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Abstract

Municipal markets are increasingly recognized as vital infrastructures for contemporary urban
challenges, rather than mere remnants of outdated cities. Within the frameworks of the circular
economy and the 15-minute city, local markets facilitate daily food access, enhance neighborhood
connectivity, and foster social interactions while optimizing material and organic resource flows to
promote sustainable urban cycles. This article considers municipal markets as multifunctional urban
infrastructure situated at the intersection of circular economy strategies, proximity-based urbanism,
and governance models. Based on an extensive review of international scientific literature, it analyses
how markets can support short food supply chains, waste reduction, neighbourhood accessibility
and everyday sociability, while identifying important risks such as gentrification, touristification and
functional decharacterisation. Special attention is given to governance arrangements, comparing
public, private, community and hybrid models, and assessing their ability to balance economic
viability with social and environmental objectives. The article proposes a hybrid governance
structure based on public ownership but also involving participatory management, multifunctional
programming, territorial integration and adaptive learning. It argues that, when properly governed,
municipal markets can function as urban commons and strategic nodes within broader sustainability
transition processes, contributing to more inclusive, resilient and proximity-oriented cities.

Keywords: local markets; circular economy; 15-minute city; governance; short food supply chains

1. Introduction

The transition of contemporary cities towards sustainable development models has exposed the
limits of the 20th-century urban paradigm. The linear ‘extract-produce-dispose’ model has proven to
be environmentally unsustainable, socially unequal and spatially fragmented, contributing to
increased dependence on motorised transport and the erosion of everyday urban life [1,2]. In
response, the circular economy and the 15-minute city have emerged as strategic principles that seek
to refocus urban life on proximity, waste reduction and territorial regeneration [3,4].

Municipal markets are reappearing in the urban debate not as a nostalgic throwback, but as
potentially useful infrastructure for implementing these agendas. Historically central to European
and Latin American cities, markets have simultaneously played economic (supply spaces), social
(places of sociability) and symbolic (collective identity) roles [5,6]. However, recent decades have
seen a decline associated with the large expansion of retail and corresponding changes in
consumption habits, as well as inadequate responses from public management to competitive and
digitised commercial contexts [7,8].

Paradoxically, this context highlights the renewed relevance of markets. As spaces of proximity
in consolidated urban fabrics, markets have unique characteristics that make them suitable for
integrating the principles of the 15-minute city: promoting daily access to essential goods, reducing
travel and reinforcing the centrality of neighbourhoods [3,9]. As hubs for food flows and producers
of organic waste, markets are privileged nodes for urban circular economy strategies, from short
marketing circuits to local waste management and combating food waste [10,11].
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Beyond their functional and environmental dimensions, markets stand out as relational spaces.
In an era of fast-paced urban rhythms and dematerialised consumption, markets preserve the logic
of ‘slow time’, based on co-presence, informal encounters and direct relationships between seller and
consumer [12,13]. This social dimension, often overlooked in regeneration, is a key differentiating
factor and a central element for social cohesion and a sense of belonging in the neighbourhood [14,15].

However, the recent rehabilitation of the concept of the local market has highlighted significant
tensions. Interventions aimed at real estate appreciation, tourism or gastronomy have converged in
gentrification, functional decharacterisation and the exclusion of traditional traders, compromising
the role of markets as local facilities and urban common goods [7,16-18]. These cases raise
fundamental questions about governance models capable of reconciling economic viability with
social and territorial functions.

This article examines the potential of municipal markets as strategic infrastructure for the
circular economy and the 15-minute city, analysing contemporary challenges and governance
models. Through a systematic review of cases documented in the existing literature, we identify the
main tensions and propose a hybrid governance framework that balances the dimensions of
sustainability. The article in section 2 establishes the theoretical foundations linking markets to the
concepts of the circular economy and the proximity city; section 3 analyses contemporary challenges,
including gentrification, touristification and short supply chains; section 4 examines governance
models; section 5 presents conclusions and recommendations for urban policy.

2. Markets, Circular Economy, and the Proximity City: A Theoretical Framework

2.1. Municipal Markets as Urban Infrastructure

Municipal markets are a specific type of infrastructure that combines physical, functional and
symbolic dimensions. Physically, they are public or state-regulated buildings that house various
commercial units, usually focused on the food sector [19]. Functionally, they operate as centres of
retail trade, but their logic differs fundamentally from that of shopping centres because, as they are
usually municipally owned, they pursue social and territorial objectives that go beyond profit
maximisation [5,20].

