approach unfortunately would hardly satisfy natural precision 122 
prerequisite as vague weights would correspond to each grade [56]. At the other extreme popular 123 
worldwide AHP (Analytic Hierarchy Process) method proposed by Saatycan be used. The latter 124 
method uses the 9-point scale, in which usually only 5 grades in fact are used [57]. In the study, 125 
having a relatively large number of criteria, this would be a serious limitation [58].In addition, the 126 
AHP method can only be used by experts familiar with this method. Such method as UTA [59] is 127 
attempting to resemble decision-maker’s global preferences omitting the stage of obtaining weights. 128 
It requires from each expert not only the evaluation of utilities induced by each value of each criterion, 129 
but also the estimation of differences between utilities of different projects. Its upgraded version 130 
UTASTAR uses a group decision-support aggregation-disaggregation procedures for obtaining 131 
estimates of decision-makers’ preferences. It is a multiple stage complicated process of reciprocal 132 
communication with experts, which again is a serious limitation in the case, when experts are chosen 133 
from the field other than operational research. Taking all above into consideration, a more favourable 134 
Delphi technique was chosen for working with a group of experts aiming to obtain consistent 135 
estimations [60]. 136 

In present study, the multiple criteria analysis was aimed at determining the most suitable 137 
redevelopment scenario Tifor each urban brownfield land. Therefore, relative weights of criteria were 138 
established for every brownfields redevelopment scenario T1-6 by using expert opinions as described 139 
previously [41]. The experts were chosen by following strict selection criteria, requiring that each 140 
expert met at least one of the following requirements: 1)To have three years of experience in spatial 141 
planning, economic, environmental protection, sociology and real estate management; 2)To have 142 
three years of experience in the field of architecture and at least two designed and implemented 143 
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projects; 3) To have three years of experience in policy making with respect tourban development, 144 
spatial planning and real estate market.  145 

In total, twelve experts agreed to participate in the survey.Relative weights of criteria were 146 
determined within each group including economic, social, urbanistic and environmental.The 147 
maximum number of criteria per criteria group was five, making the task more feasible, since a 148 
smaller number of criteria required be comparing and evaluating by the expert. Experts were asked 149 
to fill in created proprietary forms in which they were required to state weights of criteria in per cent. 150 
Overall, 12 experts have responded. 151 

2.4. Non-Parametric Statistical Analysis 152 

In order to assess agreement among experts in respect to criteria weights, the theory of Kendall 153 
was applied [61]. Initially, themagnitudes of criteria weights were ranked. Since, each brownfields 154 
regeneration scenario is perceived in different way, weights of the criteria were determined 155 
considering each scenario T1-T6separately. Such ranks were denoted as eik, where i =1,2,..., m is the 156 
index of criteria (in our case, m is equal to 4 or 5) while k=1,2,..., r is the index of denoting experts (r – 157 
is the number of responded experts, which counts 12 in our case). Kendall’sW was used in the chi-158 
squared test statistics for gauging the level of concordance, which depends on the sum of squared 159 
deviations of all ranks eik by all experts. 160 
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 163 
Consequently, Kendall’s W equals the ratio between the sum S mentioned above, calculated by 164 

formula (3), and its largest deviation, denoted by Smax , calculated by formula (4). The latter sum is 165 
observed in the case of the absolute concordance of expert opinions in terms of ranks of importance 166 
of criteria. 167 
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 171 

Chi-squared test statistics for this variable is  172 
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 173 
The number of degrees of freedom υ = m - 1. For the test statistics, the level of significance α=0.05 174 

was chosen.Next, equal ranks within 6 sets of criteria were found. There were only two equal ranks 175 
at most. For the cases when ranks were equal, the following adjustment of the coefficient of 176 
concordance was applied [61]. 177 
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 178 

whereφdenotes the sets of equal ranks, and tφ denotes the number of equal ranks within a set within 179 
φ. 180 

Averages of weights elicited from experts, which were found to be concordant, were used in the 181 
followed analyses. The overall methodology pipeline is shown in Figure 1.  182 

 183 

Figure 1.Methodology pipeline. 184 

3. Results 185 

3.1. Brownfield Land Redevelopment Scenarios 186 

In order to build a framework that can support the decision-making on the brownfield land 187 
redevelopment in urban areas and to assist urban planning and development, this study was aimed 188 
to establish what criteria are the most significant for redevelopment of brownfield land into the urban 189 
land of a different use. Whereas a number of models, involving different types of the urban land use, 190 
have been describedpreviously [62,63], the following six scenarioscan be distinguished for the 191 
redevelopment of brownfield land in urban areas (Figure 2a): 192 
 redevelopment to agreen area (T1); 193 
 redevelopment to acommercial area (T2); 194 
 redevelopment to a recreational area (T3); 195 
 redevelopment to aindustrial area (T4); 196 
 redevelopment to a residential area (T5); 197 
 leaving land as a city reserve (T6). 198 

The brownfield land redevelopment scenarios Tiwere considered for twenty districts of Vilnius 199 
city (Figure2b) [64]. Resulting scenarios may reflect the character of the urban area and the possible 200 
potential of the locality. Such brownfield land redevelopment opportunities can then be successfully 201 
used for developing partnerships between public and private capital applying the PPP principle [65]. 202 
 203 
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Figure 2. Redevelopment of urban brownfields to the land of a different function (a) and districts of Vilnius 204 
city (b). 205 

