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Abstract

The construction of post-Second World War university buildings represents one of the
most distinctive architectural phenomena of the twentieth century. These buildings rapidly
gained international recognition for their innovative design and construction techniques,
while also embodying the social and political aspirations of their time. Today, however,
nearly five decades after their completion, they face new challenges related to energy
retrofitting, spatial renovation, and functional adaptation. As a result, the architectural
integrity of many European post-war universities is increasingly at risk. Extensive reno-
vations, abandonment, and even demolitions are becoming more frequent, often in the
absence of coherent management frameworks or long-term conservation strategies. To
address these issues, this study adopts a three-phase methodological framework consisting
of (1) historical research, (2) critical-comparative analysis of conservation and management
strategies, and (3) in situ investigation. Through the examination of multiple case studies
across Europe, the research finds that, although Conservation and Management Plans
(CMPs) are internationally recognized as effective tools for safeguarding heritage, they
have been implemented in only a limited number of cases. The analysis reveals significant
variations in strategic approaches and expected outcomes, resulting in a highly hetero-
geneous panorama. The challenges and limitations that have led to the current situation
are also discussed. By providing a large overview of the current practice, the paper aims
at demonstrating the urgent need to develop new, more comprehensive CMPs. These
plans should integrate objectives relating to energy efficiency, heritage preservation, and
adaptive reuse. Multidisciplinary approaches are thus advocated over the fragmented,
mono-objective plans that remain prevalent today.

Keywords: university buildings; university campuses; 20th century architecture; her-
itage; preservation; conservation and management planning; energy efficiency; retrofitting;
functional reuse

1. Introduction

The design of modern universities, intended as architecturally coherent entities, repre-
sented one of the most peculiar phenomena in the 20th century construction history [1].
After the Second World War, the 1960s and 1970s saw an extraordinary expansion in higher
education around the world, following the growing demand for student enrolment and
widespread economic prosperity [2,3]. If education became a symbol of freedom, progress,
and democratization, the challenge was to accommodate this unexpected growth with the
necessity of an increased order, efficiency, and beauty [4,5].
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For this reason, many European countries included university planning among their
most urgent reconstruction goals, devoting considerable finances to this aim [6]. It was a
moment in which architects were called to experiment with new building types, capable
of responding to contemporary needs, in terms of urban implantation, teaching approach
and building dimensions, even in terms of future extensions [7]. For this reason, modern
universities were expected to be efficient and flexible and to be built quickly and cheaply.
In many cases, their masterplan did not impose a rigid physical growth for structures, but
rather indicated development guidelines, generally based on ordered grids, as exemplified
by the buildings in Figure 1. The aim was to combine efficient growth with constantly
changing academic needs. At the same time, the possibility behind the grids was to
guarantee respect for the qualitative concepts that shaped each university or campus
design [8].
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Figure 1. (a) University of East Anglia, Norwich, 1963-1970; (b) Ruhr University, Bochum, 1965-
1977; (c) Lahnberge Campus at Marburg University, Marburg, 1961-1977; (d) Free University, Berlin,
1963-1973.

1.1. The Rise and Fall of Post-Second World War University Design

Historically, in Europe, England first created a new kind of institution in which the
typical elements of the American campus and the Anglo-Saxon college were fused [9,10]. In
Germany, under the influence of the American and English design, several new universities
were established with specific concern about flexibility and growth [11], while in France, the
reintegration of the campus into the town was generally affirmed as the new trend. Spain
and Italy stood aside, with megastructure proposals that mainly remained on paper [8].
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Among the numerous realizations, some buildings were frequently presented as
exemplary cases. In England, the University of East Anglia (1963-1970), by Denis Lasdun
& Partners, polarized interests for being a comprehensive academic complex, including
amenities, sport facilities, services, and residential accommodation for students [12]. In
terms of construction, the peculiarity of the residential blocks mainly laid in their cellular
nature, whose walls, floors and roofs were prefabricated in single panels of exposed
concrete [13]. Similarly, the University of Loughborough (1967-1970), designed by ARUP
engineering, had a plan based on multi-directional grid, prefabricated components, and an
extremely varied program, as can be seen in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Loughborough University—the multidirectional grid-plan and internal view showing the
integration between structural elements and building systems.