The concept of infrastructure applied to markets goes beyond its physical materiality. According
to Star [21], infrastructures are relational systems embedded in social structures, transparent in their
use and visible when they collapse. Markets function as infrastructures, structuring everyday urban
life, organising food supply flows and articulating social relations, becoming visible when threatened
with closure or transformation [22].

This infrastructural character has three main implications. First, markets are not mere
commercial spaces, but structuring elements of the territory, which historically shape the centralities
of neighbourhoods and urban morphology [23]. Secondly, as public facilities, markets embody
principles of collective interest, requiring management that balances economic efficiency with
accessibility, equity and social function [24]. Thirdly, the infrastructural nature of markets implies a
long-term temporal logic, contrasting with the focus on short-term profitability of commercial real
estate [25].

Contemporary literature emphasises the multifunctionality of markets [15,26]. In addition to
retail, markets perform social (meeting places, community identity), cultural (gastronomic heritage,
cultural diversity), environmental (short supply chains, waste reduction) and economic (local
employment, support for entrepreneurship) functions. This multifunctionality makes markets
particularly relevant for integrated urban sustainability strategies but also generates governance
tensions when different functions conflict [27].

2.2. Markets and the Circular Economy: Closing Urban Metabolic Cycles

The circular economy proposes a transition from linear ‘extract-produce-dispose’” models to
regenerative systems, in which materials circulate in closed loops, minimising waste and maximising
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the value of resources [1,28]. Applied to cities, this implies redesigning the urban metabolism
(material and energy flows that sustain urban life) for greater circularity [29].

Municipal markets present multiple entry points for circular economy implementation. First, as
food flow concentrators, markets can facilitate short supply chains connecting urban consumers with
peri-urban or regional producers, reducing transportation, packaging, and intermediation [30,31].
Literature documents cases where markets have become platforms for local and organic product
marketing, strengthening regional food systems and reducing environmental footprints [10,32].

Second, markets generate significant organic waste volumes, making them strategic nodes for
decentralized waste management. Experiences in cities like Madrid, Milan, and Paris show markets
implementing on-site composting, biogas generation, or organic waste collection for urban
agriculture, closing nutrient cycles at neighborhood scale [10,33,34]. These initiatives not only reduce
waste sent to landfills but create local value through compost or energy production.

Third, markets can combat food waste through surplus redistribution to social organizations,
discounted sales of near-expiry products, or educational campaigns [35]. The European Union
estimates one-third of food produced is wasted, with significant environmental and social impacts
[36]. Markets, through direct producer-consumer contact, enable more flexible waste reduction
strategies than large retail formats.

Fourth, markets can promote circular consumption patterns through bulk sales, reusable
packaging, product repair, and consumer education [37]. Some rehabilitated markets have integrated
“zero waste” spaces, repair workshops, or circular economy information centers, positioning markets
as sustainability education hubs [38].

However, the implementation of the circular economy in markets also faces significant barriers.
Existing infrastructure often lacks adequate space for waste separation or composting [39].
Regulatory frameworks may not facilitate short circuits or alternative marketing models [40].
Suppliers’ resistance to changes in practices and a lack of coordination between market management
and municipal waste/food policy services pose additional challenges [41]. The literature suggests that
successful integration of the circular economy requires systemic approaches that combine
infrastructure, regulation, training, and coordination between various actors [42].

2.3. Markets and the 15-Minute City: Proximity, Accessibility, and Polycentricity

The concept of the 15-minute city, popularised by Moreno et al. [3], proposes an urban
organisation in which residents have access to essential everyday functions, particularly housing,
work, commerce, education, health, and leisure, within a 15-minute walk or bike ride. This model
builds on earlier traditions of proximity planning, from Perry’s neighbourhood unit [43] to New
Urbanism [44], but takes on renewed urgency in the face of the climate crisis and the vulnerabilities
revealed by the pandemic of dispersed, car-dependent urban models [45].

Municipal markets naturally align with the principles of the 15-minute city. Located in
established neighbourhoods, markets provide daily access to food without the need for motorised
transport, reducing emissions and promoting active mobility [46]. Their neighbourhood scale
reinforces local centralities, counteracting the functional dispersion that characterises contemporary
metropolises [47].

