






6 

 

especially in regard to the regular preservation and its permitted additions (Zandberg 2016). 

However, this study does not engage in the architectural or ethical debates regarding the 

correctness of said definitions. Instead, it examines the Plan’s effectiveness according to its own 

terminology and emphasis. 

The two preservation levels of the Plan set two different calculation processes for 

developers’ building rights. For regular preservation, the rights are limited to the original lot’s 

specifications, with various plan-defined variances such as lot coverage11 increase of up to 60-

70% (Tel Aviv Planning Agency 2008b).12 In other words, regular preservation only allows 

renovation and addition of floors to the existing building, with variances that translate into a 

larger added area and fewer architectural restrictions.13 An example of a regular level building 

that completed a preservation process can be seen in 

Figure 6 and Figure 7. In this example, the added floors differ from the original ones in 

size. Because restricted preservation prevents any additions (or demolition), including the ones 

given by the lot’s plans, alternative compensation and incentives are used: rights transfer of the 

unbuilt area (again, in regard to existing lot’s regulation). A different lot in Tel Aviv can receive 

(buy) the building rights if it is within a defined perimeter stated on the Plan 2650b map 

(appendix A).14 A municipal-created slideshow explaining the rights transfer mechanism 

indicates that lots outside this area bought rights as well (Cook n.d.). Over the years, the 

municipality devised compensation measurements for this complex process (Smolsky 2016).15 

The transfer rights are calculated differently for various building parts, including unbuilt floor 

 

11  Building Coverage Ratio (BCR). 
12 Section 2 in appendix D of the Plan. 
13 Such as the permission to construct new balconies outside building lines, in a way that continues the 
original balconies. 
14 Marked in orange line on the blueprint map in appendix A. 
15 For example, giving more sqm if the receiving lot is in a less attractive area.  
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areas, unbuilt basements, and open balconies. Each component is multiplied by a fixed numeric 

incentive value (set by plan 2650b) and summed. There are several other parts to the incentive, 

such as ‘incentive for the preparation of historic documentation file,’ with each differently 

calculated and manifested in additional transfer rights. Eclectic buildings receive a higher 

multiplication rate since the appraisals stated the façade preservation is more costly for this 

type.16 To successfully calculate each category’s maximal aerial rights, a level of expertise of 

both Plan 2650b and various overlapping municipal plans is needed.  

The study will not go in-depth with such calculations but stresses the fundamental 

difference between the two levels, in both the physical implementation and the monetary 

mechanisms that support it. In terms of the incentives’ success, Salinger concluded in his 

dissertation that the restricted level incentives are sufficient and that they are “undoubtedly more 

substantial than the limited incentives given to regular level” (Salinger 2011, 216).17 He finds that 

regular level buildings’ market value is lower by 13% compared to unlisted buildings, while 

restricted level ones don’t display this gap (Salinger 2011).18 

The Plan has been in place for over a decade, during which no data-driven 

comprehensive evaluation or monitoring processes occurred. While the Plan does not directly 

specify monitoring, the third goal states “to construct mechanisms that are needed for the 

implementation of the plan.”19 This study argues that evaluation and monitoring are part of these 

crucial mechanisms. The nomination file of the White City includes a short monitoring section 

(Tel Aviv Municipality 2002). The section lists key indicators, administrative arrangements for 

 

16 Dr. Jeremie Hoffmann, Telephone conversation with the author, March 2021 (information from a 
technical query with the head of the conservation department - Tel Aviv-Yafo municipality). 
17 Author’s free translation. 
18 As of 2011 when the dissertation was published. 
19 Author’s free translation. 
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Figure 3: 11 Bialik St., Special Style 
Source: Photo by Ohad Ferrera, 2021, as requested by the author 
 

Figure 4 (left): Map of Plan 2650b listings by architectural style & UNESCO’s designation areas  
Figure 5 (right): Map of Plan 2650b listings & Sub-sectors by design features, from the nomination files 
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Figure 6 (left): Regular level, international style building before preservation, 8 Pinsker St., taken 2011 
Source: Google street view, http://maps.google.com, accessed May 3, 2021. 
Figure 7 (right): 8 Pinsker St., after preservation, taken 2018 
Source: Project-tlv website, http://www.project-tlv.com/buildings/pinsker/08, accessed May 3, 2021.  

Figure 8 (left): 4 Gilboa St., international style, not preserved 
Figure 9 (right): Kiryat Sefer St., international style, preserved 
Source: Both photos by Oded Fux, 2021, as requested by the author 
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The White City of Tel-Aviv is a World Heritage since 2003. The only periodic report published 

so far (UNESCO 2014) states that monitoring is implemented but not in full or towards 

management needs.  While plan 2650b attempts to address the challenges of integrating 

preservation with and alongside development, the municipality does not directly monitor said 

effort’s outcomes. The project can contribute to the growing body of work regarding the HUL’s 

recommended tools and critical steps while proposing an evaluation scheme that can be adjusted 

to different WHS and HUL cities.  