3.2. Development of the Hierarchical System of Criteria: Case Study of Vilnius City 206 

In order to determine the most suitable redevelopment scenario for each urban brownfield land, 207 
weights of criteria have to be evaluated for each scenario Tiestablishing the most significant criteria. 208 
Therefore, an initialset of 152 criteria was established as described in Methodology.To reduce 209 
complexity,the study was confined to 48 criteria (selected set of criteria), and only highest ranked 18 210 
criteria (final set of criteria) (Figure 3) were used for further analyses. 211 

 212 

 213 

Figure 3. Hierarchical system of criteria. 214 

The GIS data collected in Lithuania showed that the capital city Vilnius contains a brownfield 215 
land area of 10,9 km2 (Figure4), the major part of which (83%) is a vacant land. Twenty districts of 216 
Vilnius city, identified as important for redevelopment of brownfield land, were selected for case 217 
study.With the help of GIS technology the data set of 360 different multi-dimensional indicators was 218 
created for 20 districts of the city providing data platform for the multiple criteria evaluation.All 219 
investigated indicators were attributed to a certain group of criteriaCj as in Figure3. In the final set of 220 
criteria, each criteria group comprises of up to five criteria as follows: {E1… E4} ∈C1 ; {U1… U5} ∈ C2 ; 221 
{S1… S5} ∈ C3 ; {N1… N4} ∈ C4. Altogether they form list of criteria (Table 1) used for further expert 222 
evaluation and establishing the most significant criteria. 223 

 224 
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 225 
 

Figure 4. Spatial dispersion of urban projects developed in the brownfields of Vilnius city. 226 

.3. Establishing the Weights of Criteria 227 

Most important criteria (Table 1) of different groups allow comprising facets that can influence 228 
the choice of scenario for brownfield land redevelopment from different perspectives. In this study, 229 
the mathematical model described below was used for deriving weights of key 18 criteria. This is a 230 
compulsory initial step required for applying multiple criteria evaluation. 231 

 232 

Table 1.Definitions of criteria 233 

Group of Economic criteria Group of Urbanistic criteria 

 E1– Infrastructure investment 

 E2– Cost for new real estate 

 E3– Number of projects funded by EU 

 E4– Number of workspaces 

 U1– Empty sites 

 U2– Number of schools 

 U3– State and average age of new 

constructions 

 U4 – Magnitude of new constructions 

 U5 – Distance to the city centre 

Group of Social criteria Group of Environmental criteria 

 S1– The level of unemployment 

 S2– The level of poverty 

 S3– Household incomes 

 S4– The level of public crimes 

 S5– Access to educational institutions 

 N1– Soil contamination 

 N2– Heavy industry pollution 

 N3– Green areas 

 N4– Transport pollution 

 234 
As described in the Methodology, the relative weights of criteria were established using the 235 

Delphi technique involving a group of experts. 236 
In order to establish the level of concordance of expert opinions for each scenario T1-T6 within 237 

all groups C1-C4 of criteria, calculations of the Kendall’s W along with the Chi-squared test statistics, 238 
were performed for sets of criteria within the groups and criteria groups (Table 2). 239 

 240 
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Table 2.The values of the Kendall’s W and Chi-squared for the sets of criteria within groups, and criteria 241 
groups prior to corrections 242 

 W χ2 No. of objects χ2cr χ2- χ2cr 

T1      

Groups 0.330 11.87 4 7.81 4.06 

Economic  0.821* 29.56* 4 7.81 21.75 

Urbanistic 0.361 17.33 5 9.49 7.84 

Social   0.314 15.08 5 9.49 5.59 

Environmental  0.337 12.13 4 7.81 4.32 

T2      

Groups 0.815 29.33 4 7.81 21.52 

Economic  0.767 27.60 4 7.81 19.79 

Urbanistic 0.301* 14.43* 5 9.49 4.94 

Social  0.174 8.33 5 9.49 -1.16 

Environmental  0.185 6.67 4 7.81 -1.14 

T3      

Groups 0.550* 19.79* 4 7.81 11.98 

Economic  0.633 22.80 4 7.81 14.99 

Urbanistic 0.443 21.25 5 9.49 11.76 

Social  0.417* 20.00* 5 9.49 10.51 

Environmental  0.715 25.73 4 7.81 17.92 

T4      

Groups 0.456 16.40 4 7.81 8.59 

Economic  0.744 26.80 4 7.81 18.99 

Urbanistic 0.663* 31.81* 5 9.49 22.32 

Social  0.328 15.75 5 9.49 6.26 

Environmental  0.604 21.73 4 7.81 13.92 

T5      

Groups 0.626 22.53 4 7.81 14.72 

Economic  0.685 24.67 4 7.81 16.86 

Urbanistic 0.191* 9.15* 5 9.49 -0.34 

Social  0.344 16.50 5 9.49 7.01 

Environmental  0.078 2.80 4 7.81 -5.01 

T6      

Groups 0.278 10.00 4 7.81 2.19 

Economic  0.167 6.00 4 7.81 -1.81 

Urbanistic 0.587 28.17 5 9.49 18.68 

Social  0.198 9.50 5 9.49 0.01 

Environmental  0.104 3.73 4 7.81 -4.08 

adjusted Kendall’s W and Chi-squared value, whenever equal ranks are found in a set, are denoted with an 243 
asterisk 244 