In addition to geographical proximity, markets incorporate ‘temporal proximity” in the form of
extended and flexible opening hours that accommodate diverse needs, and ‘social proximity” in the
form of trust-based relationships between sellers and regular customers [12,48]. This
multidimensional proximity contrasts with the standardised and impersonal model of supermarkets,
offering an alternative consumer experience that values human interaction and local knowledge [13].

Markets also contribute to urban polycentrism, a key dimension of the 15-minute city. Rather
than monocentric models that concentrate functions in central commercial districts, polycentric cities
distribute services across multiple neighbourhood centres [49]. Markets, as multifunctional hubs that
combine commerce, sociability and culture, can anchor these local centres, providing identity and
vitality [50].
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However, the potential for market proximity also faces challenges. Socioeconomic and spatial
inequalities mean that market distribution does not always match needs, with peripheral or low-
income neighbourhoods poorly served [51]. Market accessibility depends not only on distance, but
also on affordability, cultural suitability and physical accessibility for older people or people with
disabilities [52]. In addition, markets compete with supermarkets and online retailers, which offer
convenience, even longer opening hours every day, variety and often lower prices [53].

The literature suggests that maximising the advantage of proximity markets requires integrated
strategies such as ensuring equitable territorial distribution, adapting offerings to neighbourhood
demographics, improving physical accessibility, and complementing markets with other proximity
services [9,54]. Markets cannot, on their own, achieve the 15-minute city, but they are essential
components of broader proximity ecosystems.

2.4. Markets as Relational Spaces and Urban Commons

Beyond their practical functions, markets stand out as relational spaces where social interactions
unfold with particular intensity and quality. Watson [13] describes markets as spaces of ‘forced
coexistence’, where diverse people meet spontaneously and informally, generating micro-audiences
that can promote intercultural understanding and social cohesion.

This contrasts with increasingly privatised, securitised and socially homogeneous urban spaces
[55]. Markets represent one of the few remaining urban spaces where encounters between classes,
cultures and generations occur routinely and organically, without the mediation of commercial
impositions or security protocols that characterise other commercial spaces.

The relational nature of markets stems from several factors. Face-to-face interaction between
seller and customer creates personalised relationships and trust built up over time [56]. Unlike
supermarket transactions, which are characterised by anonymity and efficiency, exchanges in
markets involve conversation, negotiation, advice and mutual recognition. Regular customers
develop loyalty to specific sellers, who, in turn, learn their preferences, food needs, and family
situations. These relationships transcend mere commercial exchange, becoming forms of social
capital that strengthen community ties and provide informal support networks.

The spatial configuration of markets (open circulation, visual permeability, sensory richness)
invites casual and prolonged encounters [57]. The architectural openness of traditional markets, with
their high ceilings, natural light and interconnected stalls, creates environments conducive to chance
encounters and prolonged stays. The sensory experience that results from the colours of fresh
produce, the aromas of spices and baked goods, the sounds of vendors announcing their wares and
customers haggling, engages visitors in multisensory ways that contrast sharply with the controlled
and standardised environments of modern retail. This sensory richness makes local markets
memorable, anchoring neighbourhood identity and collective memory.

The temporal rhythms of markets (weekly cycles, seasonal variations, daily peaks) create shared
routines that structure community life [58]. The weekly market day becomes a social institution, a
predictable occasion to see neighbours, catch up on news, and participate in collective rituals.
Seasonal variations in product availability connect urban consumers to agricultural cycles and
regional ecosystems, promoting awareness of the temporal and spatial origins of food. The daily
rhythms, from the freshness of the morning, the hustle and bustle of midday to the calm of the
afternoon, accommodate different groups of users and purposes, from professional chefs looking for
morning quality to elderly residents enjoying the sociability of the afternoon.