3.b. Policy evaluation and data within preservation (methodology) 

“Policy evaluation is the formal process of assessing what has gone before, in order to 

determine future policy priorities” (Perche 2011). An OECD report that stresses the importance of 

evaluation to public governance offers several evaluation definitions, including “an examination 

of the efficiency and effectiveness of policy” (OECD 2020, source: Ministry of Finance of the 

Netherlands, 2018). The report distinguishes between policy evaluation, as issue-specific and 

episodic, from policy monitoring, which is ongoing and can be broader in the scope of issues.  

Such evaluations often use indicators. Indicators are frequently used in urban planning, as Zegras 

presents with chronological examples dating to 1945 (Zegras et al. 2004). Indicators help measure 

and monitor conditions and change, but by themselves, they do not explain the underlining causes 

for said conditions (Lawrence 1997).22 Despite their limitations and depending on their validity 

and reliability, indicators can help better understand the current state of a policy, highlight areas 

for improvements and enhance management and accountability (Zegras et al. 2004). Indicators 

are a part of a larger group of data-driven tools that are gradually gaining prominence within the 

preservation realm.  

 

22 As quoted in (Zegras et al. 2004). 
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3.b.i. Preservation & Data 

While the concepts of policy assessment and quantifiable measurements are not new, the 

growing innovative usage of data within the preservation field is relatively new. A systematic, 

keywords analysis of HUL-related scholarly work revealed that ‘data’ was only recently (starting 

2016) added to the list of frequently used terms within HUL-focused essays (Ginzarly, Houbart, 

and Teller 2019). The essay concludes that the academic discussion “does not elaborate much on 

how to move from theory to practice” (Ginzarly, Houbart, and Teller 2019, 1012). Though some 

comprehensive case studies and reports, such as in City Development: Experiences in the 

Preservation of Ten World Heritage Sites (Rojas et al. 2011) are available, this gap is still 

evident, especially in regard to data-driven aspects. 

Integrating data into urban heritage processes is a logical step, considering the growing 

availability of datasets and data tools in urban planning. Reports such as Measuring Economic 

Impacts of Historic Preservation (Rypkema 2011) stress the importance of data collection, 

analysis, and dissemination in preservation processes. ICCROM’s 6th International Seminar on 

Urban Conservation (International Seminar on Urban Conservation et al. 2012), Measuring 

Heritage Conservation Performance, is a testament to the preservation realm’s shift and focuses 

on developing new measurement tools and standards. It underscores two notions: ideas regarding 

the measurement of heritage aspects are developing on a global scale, and that data is a 

fundamental part of these developments. Preservation and the New Data Landscape summarizes 

the efforts of introducing data to the field while presenting different use cases and raising 

theoretical and technical questions (Avrami 2019). The book ends with an action agenda that calls 

for a better understanding of preservation’s social-spatial relationships and for assessment of 

preservation policies’ outcomes. The conventions of both Avrami and ICCROM underscore 

challenges regarding data collection, methods, and tools and stress the need for further research.  
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3.b.ii. Preservation Policy evaluation: Indicators & Spatial analysis 

Indicators for cultural heritage emerged in the 1990s on an international level due to 

documents developed by the OECD, UNESCO, UNCHS, and EC (Sowińska-Świerkosz 2017). In 

her review of work published between 2006 and 2016, Sowińska-Świerkosz identifies four 

thematic Cultural Heritage definition groups and 259 CH-indicators that are extremely diverse. 

One of the most recent indicators examples is UNESCO’s Culture 2030 Indicators (Hosagrahar 

and UNESCO 2019). The framework references existing frameworks such as the Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDG), the Framework for Cultural Statistics (FCS), and UNESCO’s 

previous guide, the CDIS (2014). The guide includes indicators for sustainable management of 

heritage, divided into international, national, and municipal levels. It concludes that the offered 

indicators “have been conceived as an aspirational tool to support countries and cities in assessing 

their own progress and measuring the impact of their policies” (Hosagrahar and UNESCO 2019, 

94). 

In addition to indicators (and in overlap with them), some case studies focus on spatial 

analysis of preservation sites. The ICCROM convention book includes an essay about spatial 

analysis in heritage economics, with a call to “identify the organization in space of heritage’s 

economic use and non-use values” (Ost 2012). Spatial analysis can be used in a broader context 

than economics as an exploratory tool and to better inform policies. In a chapter Spatializing 

Values in Heritage Conservation, Avrami states that mapping holds inherent power, maps are 

never neutral, and that “mapping is a political and creative process” (Harley 1989).23 

In the context of Tel Aviv’s 2650b preservation plan, research from 2011 has shown that 

clustering of preservation listings increases the premium value of the building (Salinger 2011). 