In the sixsets of responses the expert opinions appeared to be non-concordant (Table 2). The 245 
most divergent cases were presented to the same experts along with a summary of the results elicited 246 
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from the group of experts, by following the Delphi method recommendations [66,67]. Therefore, the 247 
adjusted relative weights of criteria, as a remedy to the discrepancies in the expert opinion, were 248 
determined (Tables3-8). 249 

 250 

Table 3. Corrections in Scenario 2 by expert 10 (social criteria) 251 

Criterion 

 

Unemployment 

rate 

Poverty 

rate 

Total household 

income 

Crime 

index 

Accessto schools 

and pre-schools 

Before 27% 12% 8% 19% 35% 

After 22% 17% 27% 19% 15% 

 252 

Table 4. Corrections in Scenario 2 by expert 11 (environmental criteria) 253 

Criterion 

 

Soil pollution Pollution from 

factories etc.  

Spread of forests 

and green areas 

Pollution from 

transport 

Before 30% 10% 35% 25% 

After 10% 30% 35% 25% 

 254 

Table 5. Corrections in Scenario 5 by expert 11 (urbanistic criteria) 255 

Criterion 

 

Empty 

sites 

Number 

of schools 

State and average 

age of new 

constructions 

Magnitude of 

new 

constructions 

Distance to the 

city centre 

Before 25% 30% 10% 15% 20% 

After 10% 30% 25% 15% 20% 

 256 

Table 6. Corrections in Scenario 5 by expert 2 (environmental criteria) 257 

Criterion Soil pollution  Pollution from 

factories etc. 

Spread of forests 

and green areas 

Pollution from 

transport 

Before 35% 10% 25% 30% 

After 10% 35% 25% 30% 

 258 

Table 7. Corrections inScenario 5 by expert 5 (environmental criteria) 259 

Criterion 

 

Soil pollution  Pollution from 

factories etc. 

Spread of forests 

and green areas 

Pollution from 

transport 

Before 30% 11% 33% 26% 

After 11% 30% 33% 26% 

 260 

Table 8. Corrections in Scenario 6 by expert 2 (economic criteria) 261 

Criterion 

 

Investments in 

infrastructure 

New construction 

cost 

Number of undertaken 

EU projects 

Number of 

work-places 
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Before 15% 23% 27% 35% 

After 35% 23% 15% 27% 

 262 
Following the first round of Delphi-adjustment only, along with the feedback communicating 263 

the results obtained from the first round, the amended opinions of experts appeared to be concordant. 264 
Calculations of the adjusted Kendall’s W along with the Chi-squared test statistics for the new 265 
opinions of experts, for each scenario T1-T6 within all groups C1-C4 of criteria, and for the groups, 266 
revealed the results presented in Table 9. 267 

 268 

Table 9. The values of the Kendall’s W and Chi-squared for the sets of criteria within 269 
groups, and criteria groups after adjustment  270 

 W χ2 No. of objects χ2cr χ2- χ2cr 

T1      

Groups 0.330 11.87 4 7.81 4.06 

Economic  0.821* 29.56* 4 7.81 21.75 

Urbanistic 0.361 17.33 5 9.49 7.84 

Social  0.314 15.08 5 9.49 5.59 

Environmental  0.337 12.13 4 7.81 4.32 

T2      

Groups 0.815 29.33 4 7.81 21.52 

Economic  0.767 27.60 4 7.81 19.79 

Urbanistic 0.301* 14.43* 5 9.49 4.94 

Social  0.326 15.67 5 9.49 6.18 

Environmental  0.274 9.87 4 7.81 2.06 

T3      

Groups 0.550* 19.79* 4 7.81 11.98 

Economic  0.633 22.80 4 7.81 14.99 

Urbanistic 0.443 21.25 5 9.49 11.76 

Social  0.417* 20.00* 5 9.49 10.51 

Environmental  0.715 25.73 4 7.81 17.92 

T4      

Groups 0.456 16.40 4 7.81 8.59 

Economic  0.744 26.80 4 7.81 18.99 

Urbanistic 0.663* 31.81* 5 9.49 22.32 

Social  0.328 15.75 5 9.49 6.26 

Environmental  0.604 21.73 4 7.81 13.92 

T5      

Groups 0.626 22.53 4 7.81 14.72 

Economic  0.685 24.67 4 7.81 16.86 

Urbanistic 0.263* 12.67* 5 9.49 3.18 

Social  0.344 16.50 5 9.49 7.01 

Environmental  0.337 12.13 4 7.81 4.32 

T6      

Groups 0.278 10.00 4 7.81 2.19 
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Economic  0.315 11.33 4 7.81 3.52 

Urbanistic 0.587 28.17 5 9.49 18.68 

Social  0.198 9.50 5 9.49 0.01 

Environmental  0.332 11.97 4 7.81 4.16 

 271 
In order to derive relative weights of criteria considering all 18 criteria listed in the Table 1, the 272 

method of deriving weight of each criterionusing both weights of the group and of each criterion 273 
within the group, as proposed byPodviezko [54], was applied. This method is appropriate to use in 274 
cases when hierarchical system of criteria isbuilt. The weights of criteria groups are multiplied by the 275 
weights of criteria within each group as shown in Formula (8): 276 

kii k
   (8) 

 277 
where k is the index of groups, ik is the index of criteria within group Ck. 278 