This social dimension is particularly relevant for vulnerable populations. For older people,
markets offer accessible spaces for socialising and familiar landmarks in rapidly changing cities [59].
In contexts of urban transformation, where long-time residents feel displaced by gentrification and
cultural changes, markets can ensure continuity, recognition and belonging. The regular presence of
familiar vendors and customers provides social contact, combating isolation, while market shopping
promotes health and autonomy. For immigrants, markets can offer culturally appropriate products,
employment opportunities, and spaces for community connection [60]. Ethnic markets or
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multicultural sections of markets become cultural anchors where immigrants have access to food
from their homeland, speak their native languages, and maintain their cultural practices. Vendor
positions offer entrepreneurial opportunities that require low capital investment, enabling economic
integration while preserving cultural identity. For low-income populations, markets offer affordable
food and opportunities to participate in the informal economy [61]. The ability to purchase small
quantities, negotiate prices, and access imperfect but nutritious products makes markets important
resources for the food security of vulnerable families.

Recent literature frames markets as potential ‘urban commons’, i.e., collectively managed
resources that generate shared value [62,63]. Unlike private goods (individual ownership) or public
goods (state provision), commons are governed by communities of users who establish rules for
access, use, and maintenance [64]. Markets exhibit common characteristics such as public or collective
ownership, shared use by multiple actors, and value dependent on community participation [65].
The common structure emphasises the collective nature of markets because their value does not
emerge from individual transactions, but from the ecosystem of shared relationships, practices and
understandings that constitute market culture. This perspective challenges neoliberal tendencies to
view markets primarily as revenue-generating assets, positioning them instead as collective resources
that require management for the benefit of the community.

However, this nature of markets is not always guaranteed. It requires governance structures that
allow for meaningful community participation, rules that protect against enclosure or privatisation,
and practices that promote collective management [66]. The tragedy of the commons (degradation
through overuse or underinvestment) occurs when governance fails to balance individual and
collective interests. On the other hand, the ‘enclosure’ of the commons (appropriation for private
benefit) occurs when market rehabilitation prioritises commercial exploitation over community
access. The literature documents cases where market rehabilitation has strengthened the dimensions
of the commons through participatory management, community events, and social programmes [67],
but also cases where commercialisation has eroded them, excluding traditional users and prioritising
tourist or elite consumption [17,18]. The challenge is to devise governance that protects and cultivates
the common qualities of markets while ensuring their economic sustainability.

3. Contemporary Challenges: Between Revitalization and Gentrification

3.1. The Gentrification Paradox: Rehabilitating Without Displacing

The rehabilitation of municipal markets has become a frequent urban regeneration strategy in
recent decades, particularly in Europe and Latin America. These interventions usually combine the
modernisation of facilities, diversification of the commercial mix and cultural/gastronomic
repositioning [68]. Although often successful in attracting visitors and increasing revenues, they have
also generated gentrification processes, raising fundamental questions about for whom the markets
are being rehabilitated [69].

Gentrification, which is the transformation of working-class neighbourhoods, neighbourhoods
with an elderly population or neighbourhoods that have fallen into disrepair due to a lack of
investment, displacing original residents and businesses [70], manifests itself differently in markets.
Gonzélez and Waley [6] identify “market-driven gentrification”, in which market regeneration
catalyses a broader transformation of the neighbourhood. Improved and ‘trendy’ markets attract new
consumers and businesses, increasing rents and property values, ultimately displacing traditional
vendors and residents [71].

The literature documents this pattern in various contexts. In Barcelona, iconic markets such as
La Boqueria (Figure 1) and Santa Caterina have undergone transformations that prioritise tourism
and gourmet consumption, displacing traditional vendors and neighbourhood customers [16,72].
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Figure 1. Aspect of La Boqueria Market, Barcelona, Spain.

In London, Borough Market has evolved from a wholesale centre to a tourist destination, with
stall income increasing dramatically and traditional traders being replaced by artisanal food vendors
[18]. In Mexico City, markets in gentrifying neighbourhoods such as Roma (Figure 2) and Condesa
have undergone similar processes [73].

Figure 2. Aspect of Roma Market, Ciudad del Mexico, Mexico.

These transformations involve multiple aspects. Firstly, physical rehabilitation often increases
operating costs (rent, taxes, maintenance), making traditional low-margin businesses unviable [74].
Secondly, commercial mix policies that favour gastronomy, design or specialised products displace
or render invisible sellers of basic necessities [75]. Thirdly, the new aesthetics and atmospheres of the
market, emphasising heritage, authenticity or cosmopolitanism, can alienate traditional users, while
attracting tourists and middle-class consumers [76].