 

23 As cited by (Avrami et al. 2019, 38). 
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The research’s focus was on economic components, and it incorporated the use of spatial 

attributes. In her work from 2008, Miterani analyzed the plan’s listings’ geospatial distribution 

using city block units (Miterani 2008). The two dissertations underscore the usage of spatial 

methods in combination with non-spatial tests for the examined area. 

3.b.iii. Existing gaps 

There are gaps between the growing scholarly body of work on data use within 

preservation and its implementation. The first gap is between the variety of proposed methods in 

comparison to the ones that are in actual use. More specifically, since some of the proposed urban 

indices are relatively new, they are not yet in widespread use. The extensive guides and scholarly 

work involving urban heritage indicators are far from being fully implemented within municipal 

or governmental levels. Second, some of the existing proposals are generalized and not within a 

specific context. Third, current case studies, such as some presented in ‘Reshaping Urban 

Conversation,’ do not focus on data use and analysis or mention it as a future needed step (Roders 

2018). Lastly, existing case studies often lack a critical component and remain mostly descriptive.  

In addition to these identified gaps, there is often a missing link when reading about 

preservation in cities. A case study or an official website states that X buildings are under some 

preservation status. It will then jump into describing various effects or aspects of said designation 

on the area (if such data is available). It seems like an embedded assumption that being 

designated is equivalent to the actual maintenance and preservation of buildings. While this might 

be the case for some policies or cities, it is questionably the case for all. The immediate outcomes 

of a plan, or monitoring the state of buildings, are not discussed or at least not often published. 

The research addresses this missing link while contributing to the literature and reducing the 

identified gaps, demonstrating quantitative evaluation of a preservation plan using indicators and 

spatial analysis. 
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3.c. The local context: Preservation in Tel Aviv, Plan 2650b 

The designation of the White City of Tel-Aviv as a World Heritage Site and the 

preservation plan 2650b that followed in 2008 are a culmination of a lengthy process. Scholars 

identify the ‘White City’ exhibition (Levin, 1984) as a distinct starting point. It was a 

combination of national political circumstances and an elite group’s deliberate efforts, an idea 

that was gradually gaining consensus, that led to the World Heritage Site’s nomination and 

designation (Alfasi and Fabian 2009; Miterani 2008; Roṭbard 2015). Nitzan-Shiftan’s essay, titled 

‘Whitened Houses,’ refers to the process as ‘the new historiographic construction of the Israeli 

architecture.’ (Nitzan-Shiftan 2000, 229) She discusses the political and cultural context that led 

to an ignited interest in the modernistic style (Nitzan-Shiftan 2000).24 

The White City is not the only historical site within Tel Aviv-Yafo, but the only one with 

UNESCO’s designation. It is also not the first preservation effort; the fight against Jaffa’s 

demolition in the 1960s predates it (Alfasi and Fabian 2009). Jaffa is an ancient port city within 

the Mediterranean Sea. During the 1870s and 1880s, it grew outside its historic city walls 

(Aleksandrowicz, Yamu, and Nes 2018). From 1887 onwards, several Jewish neighborhoods 

were established north to Jaffa, until the foundation of the Tel Aviv neighborhood in 1909. Under 

the British occupation, in 1920, Tel Aviv was granted a “township” status. Its territory included 

nearly the totality of Jewish neighborhoods in Jaffa (Aleksandrowicz, Yamu, and Nes 2018). In 

the aftermath of the Arab-Israeli 1948 war, in 1950, Jaffa and Tel Aviv were merged into one 

municipality, Tel Aviv-Yafo (Aleksandrowicz, Yamu, and Nes 2018). Rotbard discusses Jaffa’s 

disregard, which he refers to as ‘the Black city’ compared to the White City (Roṭbard 2015). The 

decision over what is worthy of preservation and which parts of the city should be addressed 

 

24 The quote is the author’s free translations. 
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Figure 12: Preservation level by architectural style   
Figure 13: Listings by architectural style  
   

The Plan’s distribution of the three architectural styles varies across space in alignment 

with the distinct sub-sectors (seen in Figure 5). The northern area of the Plan includes few 

eclectic buildings. In contrast, the southern area, divided by Bugrashov St., displays fewer 

international-style buildings (Figure 5). The spatial distribution of the Plan’s categories across 

areas is presented in Figure 14 and Figure 15. UNESCO’s designation zones include few eclectic-

style buildings, with the ones are included located mainly within zone C (Figure 14). The highest 

number of restricted buildings, 60, is located within the buffer zone and not the three designation 

zones (Figure 14). From the historic sub-sectors, the Red City presents the highest amount of 

eclectic buildings. The Red City and the Central White City sub-sectors have the highest amount 

of restricted buildings, but as the bars indicate, the ratio of restricted to all is higher within the 