For each brownfield redevelopment scenario T1-T6, the weights of the criteria groupswere 279 
calculated using Formula (8) (Figure5). This allowed to establish the significance of each group of 280 
criteria in the case if the brownfield land is redeveloped on the basis of particular scenario Ti. Then, 281 
the weights of each criterion within each criteria group were established (Table 10). This allowed to 282 
conclude that the application of the Formula (8) can assist significantly in calculating weights of 283 
criteria in a hierarchical system of criteria. 284 
 285 

 
 

Figure 5.Relative weights of each group of criteria for each brownfield redevelopment scenario, %. 286 

 287 

Table 10. Weights of individual criteria for each brownfield scenario T1-6 in each group of criteria, % 288 

 T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 

E1 34,33 33,25 33,08 30,50 29,83 31,92 

E2 28,42 29,42 27,25 23,75 30,67 23,50 

E3 18,58 16,50 21,08 16,67 18,92 20,08 

E4 18,67 20,67 18,67 28,92 20,42 24,50 

 Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% 

U1 22,75 21,25 27,58 28,83 14,50 30,92 
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U2 13,92 11,75 22,33 12,67 23,67 14,75 

U3 20,58 18,92 17,33 17,92 21,58 18,00 

U4 17,25 25,42 14,50 23,75 20,33 22,17 

U5 27,75 23,00 18,25 16,83 20,17 14,17 

 Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% 

S1 15,00 18,17 16,50 26,42 17,42 15,25 

S2 18,42 19,83 15,08 20,92 18,42 21,42 

S3 17,17 24,83 17,67 21,08 20,92 16,00 

S4 25,17 22,67 25,92 17,00 16,58 23,17 

S5 24,42 14,58 24,75 14,42 26,58 24,33 

 Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% 

N1 20,00 18,92 18,00 30,92 17,17 22,00 

N2 19,33 28,75 31,92 29,33 30,83 20,83 

N3 29,50 29,67 30,67 18,92 26,08 32,92 

N4 31,25 22,67 19,42 20,83 25,75 24,33 

 Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% Σ = 100% 

3.4. Establishing the Most Significant Criteria Contributing to Brownfield Land Redevelopment Strategies 289 

In order to establish the most significant criteria contributing to the redevelopment scenarios of 290 
brownfield land, the weights of all criteria for each brownfield redevelopment scenario were derived 291 
as described in Methodology(Figure 6). For convenience of decision-making process the calculated 292 
weights of individual criteria for each redevelopment task in each group of criteria are presented in 293 
this paper in the scalar distribution form. This comparison allows a decision-maker to assess the 294 
meaningfulness of each criterion in redevelopment processes while working out a solution for one of 295 
the problems Ti. 296 

 

 

Figure 6. The weights of individual criteria for each brownfield redevelopment scenario (ωMi|T1..6). 297 
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The results revealed the most significant criteria contributing to the redevelopment of 299 

brownfield land applying a particular scenario Ti. As a result, the following most significant criteria 300 
for each case of brownfield land redevelopment scenario were identified:  301 
Scenario T1– the criteria of the environmental group have a decisive impact, particularly criteria N3 302 

(green areas per inhabitant, ωN3 = 0,089) and N4 (pollution from transport, ωN4 = 0,095). 303 
ScenarioT2 – the criteria of the economic group have a decisive impact, particularly criteria E1 304 

(investments in infrastructure, ωE1 = 0,112) and E2 (cost of new rental estate, ωE2 = 0,099). 305 
ScenarioT3 – the criteria of social and urbanistic groups have a decisive impact, particularly criteria 306 

S4 (crime index, ωS4 = 0,083), S5. (access to educational institutions, ωS5 = 0,079) and U1. (empty 307 
sites, ωU1 = 0,076). 308 

ScenarioT4 - the criteria of almost all groups, except those of the social one, equally strongly determine 309 
this redevelopment scenario. Among the prevailing criteria, E1 (investments in infrastructure, 310 
ωE1 = 0,096), E4. (number of work-places, ωE4 = 0,091), U2. (number of schools, ωU2 = 0,076), U5. 311 
(distance to the city centre, ωU5 = 0,063) and N2 (pollution from heavy industry, ωN2 = 0,078) have 312 
the major impact. 313 

ScenarioT5 – the criteria of the social group have a decisive impact, particularly criteriaS5 (ωS5 = 0,091) 314 
specifying accessibilityto education and pre-school educational establishments. 315 

ScenarioT6- is strongly affected by environmental and urbanistic criteria among which criteria N3 316 
(green areas per inhabitant, ωN3 = 0,102) and U1 (empty sites per inhabitant, ωU1 = 0,082) have the 317 
major impact. 318 
To conclude, the average weights of criteria significance (ωMi) and standard deviation (di) were 319 

calculated. Subsequently, they were ranked (Figure7)showingthat, overall, Ea1 (investments in 320 
infrastructure; ωavg.E1 = 0,079), Na3 (green areas per inhabitant; ωavg.N3 = 0,073), Ea2 (cost of new real estae; 321 
ωavg.E2 = 0,067), U1 (areas of empty sites per inhabitant; ωavg.U1 = 0,065) and N2 (pollution from heavy 322 
industry; ωavg.N2 = 0,064) are the most influential criteria in making decisions on brownfield 323 
redevelopment.  324 

 325 

 
 

Figure 7. The calculated average values (ωMi,di) of criteriaweights and their standard deviations. 326 