After the English experience, German universities represented the second and ex-
tremely varied field of experimentation. Here, among others, the Rhur university in
Bochum (1965-1977) (Figure 3a) well-represented the case of the so-called “megaform” [14];
the university of Marburg (1961-1977) (Figure 3b) embodied the case of the complex and
ideally infinite “open system” based on the modular grid [15,16]; and the Free University
of Berlin was recognized among the most exemplary cases of a “megastructure” [16,17].

Characterized by highly diverse designs and a pioneering approach to construction,
European university buildings of the post-war period constitute an extremely significant
corpus that introduced deep technological innovations, with an emphasis on functionalism,
flexibility, and the potential for organic expansion [9]. As a result, these institutions stand
today as powerful testimony to the political, technical, and urban planning spirit of the
1960s [17].

However, the enthusiasm that marked the initial decade of construction was soon
followed by a period of architectural disillusionment [10]. During the 1970s, the ambitious
university projects began to attract criticism. It also happened that the original concepts
were either abandoned or substantially altered due to stagnating construction phases and
significant reductions in public funding [8,18]. So, by the late 1970s, the university design
began to lose its architectural interest and fascination, and their history progressively faded
into oblivion.
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Figure 3. (a) Rhur University in Bochum—structural components; (b) the modular grid used for the
design of the Lahnberge Campus at Marburg University.

1.2. Risks and Challenges in Today’s Management and Conservation

After nearly four decades of relative neglect, European universities are today fac-
ing new challenges, again raising the interest of EU communitarian polices at multiple
scales [19]. A review of the literature demonstrates that the reasons are tangible: fifty
years after their construction, many university buildings are still criticized, while often
deteriorating, waiting for energy retrofitting [20], spatial extensions, and internal and
external renovation [21]. These demands are further intensified by the continual evolution
of teaching and research methodologies, which require increasingly adaptable and efficient
environments. From a quantitative perspective, it is also noted that university buildings
comprise approximately 40% of the EU public real estate portfolio, encompassing a broad
spectrum of historical periods, architectural typologies, and functional uses. For this reason,
the management of this heterogeneous and aging stock constitutes a significant financial
burden for the academic institutions: energy-related expenditures alone account for over
30% of operating budgets, underscoring the urgent need for new sustainable strategies [22].
In this context, many universities set ambitious goals. The Free University of Berlin, for
instance, aimed at achieving climate neutrality by 2025, reducing heat consumption by
more than 40% and CO, emissions by almost 90% [23]. Similarly, the Conservation and
Development Strategy for the University of East Anglia highlighted that Lasdun’s histori-
cal buildings are far below today’s energy standards and aimed at strong improvement
and energy efficiency renovations. At the same time, the document recognized that these
reductions are often difficult to achieve without a negative impact on the architectural
substance of these realizations [13].

Thus, in a period in which university buildings are still rarely recognized for their his-
torical and testimonial value [24] and seldom listed as immovable heritage [17], the risk of
substantial architectural losses following thermal retrofitting and general reuse is extremely
high. In this context, researchers affirmed the necessity to adopt careful methodologies for
the thermal analysis and rehabilitation of valuable modern buildings, as well as for their
future maintenance [25-27]. In this view, Giiler Nakip et al. investigated the neglected
modern architectural realization of 20th-century heritage, arguing the need for their analy-
sis, care, and conservation [28]; Tu proposed a theoretical framework to improve adaptive
reuse of historical buildings [29]; and Arfa et al. developed a detailed model to guide
respectful reuse of heritage buildings from preparation to post-completion phases [30].
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However, larger studies on how adaptive-reuse scenarios specifically impact university
buildings are still rare [10]. It seems that the leading concepts that historically shaped
modern realizations, political ambitions, and their undoubted technological qualities are
seldomly valued as they deserve [31,32]. For example, Karasu and Ediz demonstrated the
architectural alteration occurring at the University Gortikle Campus, historically designed
in 1978, due to uncontrolled recent additions [33]. Hnilica noted that in Germany, the public
authorities only recently decided to list the university buildings in Bochum, Konstanz, and
Marburg as monuments, while in Bielefeld and Berlin they have decided against it [17]. A
similar situation is also found in England, where East Anglia university is only partially
listed, but many other cases are not protected at all [13].