Red City (Figure 15). As seen in Figure 15, the Red City contains most of the eclectic style 

buildings, which explains the high percentage of restricted buildings within that area.   
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Figure 14: Architectural style and preservation level distribution by UNESCO designation zones 
 

Figure 15: Architectural style and preservation level distribution by historic sub-sectors 
 

Since the original survey scores dictated the level of preservation of a building, it is not 

surprising that these scores differ between eclectic and non-eclectic buildings. The research 

examines the original survey scores for each building to understand the uneven distribution of 

restricted buildings between styles.41 It does so by dividing the collected scores into eclectic and 

 

41 For 65% of all listings, where this data is available. 
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non-eclectic and reviewing each parameter’s average score (Table 5). As seen in Table 5, the total 

mean value for eclectic buildings is two points higher. Reviewed by parameters, four parameters 

have a higher mean score for the eclectic group.  

Multiple reasons could account for this gap. The evaluation of architectural design, the 

architect’s importance, and the historical significance of a building are all dynamic and 

subjective. The archive files containing the ranking do not include the reasoning or written 

narrative for these scores. The lack of written explanation and the nature of these parameters calls 

for qualitative research if one wishes to explore these differences. While examining alterations to 

the Plan, the original survey ranking could be revisited and re-examined. It is possible that the 

weights given to each parameter need to be adjusted or that the parameters themselves might be 

altered. The Plan still follows the ranking given within the original survey in 2003. By relying on 

this ranking and keeping the existing division of restricted and regular level, the municipality de-

facto accepts that no change in stated values or expert opinion has occurred within the years that 

passed. 

Original survey parameters mean scores by eclectic and non-eclectic 
  1. 

design 
2. 

interior/exterior 
spaces 

3. 
construction 
and materials 

4. 
architect 

5. location 6. 
historical 
or social 

value 

7. 
physical 
condition 

Total 
score 

Eclectic  
(112 
rows) 

7.5 4.1 2.6 3.1 11.4 0.8 1.3 31.2 

Non-
eclectic 

 (533 
rows) 

6.6 4.0 2.6 2.9 11.0 0.5 1.3 29.2 

Table 5: Original survey scores by the survey parameters, for a sample of 65% of all listings 
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5.b. Customized quantitative indicators of effectiveness for plan 2560b 

The methods section included six proposed customized indicators to account for the 

Plan’s effectiveness. Figure 16  presents the indicators’ calculated values based on the collected 

sample. The first indicator, 18% preserved since 2008, suggests that the Plan’s effectiveness can 

still be improved after the 13 years since its activation. As explained in the introduction, 

‘preserved’ in this context is a building that went through an overall preservation process.42 To 

someone who is familiar with the center-city area, it is probably not surprising that the Plan has 

not reached full implementation since non-preserved buildings are evident. And yet, the low 

overall level of the policy is somewhat surprising. The second indicator values are less 

predictable.  

Figure 16: Percentage preserved since 2008, indicators 1 to 4 results 
 

 

 

42 A process that must have included its exterior. 
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regular level. 

The sixth indicator presents the higher preservation level of buildings that received 

special-note variances. This is a rather small group of buildings (38 observations of the sample) 

that received some form of building rights variance within the ‘special-note’ column of plan 

2650b’s appendix. Generally, the notes can be of an additional variance (38), a legal note (4), 

elimination of the Plan’s incentives to the property (14), or added restriction (2). Buildings that 

received the potential variance note have a high preservation rate of 44%. This rate surpasses all 

other sub-categories reviewed in indicators 1 to 4. It is not stated why these particular buildings 

received the special variances. A simplified conclusion from this indicator would be that added 

area rights will increase preservation probability. However, these added areas are given for 

various reasons. One, for example, states: “completion of the third floor in remission to the façade 

line, as well as partial addition in the columns floor are permitted” (Tel Aviv Planning Agency 

2008b).44 A more complex but research-worthy conclusion might be that further (limited) 

customization of the listings’ incentives can result in higher efficiency rates. The particular 

reasoning or process that led to these variances might dispute or underscore this conclusion. One 

can also discount this group as too small for inductive reasoning; an in-depth qualitative review 

of this group might prove otherwise.  

5.c. Spatial analysis of 2650b plan 

The research uses two methods for spatial analysis: aggregation and kernel density. The 

aggregation method includes identifying two relevant geographic units and creating a ratio of 

preserved versus all listings for each set of units. The central sub-sectors, named ‘Central White 

 

44 Author’s free translation. 