4. Discussion and Conclusions 327 

Brownfields represent specific challenges for the environment and adjacent community as it has 328 
been affected by former uses; is derelict or underused; requires intervention to bring it back to 329 
beneficial use; and may have real or perceived contamination problems [68,69]. Moreover, all 330 
brownfields sites vary concerning their unique characteristics, such as location, size, extent of 331 
potential contamination resulting from previous use, etc. As a result, diverse stakeholders have 332 
heterogeneous concerns regarding successful and sustainable brownfield land regeneration [25]. 333 

In order to deal with the complex decision-making processes, several multi-criteria decision 334 
analysis (MCDA) approaches and tools have been developed and increasingly applied in different 335 
fields, including the land-use context. Prioritization tools based on sustainability frameworks and 336 
MCDA allow assessing requalification options from different points of view, respecting the needs of 337 
multiple stakeholders [20,43,68]. Due to MCDAability to combine heterogeneous inputs with 338 
cost/benefit information and stakeholder views and being recognized as suitable tool to support the 339 



Sustainability 2017, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW  14 of 17 

ranking of regeneration alternatives based on the sustainability framework [21-23], the previously 340 
described MCDA method [41]in combination with the expert’s ranking was used to identify a final 341 
set of criteria in this study. 342 

With this study we aimed to establish the framework of criteria for supporting decision-making 343 
processes in the brownfield land redevelopment. The research was performed using data acquired in 344 
twentydistricts of Vilnius city. A complex structure of criteria was required for such a 345 
multifacetedtask. The division of criteria into groups has proved to be the most helpful solution 346 
allowing both to cast the set of criteria and enabling experts to estimate the weights of criteria.  347 

The paper proposes a new approach for evaluation of criteria importance. The method 348 
utilizesrelativeweights of criteria groups and relative weights of criteria within the groups for 349 
estimation of the weights of individual criteria for each brownfield redevelopment scenario. In 350 
particular, results revealed that the redevelopment of brownfields to the commercial area is primarily 351 
related to economic criteria (ωE|T2,% = 31,58%). Whereas, redevelopment of brownfield land to 352 
residential areas is influenced by the social criteria (wS|T5,% = 34,08%). Not surprisingly, the economic 353 
criteria has the greatest impact on brownfields redevelopment into industrial areas (ωE|T4,% = 31,58%). 354 

Notably, the most significant criteria contributing to the decision-making strategies for the 355 
redevelopment of brownfield land in urban areas were determined in this study. Not surprisingly, 356 
majority most important criteria for redevelopment to green, commercial, recreational, or residential 357 
areas were very relevant to the redevelopment strategy and were from the criteria groups such as 358 
environmental (green areas per inhabitant and pollution from transport), economic (investments in 359 
infrastructure and cost of new rental estate), social (crime index and access to educational institutions) 360 
and social (accessibility to education and pre-school educational establishments), respectively. 361 
Interestingly, results revealed that for redevelopment to the industrial area, criteria from three criteria 362 
groups including economic, urbanistic and environmental were found to be equallyimport. 363 

Overall, the analysis of brownfield land redevelopment scenarios and evaluation of the criteria 364 
significance will assist in developing decision-making guidelines for various brownfield land 365 
redevelopment solutions. 366 

Author Contributions 367 

All authors contributed equally to this work. MarijaBurinskienė developed project idea, led the 368 
development of the methodology and contributed to draft the paper. Vytautas Bielinskas conducted 369 
the expert interviews, created graphs and figures, outlined conclusions and recommendations, 370 
contributed to draft the paper. Askoldas Podviezko developed the model of quantitative and 371 
qualitative data collection, performed multiple criteria analysis and calculations, and contributed to 372 
draft the paper. VirginijaGurskienėcontributed to the revision and improvement of final paper. Vida 373 
Maliene analysed data, contributed to draft the paper and was responsible for the final paper revision 374 
and improvement. All authors discussed the results and commented on the paper.  375 

Conflicts of Interest 376 

The authors declare no conflicts of interest. 377 

References and Notes 378 

1. Alker, S.; Joy, V.; Roberts, P.; Smith, N. The definition of brownfield. J. Environ. Plan. Manage.2000, 43, 49-379 
69. 380 

2. Tang, Y.-T.;Nathanail, C.P. Sticks and Stones: The Impact of the Definitions of Brownfield in Policies on 381 
Socio-Economic Sustainability. Sustainability, 2012, 4, 840-862. 382 

3. CABERNET. Sustainable brownfield Regeneration: CABERNET Network Report;  Ferber, U., Grimski, D., 383 
Millar, K., Nathanail, P., Eds.; University of Nottingham: Nottingham, UK, 2016. 384 



Sustainability 2017, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW  15 of 17 

4. Bardos, R.P.; Jones, S.;Stephenson, I.;Menger, P.;Beumer, V.; Neonato, F.;Maring, L.;Ferber, U.;Track, 385 
T.;Wendler, K.Optimising value from the soft re-use of brownfield sites. Sci. Total. Environ.2016, 563-564, 386 
769-782.  387 

5. Frantál, B.; Greer-Wootten, B.; Klusaček, P.; Krejči, T.; Kunc, J.; Martinat, S. Exploring spatial pattern of 388 
urban brownfields regeneration: The case of Brno, Czech Republic. Cities2015, 44, 9-18. 389 