Within this framework, it is highlighted that the rehabilitation of modern universities
is a process that today requires deeper investigation and analysis and should necessarily
include considerations in terms of short-, medium-, and long-term management strate-
gies. In this sense, the primary objective of contemporary planning strategies should
be the integration of three key dimensions into a holistic process: (1) functional reuse;
(2) energy efficiency; and (3) heritage preservation. A wider development of Conservation
and Management Plans (CMPs) is encouraged, to finally reach a coherent architectural
result that also permits future building maintenance. In its definition, a Conservation
and Management Plan is a document that identifies a building’s heritage values and out-
lines strategies to protect, maintain, and adapt it for future use. It is important because it
guides informed decisions that preserve the building’s significance while allowing for its
sustainable reuse instead of demolition. Nevertheless, although CMPs are internationally
recognized as significant tools for the sustainable management of the built heritage [34],
it is equally evident that the existing ones are not always implemented in practice, and
their guidelines often remain theoretical rather than operational. To address this gap, the
present paper aims at demonstrating the urgent need to strengthen and reconsider existing
planning methodologies by expanding their underlying assumptions and objectives. Such
an evolution would enable CMPs to become more practical, widely accepted tools capable
of effectively guiding future management and conservation actions. To reach this objective,
multiple existing plans are selected, analyzed, compared, and classified according to their
aims, scientifically discussing the achieved outputs and their criticisms.

2. Materials and Methods

The present research aims to investigate the principal planning strategies and design
approaches developed and employed by EU universities in the renovation of their building
stock. A three-phase methodological framework has been adopted, consisting of (1) histor-
ical research, (2) critical-comparative analysis, and (3) in situ investigation, as shown in
Figure 4.

The first step of the process involves a comprehensive literature review, drawing
on both historical and contemporary sources, including articles from architectural and
engineering journals published around Europe, monographs, thematic issues, and peer-
reviewed publications. This systematic investigation is fundamental to deepening the
understanding of university architecture by situating it within the broader socio-political
and construction context in which it was conceived. This initial stage also makes it possible
to evaluate the cultural significance of university projects, highlighting their innovative
design approaches, pioneering construction techniques, and underlying values. Finally,
it enabled the selection of multiple case studies based on the architectural relevance of
the built works, accompanied—when available—by their CMPs or, more generally, their
management plans.
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- architectural context - critical comparison - critical observation
- socio-political context - CMPs’ objectives analysis - realized works
- case-studies selection - targeted interviews - monitoring renovations
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Figure 4. The three-step research workflow, including historical research, critical-comparative
analysis and in situ investigation.

The second phase involves the critical-comparative analysis of existing plans, with a
focus on the stated objectives and expected outcomes. The plans are examined according
to their strategic aims within four principal domains: (1) architectural design and con-
struction, (2) urban and landscape integration, (3) energy efficiency, and (4) socio-cultural
impact. From a chronological point of view, it has been chosen to select CMPs covering
a period spanning from 2015 to 2035, thus including both already completed and still
ongoing projects. Geographically, the selection process focused on European countries,
with particular emphasis on Germany, the United Kingdom, France, and Belgium—nations
that witnessed the most extensive construction of post-war university campuses, while
fewer universities were realized in countries like Italy, Spain, and Portugal [8,9]. The CMPs
are primarily sourced from official university websites or, when not publicly accessible, re-
quested directly from the respective facilities or building management offices. Additionally,
the study discusses cases in which no formal management plan has been yet established,
providing a contrasting perspective on institutional approaches to campus development
and conservation. Where feasible, the comparative analysis is enriched through targeted
interviews with key stakeholders, including university administrators, building managers,
students, and staff. The interviews are structured to explore perspectives on the three
core themes: energy efficiency enhancements, spatial redesign, and heritage conservation.
Such qualitative input provides valuable insight into both the practical implementation
of CMPs and the expectations of their end users. This phase allows the classification of
the various plans according to their declared aims, thereby identifying the most prevalent
trends and goals in university campus management, also showing eventual criticisms
in terms of architectural preservation. It finally facilitates a comparison of the strategies
adopted in different European countries. All the results are summed up and discussed in
the next paragraphs.