6. Martinat, S.; Dvorak, P.; Frantal, B.; Klusacek, P.; Kunc, J.; Navratil, J.; Osman, R.; Tureckova, K.; Reed, M. 390 
Sustainable urban development in a city affected by heavy industry and mining? Case study of brownfields 391 
in Karvina, Czech Republic. J. Clean. Prod.2016, 118, 78-87. 392 

7. Rizzo, E.;Pesce, M.;Pizzol, L.;Alexandrescu, F.;Giubilato, E.;Critto, A.;Marcomini, A.;Bartke, S. Brownfield 393 
Regeneration in Europe: Identifying Stakeholder Perceptions, Concerns, Attitudes and Information Needs. 394 
Land Use Policy2015, 43, 437-453.  395 

8. Raco, M.; Henderson, S. Sustainable urban planning and the brownfield development process in the United 396 
Kingdom: Lessons from the Thames Gateway. Local Environ.2006, 11, 499-513.  397 

9. Maliene, V.;Wignall, L.; Malys, N. Brownfield Regeneration: Waterfront Site Developments in Liverpool 398 
and Cologne. J.Env. Eng. Landscape Manage.2012, 20, 5-16.  399 

10. Frantál, B.;Kunc, J.;Klusáček, P.;Martinát, S. Assessing success factors of brownfields regeneration: 400 
International and inter-stakeholder perspective. Transylvanian Rev. Admin. Sci.2015, 44, 91-107.  401 

11. Chen, I.-C. ;Tsai, Y.-C. ; Ma, H.-W. Toward sustainable brownfield redevelopment using life-cycle thinking. 402 
Sustainability2016,8, 994. 403 

12. Rădulescu, C.M.;Ştefan, O.;Rădulescu, G.M.T.;Rădulescu, A.T.G.M.;Rădulescu, M.V.G.M. Management of 404 
stakeholders in urban regeneration projects. Case study: Baia-Mare, Transylvania. Sustainability2016,8, 238. 405 

13. Regeneration of European Sites in Cities and Urban Environments. 2005. Development of an analytical 406 
sustainability framework for the context of brownfield regeneration in France, Germany, Poland and the 407 
United Kingdom. Available online: 408 
http://www.rescueeurope.com/download/reports/1_Analytical%20sustainability%20framework.pdf 409 
(accessed on 8 December 2016). 410 

14. Pahlen, G.; Glockner, S. Sustainable regeneration of European brownfield sites.In Brownfield Sites II: 411 
Assessment, Rehabilitation and Development;Donati, A., Rossi, C.,Brebbia, C.A.,Eds.; WIT Press, 2004; pp. 221-412 
232. 413 

15. CABERNET. 2009. Concerted Action on Brownfield and Economic Regeneration Network. Available 414 
online: http://www.cabernet.org.uk (accessed on 20 December 2016). 415 

16. Thornton, G.; Franz, M.; Edwards, D.;Pahlen, G.;Nathanail, P.The challenge of sustainability: incentives for 416 
brownfield regeneration in Europe. Environ. Sci. Policy2007, 10, 116-134.  417 

17. Tolle, A. 2009. Report about Concepts and Tools for Brown € field Redevelopment Activities (Output No. 418 
3.1.1 of the COBRAMAN Project). Bydgoszcz, Poland. Available online: 419 
http://www.central2013.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/Downloads/outputlib/cobraman_tools_brownfield_re420 
generation.pdf (accessed on 5 December 2016). 421 

18. Meyer, P.B.; Lyons, T.S. Lessons from private sector brownfield redevelopers. J. Am. Plann. Assoc.2000, 66, 422 
46-57.  423 

19. European Commission. 2013. Thematic Issue: Brownfield Regeneration, Issue 39. Available online: 424 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/39si_en.pdf (accessed on 10 January 425 
2017). 426 

20. Nogués, S.;Arroyo,N. Alternative approach to prioritization of brownfield reclamation attending to urban 427 
development potentialities: case study in a depressed industrial district in northern Spain. J. Urban Plann. 428 
Dev.2016, 142.  429 

21. Critto, A.;Cantarella, L.; Carlon, C.; Giove, S.;Petruzzelli, G.;Marcomini,A. Decision support-oriented 430 
selection of remediation technologies to rehabilitate contaminated sites. Integr. Environ. Assess. Manag.2006, 431 
2, 273–285.  432 

22. Boggia, A.; Cortina,C. Measuring sustainable development using a multi-criteria model: a case study. J. 433 
Environ. Manage.2010, 91, 2301–2306.  434 

23. Rosén, L.;Back, P.E.;Söderqvist, T.; Norrman, J.; Brinkhoff, P.; Norberg, T.; Volchko, Y.; Norin, M.; 435 
Bergknut, M.; Döberl.G. SCORE: a novel multi-criteria decision analysis approach to assessing the 436 
sustainability of contaminated land remediation. Sci. Total Environ.2015, 511, 621–638.  437 

24. Frantál, B.; Greer-Wootten, B.; Klusaček, P.; Krejči, T.; Kunc, J.; Martinat, S. Exploring spatial pattern of 438 
urban brownfields regeneration: The case of Brno, Czech Republic. Cities2015, 44, 9-18. 439 

http://www.rescueeurope.com/download/reports/1_Analytical%20sustainability%20framework.pdf
http://www.cabernet.org.uk/
http://www.central2013.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/Downloads/outputlib/cobraman_tools_brownfield_regeneration.pdf
http://www.central2013.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/Downloads/outputlib/cobraman_tools_brownfield_regeneration.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/39si_en.pdf