The third and final phase consists of in situ investigation. It is a step that involves the
physical presence inside the buildings, comprising a critical observation of the concluded
renovations coupled with extended photographic reports. Particular attention is paid to
the preservation of historical materiality, the quality of the buildings” redesign, and the
obtained results, in terms of architectural design, energy efficiency, and user comfort. The
aim of the third phase is to assess the coherence between the planning objectives and the
effective situation.
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3. Results
3.1. The Nature of the Plans

Based on the availability and completeness of relevant data, a total of 22 universities
were selected and subsequently analyzed. From a chronological point of view, most of these
institutions were established during the second post-war period (1960-1980), apart from
the University of Oxford and La Sapienza (Rome), which present significant and protected
buildings realized at the beginning of the 20th century or even before. Geographically,
the buildings are mainly located in France (23%), England (27%), and Germany (19%)
(Figure 5a). Other countries, such as Italy, Belgium, and the Netherlands, are represented
to a lesser relative extent (31%). This distribution can be attributed to both historical and
political factors: as mentioned before, many post-war universities were founded in those
three countries, thus justifying the wider production of plans.

a) Geographic distribution (EU) b) Type of plans

= France

31%

19%\

England

= Germany

23% 23%

63%
14%

27%

= other countries m energy oriented plans = conservation oriented plans ® CMPs or similar

Figure 5. (a) Geographic distribution of the analyzed plans, and (b) the different nature of the
analyzed plans.

From a policy standpoint, countries such as France have actively promoted the de-
velopment of standardized university management plans, the so-called SPSI “Schéma
Pluriannuel de Stratégie Immoboliére”. It is found that these documents primarily focus on
sustainability and energy efficiency, often at the expense of architectural quality assessment
and heritage conservation. In parallel to the SPSI, but not always integrated with them,
France has also developed general methodological guides intended to promote a wider
renovation of its university building stock [22,35]. These documents often result from a
larger rehabilitation program called “Opération Campus”. Again, the program mainly
deals with energy efficiency and campus life quality improvement, with limited attention
given to architectural preservation. The result is that today French is lacking in renova-
tion guidelines for its university stock, simultaneously including indications about energy
savings and architectural safeguarding. Similarly, some universities in England and Ger-
many, like Ulster, Essex, and Regensburg, have implemented a “Sustainability Plan” [36]
or a “Carbon Management Plan” [37,38]; these documents mainly energy-oriented and
are lacking in terms of the preservation of historical buildings. As a general trend, 63%
of the analyzed cases primarily feature energy-oriented plans. Certain institutions, such
as the University of Sussex, represent exceptions, presenting multiple and independent
planning documents. In this sense, Sussex is provided with the “Sustainable strategy action
plan” [39] regarding energy efficiency and with the “Building Conservation Plan” [40] re-
garding heritage preservation. Universities that have developed specific conservation plans
represent a minority (14%), and generally lack comprehensive sustainability strategies.
Contrary to expectations, only a relatively small proportion of universities have adopted
Campus Master Plans (CMPs) or comparable instruments (23%). These tools typically
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integrate both energy-related and preservation-oriented measures. In this last case, the
documents are often the product of international initiatives, external to the universities
themselves, such as the Getty Foundation’s “Keeping It Modern” program, as seen in the
cases of Delft, Leicester, Urbino, and Rome [34,41-43] (Figure 5b).

3.2. The Objectives of the Plans

The stated objectives of the analyzed plans are summed up in Figure 6.

Building and Design Urban Lanscape Energy Saving Socio-cultural
existing b.ui.ldings new buiIdi»ngs existing bui.ldings iconic bui!ding ml»JIt?pIe ) landscape soft mobility EsEme histor.ic.al ) life quality
demolition construction renovation protection buildings improvement recognition improvement
‘LyonTech-Ia-Doua . . . . . .
Univ. Bordeaux . . . . . .
F ‘Univ. Reims l . . . . . 0 ‘ 0
R |Univ. Orleans-La Source . . . . .
‘Univ. Paris Saclay l . . . . . [
Univ. Rouen . . . .
‘Oxford ‘ . . . . . ‘ .
Univ. Stirling . . . . . .
‘Univ. East Anglia ‘ . . . . . . ‘ 0
g Univ. Ulster . . . . .
‘Univ. Essex ‘ . . . . ‘ .
Univ. Sussex . . . . . . . .
‘Univ. Leicester ‘ . . . ‘ .
Univ. Ruhr-Bochum . . . . .
‘Univ. Regensburg ‘ . . . ‘
E Univ. Konstanz . . . . .
‘Univ‘ Bielefeld ‘ . . . . . ‘ .
Freie Berlin . . . . .
NL‘DeIft University ‘ . . ) ‘ .
BE|VUB and ULB Ixelles . . . . . .
| ‘Urbino Collegi l . . . . l .
T Sapienza . . . .
14% 73% 100% 14% 27% 73% 55% 41% 64% 73%

Figure 6. Scheme of the different objectives aimed for by the analyzed corpus of universities [13,23,
34,37-55].

The results show that all the plans (100%) prioritize enhancing energy efficiency
through the thermal retrofitting of the existing building stock. A significant proportion
(73%) also envisage the construction of new buildings, while an equivalent percentage
expand on this by also including an improvement of the overall campus environment
through landscape redesign. More in detail, building retrofitting is generally intended for
thermal improvement of the full facades, either by replacing historically underperforming
elements or by adding new external layers consisting of advanced thermal insulation
systems. These interventions are often coupled with the installation of new systems,
including heating, cooling, and air ventilation systems, both active and passive ones, as
well as solutions for electric energy production (41%). Regarding electricity, a notable
portion of the plans propose the integration of solar photovoltaic panels on the rooftops or
terraces of the existing buildings. With respect to new construction, these initiatives are
generally directed toward expanding residential capacity for students, as at the University
of Sussex [36], or towards new representative and multifunctional spaces such as libraries
and learning centers, as in the case of the VUB and ULB campus in Ixelles [44]. Demolition
is less frequently employed, with 14% of the plans including the destruction of outdated
and energy-intensive structures [38,45,46], even if designed by well-renowned architects.

In terms of heritage preservation, the plans reveal a general lack of targeted actions.
While 64% of the cases acknowledge the historical and architectural value of existing
buildings, only a minority translate this recognition into concrete preservation measures.
Specifically, only 14% of the analyzed plans provide for the conservation of singular, iconic
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architectural buildings, and 27% extend these strategies to encompass multiple buildings
of historical significance.

Beyond energy and heritage concerns, several other objectives are reported. They
include improving the quality of life on campus (73%), enhancing the landscape through
exterior redesign and the creation of new green spaces, and implementing environmental
strategies aiming at preserving natural ecosystems (73%). Moreover, most plans promote
soft mobility, encouraging the use of public transportation and cycling over private vehicu-
lar traffic (55%) in an effort to reduce the ecological footprint of universities.

The diagram in Figure 7 allows us to understand the relationship between the CMPs’
objectives and the analyzed universities. As previously mentioned, the focus among
the objectives is on building construction and renovation and landscape and life quality
improvement. At the same time, the graph allows us to understand which universities are
engaged in multiple fields, demonstrating a larger view of potential actions. Among them
are the University of Stirling, Oxford University, Sussex University, East Anglia University,
and the University of Reims, demonstrating a prevalence of British institutions.