Sustainability 2017, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW  16 of 17 

25. Martinat, S.; Dvorak, P.; Frantal, B.; Klusacek, P.; Kunc, J.; Navratil, J.; Osman, R.; Tureckova, K.; Reed, M. 440 
Sustainable urban development in a city affected by heavy industry and mining? Case study of brownfields 441 
in Karvina, Czech Republic. J. Clean. Prod.2016, 118, 78-87. 442 

26. Rizzo, E.; Pesce, M.; Pizzol, L.; Alexandrescu, F.; Giubilato, E.; Critto, A.; Marcomini, A.; Bartke, S. 443 
Brownfield Regeneration in Europe: Identifying Stakeholder Perceptions, Concerns, Attitudes and 444 
Information Needs. Land Use Policy2015, 43, 437-453.  445 

27. Dorsey, J.W. Brownfields and greenfields: the intersection of sustainable development and environmental 446 
stewardship. Environ. Pract.2003, 5, 69-76. 447 

28. Osman, R.;Frantál, B.;Klusáček, P.;Kunc, J.;Martinát, S. Factors affecting brownfield regeneration in post-448 
socialist space: The case of the Czech Republic. Land Use Policy2015,48, 309-316. 449 

29. Cooper, J.; Donegan, K.; Ryley, T.; Smyth, A. Densification and urban compaction: reinforcing thedrive for 450 
sustainability. Transport. Res. Rec.2002, 1817, 102-109. 451 

30. Adams, D.; Watkins, C. Greenfields, brownfields and housing development. Blackwell Publishing. 2002. 452 
31. Bagaeen, S. Brownfield sites as building blocks for sustainable urban environments: A view on 453 

international experience in redeveloping former military sites. Urban Design Int.2006, 11, 117–128. 454 
32. Paiders, J. Status of environmental protection as a source of finance for regional economic development: 455 

measurement of environmental and regional policy with the fisher function. . J.Env. Eng. Landscape 456 
Manag.2008, 16, 45–55. 457 

33. Pizzol, L.; Zabeo A.; Klusacek, P.; Giubilato, E.; Critto, A.; Frantal, B.; Martinat, S.; Kunc, J.; Osman, R.; 458 
Bartke, S. Timbre Brownfield Prioritization Tool to support effective brownfield regeneration. J. Environ. 459 
Manage.2016, 166, 178-192. 460 

34. Brownfield Definition. Available online: http://www.cabernet.org.uk/index.asp?c=1134 (accessed on 25 461 
May 2015). 462 

35. CEEP. Brownfields: From Redevelopment to Revitalization. Available online: 463 
http://ceep.udel.edu/?s=Brownfields%3A+From+Redevelopment+to+Revitalization (accessed on 25 May 464 
2015). 465 

36. CTLS. Reversing Urban Sprawl: A Reclaimability Index Approach for Reviving Downtown Brownfields. 466 
2011. Available online: http://www.ctls.uconn.edu/research/completed-projects (accessed on 25 May 2015). 467 

37. EPA’s Smart Growth Index in 20 Pilot Communities: Using GIS Sketch Modelling to Advance Smart 468 
Growth. Available online: http://www2.epa.gov/smart-growth/smart-growthindex (accessed on 25 May 469 
2015). 470 

38. Holistic Management of Brownfield Regeneration (HOMBRE). Early Indicators for Brownfield origination. 471 
7th EC Framework Programme. 2013. Available online: http://www.zerobrownfields.eu/ (accessed on 25 472 
May 2015). 473 

39. Mulliner, E.; Maliene, V. An Analysis of Professional Perceptions of Criteria Contributing to Sustainable 474 
Housing Affordability. Sustainability2015, 7, 248-270. 475 

40. Prochorskaite, A.; Couch, C.; Malys, N.; Maliene, V. Housing Stakeholder Preferences for the “Soft” 476 
Features of Sustainable and Healthy Housing Design in the UK. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health2016, 13, 477 
111. 478 

41. Burinskienė, M.;Lazauskaitė, D.; Bielinskas, V. Preventive Indicators for Creating Brownfields. 479 
Sustainability2015, 7, 6706-6720. 480 

42. Morio, M.;Schädler, S.;Finkel, M. Applying a multi-criteria genetic algorithm framework for brownfield 481 
reuse optimization: Improving redevelopment options based on stakeholder preferences. J. 482 
Environ.Manag.2013, 130, 331-346.  483 

43. Chrysochoou, M.; Brown, K.;Dahal, G.;Granda-Carvajal, C.;Segerson, K.; Garrick, N.;Bagtzoglou, A. A GIS 484 
and indexing scheme to screen brownfield for area-wide redevelopment planning. Landsc. Urban Plan.2012, 485 
105, 187–198. 486 

44. Wedding, G.; Crawford-Brown, D.Measuring site-level success in brownfield redevelopment: A focus on 487 
sustainability and green building. J. Environ. Manage.2007, 85, 483–495.  488 

45. Garcia-Palomares, J.C.; Gutiérrez, J.; Mínguez, C. Identification of tourist hot spots based on social 489 
networks: A comparative analysis of European metropolises using photosharing services and GIS. 490 
Appl.Geogr.2016, 63, 408–417.  491 