CMP objectives Universities

LyonTech-la-Doua

Univ. Bordeaux

Univ. Paris Saclay

existing buildings demolition 03/22 Univ. Rouen

new buildings construction 1622 Univ. Stirling

Univ. Ulster

< AL A ANAF
SN I AL

s e T . E\‘Q‘ f e e . s
existing buildings renovation 22/22 & ggﬂﬂ'”\’,!h//,,/— Univ. East Anglia

(=7~ _————===m Freie Berlin
= —

N XA o7 4

multiple buildings protection 06/22 Oxford

) Univ. Sussex
landscape improvement 1e/22

Urbino Collegi
systems 09/22 Univ. Orleans-La Source
Univ. Reims

Univ. Ruhr-Bochum
Univ. Bielefeld

VUB and ULB Ixelles

historical recognition 14/22

soft mobility 12122

life quality improvement 16/22 Univ. Essex

Univ. Regensburg

i i ildi i 03/22
iconic building protection Univ. Konstanz

Univ. Leicester

Delft University

Sapienza

Figure 7. Sankey diagram illustrating the relationship between CMP objectives and the
analyzed universities.
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4. Discussion

While conservation planning methodologies are widely acknowledged as effective
tools for the preservation and adaptive reuse of historic buildings [34], the findings reveal
a marked heterogeneity in management strategies across European universities. These
strategies are frequently developed on a case-by-case basis, reflecting diverse institutional
contexts and design priorities. The result is that only a limited number of universities—
18% of the analyzed cases—have effectively implemented such instruments, translating
them into practical guidelines. Notable examples include Delft University of Technol-
ogy [43] and the University of Leicester [41]. However, even in this case the CMPs are
generally focused on a single exemplary building and not extended to a larger and more
consistent built corpus on the campus. Respectively, they refer to the Aula, built from 1959
to 1966 by the Dutch practice Van den Broek & Bakema, and the Engineering Building
designed in 1959 by James Stirling and James Gowan. A comparable approach has been
adopted by the University of East Anglia, which has developed a “Conservation Devel-
opment Strategy” to inform future interventions focused on the residential buildings, the
library, and the so-called Academic Wall, all designed from 1963 to 1970 by Denis Lasdun
and Partners [13]. These tools are normally applied to listed buildings, recognized by
public authorities for their cultural value. Nevertheless, there are cases in which recognized
buildings also lack dedicated CMPs, as for example in Marburg University. In this last case,
the buildings’ inscription on the national monument list avoided the previously planned
demolition, but comprehensive and publicly accessible guidelines are still absent. It is
reported that the buildings currently remain in a state of semi-abandonment, and a formal
conservation plan is currently under development. This tendence demonstrates a potential
shift towards more structured heritage management.

On the other hand, no cases were identified in which a university proactively initiated
the development of a CMP, revealing a widespread lack of awareness of their own architec-
tural and historical value. This is exemplified by the case of the Free University of Berlin,
designed in 1963 by the architects Candilis, Josic, Woods, and Schiedhelm [23]. Despite
being internationally acknowledged as one of the most emblematic post-war university
campuses, it remains unprotected, without any formalized or publicly shared heritage
preservation strategy. In fact, in the late 1990s, the original facade, designed by Jean Prouvé
and built from Corten steel, was decaying and was thus replaced with a new system de-
tailed in bronze, which as it patinates over time emulates the tones of the original panels.
In this case, even if the historical aesthetics have been partially maintained, the original
design and materiality has been lost over the years.

As mentioned, there are cases, mainly in France, where the implementation of SPSIs
remains deeply oriented towards energy efficiency, often neglecting heritage preservation
aspects [35,47-51]. This prioritization has led to substantial transformations of several
campuses, notably those of the University of Lille (campus of Villeneuve-d’Ascq), Lyon,
and Paris-Saclay. This tendence clearly outlines a persistent gap in the recognition of the
social, architectural, and cultural value of modern realizations.

Furthermore, cases have been recorded in which already established CMPs were not
respected. An example is the School of Mathematics in Rome (La Sapienza), designed in
1935 by Gio Ponti [42]. Despite the existence of a specific CMP, the interventions did not
align with the prescribed strategies, as verified during site visits. This situation underscores
critical issues related to the institutional acceptance, legal validation, and operational
enforcement of CMPs, particularly when these documents are developed independently by
academic researchers or third-party institutions, rather than being formally commissioned
and demanded by the universities themselves, as happened in Rome. On the contrary, it is
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recognized that CMPs should be positively intended as active working tools, not seen as a
mere transformation obstacle [56].

It is imperative, therefore, to reconceptualize CMPs as dynamic and integrative tools
with the potential to guide sustainable development while preserving the historical integrity
of modern university buildings and strengthening awareness about their values. In this
sense, as demonstrated by Cunha Ferreira et al., CMPs should be rooted in rigorous
historical analysis, fostering the advancement of scientific knowledge and thus unveiling
previously unknown aspects of the analyzed artefacts [57]. The definition of a plan is in fact
a process that includes multidisciplinary investigations about the realization phases, the
building materials, and the construction techniques, as well as broader investigations into
the cultural, socio-economic, and political contexts surrounding the genesis of university
infrastructures [58]. Additionally, precise assessment of the state of the art and building
materials can potentially lead to experimentation with restoration techniques, prompting
the refinement of maintenance practices.

The present study affirms that CMPs should be intended as open documents, seen both
as working and reference tools to manage, maintain, and develop the future life of modern
university campuses. Their formulation should emerge from a participatory process that
integrates the perspectives and needs of all relevant stakeholders, ranging from university
administrators and building management teams to sustainability offices, students’ repre-
sentatives, researchers, and preservation professionals. Such collaborative development is
essential to align heritage preservation efforts with institutional and political goals related
to energy performance and the functional evolution of campus spaces [59]. Only through
this inclusive and integrative approach will it be possible to provide a sustainable balance
between conservation and change [60].

The research also reveals that several universities are today facing increased spatial
demands (73%), envisaging existing buildings’ extensions. Since numerous post-war
campuses were already designed with inherent flexibility, and in many cases the original
architects included proposals for subsequent extensions, it is considered that future CMPs
should provide valuable guidance for such developments, respecting the original aesthetic
and materiality of the 20th-century buildings. This attitude does not exclude change but is
capable of including it in new and respectful extensions.

5. Conclusions

The present research has assessed the importance of preserving the architectural fea-
tures of post-war university campuses, raising the awareness of the value of these modern
complexes, which stand among the most significant achievements of 20th-century archi-
tecture. It is demonstrated that university buildings present undeniable value, including
pioneering construction techniques, experimental materials, and flexible design, repre-
senting the social and political ambitions of their age. However, despite these undeniable
qualities, current practices reveal a critical lack of recognition for their cultural importance
and design potential. As a result, today, many university buildings are ageing poorly
and have undergone substantial alterations, with changes to their original materials, aban-
donment, or even demolition, often aiming at higher energy performance standards [33].
Also, these interventions are rarely accompanied by a critical evaluation of the associ-
ated losses, especially regarding the grey energy embedded in the original structures and
used materials [61].

The proposed study confirms the necessity to strengthen the production of CMPs,
recognized as the most appropriate management tools for balancing conservation and
transformation. They are recommended to include, in a coherent manner, the aspects
of (1) functional reuse; (2) energy efficiency; and (3) heritage preservation. As noted by
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Hashimshony and Haina, changes in university buildings’” layouts will be necessary in the
near future to meet contemporary social, cultural, teaching, and economic needs [10]. In
this panorama, CMPs, drawing together systematic information from archives, planning
records, books, and websites, offer valuable guidance to building managers, architects,
and planners. They become key tools in orientating both present interventions and future
maintenance actions, considered an integral part of the reuse process [62]. For example,
recognition and respect of the principles of openness and growth that shaped so many
university buildings can represent a tangible design potential in terms of future expansion.
Enlarging the view, the holistic nature of comprehensive CMPs can also help in targeting
higher energy efficiency standards, structural safety, and accessibility.

For future planning practice, a closer and more active collaboration between the
multiple actors involved in the process of building management and preservation is recom-
mended. When possible, historically informed analysis by means of parametric models
(HBIM) and laser scanning is strongly suggested [63,64]. These models serve various pur-
poses, including heritage archiving, targeted design strategies, maintenance, and adaptive
reuse. The action can be planned in short-, medium- and long-term periods, always aiming
to reach the stated objectives.

Finally, the present work proposed and demonstrated the importance of developing
comprehensive CMPs instead of multiple and differentiated plans, as commonly employed
today. It is a process that evidently requires a major effort in terms of research time, but
this is necessary to address the complex societal requirements, reaching—in a perspective
view—Ilarger cultural, environmental, and economic sustainability goals.
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