46. Erener, A.;Mutlu, A.;Düzgün, S. A comparative study for landslide susceptibility mapping using GIS-based 492 
multi-criteria decision making analysis (MCDA), logistic regression (LR) and association rule mining 493 
(ARM). Energ. Geol.2016, 203, 45–55.  494 



Sustainability 2017, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW  17 of 17 

47. Podviezko A.;Podvezko V. Influence of Data Transformation on Multicriteria Evaluation Result.Procedia 495 
Eng.2015, 122, 151–157.  496 

48. Palevicius, V.;Grigonis, V.;Podviezko, A.;Barauskaite, G. Developmental analysis of park-and-ride facilities 497 
in Vilnius. PROMET TrafficTransport.2016, 28, 165–178.  498 

49. Parfenova, L.;Pugachev, A.;Podviezko, A. Comparative analysis of tax capacity in regions of Russia. 499 
Technol. Econ. Dev. Econ. 2016, 22, 905–925.  500 

50. Podviezko, A.;Podvezko, V. Absolute and Relative Evaluation of Socio-Economic Objects Based on 501 
Multiple Criteria Decision Making Methods. Eng. Econ.2014,25, 522–529.  502 

51. Ginevicius, R.;Podvezko, V.;Podviezko, A. 2012. Evaluation of Isolated Socio-Economical Processes by a 503 
Multi-Criteria Decision Aid Method ESP.InThe 7th International Scientific Conference Business and 504 
Management: Selected papers;Ginevicius, R., Rutkauskas, A.V., Stankeviciene, J., Eds.; Technika: Vilnius, 505 
Lithuania, 2012; pp. 1083–1089. 506 

52. Markevicius, N.;Podviezko, A. Trademarks, trade names and brands as a measure of local, regional and 507 
global competition. InThe 8th International Days of Statistics and Economics, Prague, Conference Proceedings, 508 
September 11-13; Loster, T., Pavelka T., Eds,;2014. 509 

53. Saaty, T.L. Decision Making for Leaders: The Analytical Hierarchy Process for Decisions in a Complex World; 510 
University of Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh, PA, 1988. 511 

54. Podviezko, A. Use of multiple criteria decision aid methods in case of large amounts of data.Int. J. Bus. 512 
Emerg. Mark.2015, 7, 155. 513 

55. Burinskienė, M.; Rudzkienė, V. Future insights, scenarios and expert method application in sustainable 514 
territorial planning.Technol. Econ. Dev. Econ. 2009, 15, 10–25. 515 

56. Nishisato, S. The SAGE Handbook of Quantitative Methodology for the Social Sciences. In The SAGE 516 
Handbook of Quantitative Methodology for the Social Sciences; Kaplan, D., Ed.;SAGE Publications Inc.: CA, 517 
USA, 2004; pp. 3–25.  518 

57. Turrof, M.; Helmer, O. The Delphi Method Techniques and Applications; New Jersey Institute of Technology: 519 
University of Southern California, USA,2002. 520 

58. Podvezko, V. Application of AHP technique. J. Bus. Econ.Manag.2009, 10, 181–189.  521 
59. Jacquet-Lagreze, E.;Siskos, J. Assessing a set of additive utility functions for multicriteria decision-making, 522 

the UTA method. Eur.J.Oper. Res.1982, 10, 151–164. 523 
60. Kilgour, D.M.; Chen, Y.;Hipel, K.W. Multiple Criteria Approaches to Group Decision and Negotiation. In 524 

Trends in Multiple Criteria Decision Analysis; Ehrgott, M., Figueira, J.R., Greco, S.,Eds.;Springer:Boston, MA, 525 
USA, 2010; pp. 317–338.  526 

61. Kendall, M.G.; Gibbons, J.D. Rank correlation methods; Oxford University Press:New York, NY, 1990. 527 
62. Theobald, D.M. Development and Applications of a Comprehensive Land Use Classification and Map for 528 

the US. PLoS One2014, 9, e94628. 529 
63. Stillwell, J.; Scholten H.J. Land Use Simulation for Europe; Springer Science & Business Media: Dordrecht, 530 

2001. 531 
64. Vilniaus miestosavivaldybėsteritorijosbendrasis planas iki 2015 metų. S. Motieka. Municipality embassy 532 

“Vilniausplanas“. Vilnius, 2007. Available online: http://www.vilnius.lt (accessed on 29 October 2016). 533 
65. UnitedNations ESCAP. 2011. A guidebookonpublic-private partnership in infrastructure. United Nations, 534 

Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, pp. 10–11. 535 
66. Habibi, A.;Jahantigh, F.F.;Sarafrazi, A. Fuzzy Delphi Technique for Forecasting and Screening Items. Asian 536 

J. Res. Bus. Econ.Manag.2015, 5, 130–143.  537 
67. Hwang, C.-L.; Lin, M.-J. Group Decision Making under Multiple Criteria; Springer: BerlinHeidelberg, 1987. 538 
68. Chen, Y.;Hipel, K.W.; Kilgour, D.M.;Zhu,Y.A strategic classification support system for brownfield 539 

redevelopment. Environ. Modell. Softw.2009, 24, 647–654. 540 
69. Maliene, V.; Durney-Knight, N.; Sertyesilisik, B.; Malys, N.Challenges and Opportunities in Developing 541 

Sustainable Communities in the North West of England. Challenges2012, 3, 133-152. 542 

© 2017 by the authors. Submitted for possible open access publication under the  543 
terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license 544 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 545 

http://www.vilnius.lt/