The paradox of gentrification is that redevelopment designed to ‘save’ markets may destroy
what makes them socially valuable, such as accessibility, diversity and roots in neighbourhood life
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[77]. This raises the question: can markets be modernised without gentrification? What governance
mechanisms can protect traditional vendors and users? How can economic viability be balanced with
social function?

The literature suggests several strategies. Rent control and vendor protection policies can
prevent displacement [78]. Participatory planning involving traditional vendors and neighbourhood
residents can ensure that interventions respond to local needs [79]. Balanced commercial
diversification policies, maintaining basic products alongside specialised offerings, can respond to
diverse demands [80]. Public or community ownership can and should prioritise social objectives
over profit maximisation [81].

However, these strategies face significant obstacles. Municipal fiscal pressures encourage
revenue maximisation approaches [82]. Vendors’ organisations may lack the capacity to ensure
effective participation [83]. The pressures of gentrification often exceed the control of specific market
interventions [84]. Successful strategies against gentrification require sustained political
commitment, adequate resources, and coordination across multiple policy domains [85].

3.2. Touristification: Markets Between Local Service and Tourist Attraction

Closely related to gentrification is touristification, i.e., the transformation of markets into tourist
attractions. Although tourism can bring economic benefits, excessive focus on tourism can
compromise the local service function of markets and generate conflicts between residents and
visitors [86].

Touristification is visible in multiple ways. Markets are included in tourist itineraries and
guidebooks, attracting streams of visitors [87]. Vendors adapt their offerings to tourists’ preferences,
preparing souvenirs, prepared foods, and exotic products, reducing space for everyday staples [88].
Market hours and events are aligned with tourist schedules rather than those of residents [89].
Physical spaces are reconfigured for tourist consumption (photo opportunities, shows, “authentic”
experiences) rather than efficient shopping [90].

The literature abundantly documents the negative impacts of touristification. For example, at La
Boqueria in Barcelona, the overwhelming presence of tourists has driven away local customers, with
some vendors reporting more than 80% of their clientele being tourists [91]. At the Mercato Centrale
in Florence (Figure 3), the transformation into a gourmet market has effectively excluded local
shoppers [92]. At the Surquillo Market in Lima, tourism-oriented interventions have created tensions
with traditional vendors and customers [93].
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Figure 3. Aspect of Mercato Centrale, Florence, Italy.

Touristification requires renewed reflection on the primary purpose of markets. Should markets
prioritise local demand or leverage tourism for economic sustainability? Can both functions coexist?
The literature suggests that balanced approaches are possible but require careful management [94].
Strategies include spatial zoning separating tourist and local areas [95]; temporal regulation limiting
tourist access during peak local shopping hours [96]; commercial mix policies ensuring the
availability of basic products [97]; and communication campaigns educating tourists on respectful
market use [98].

Some cases demonstrate a successful balance. Markthal in Rotterdam combines tourist attraction
with neighbourhood services through mixed programming and a design that accommodates both
uses [99]. Torvehallerne in Copenhagen (Figure 4) maintains its local customer base while attracting
tourists through quality offerings and strategic location [100]. These examples suggest that
touristification is not inherently problematic but requires intentional governance to prevent the
erasure of local function.
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Figure 4. Aspect of Torvehallerne Market, Copenhagen, Denmark.

3.3. Potential and Limitations of the Short Food Supply Chains

Short food supply chains (SFSCs), as systems that minimise intermediaries between producers
and consumers, have gained prominence in alternative food movements and sustainable urban
development agendas [101]. Municipal markets are often proposed as ideal platforms for SFSCs,
reconnecting cities with regional food systems and supporting small-scale producers [102].

SESCs offer multiple benefits. In environmental terms, they reduce transport distances and
associated emissions, minimise packaging and can support agroecological production [103].
Economically, they provide better prices for farmers by eliminating intermediaries and creating local
employment [104]. Socially, they rebuild relationships between producers and consumers, increase
the transparency of the food system and strengthen regional identities [105].

The literature reveals markets that successfully integrate SFSCs. In France, markets have
historically facilitated direct sales by farmers, a tradition that is being revitalised [106]. In Italy,
farmers’ markets and “zero km” initiatives in municipal markets connect urban consumers with local
producers [107]. In the United States, farmers’ markets have proliferated, often within or near
traditional market facilities [108]. In Latin America, markets are being reconnected with peasant and
indigenous producers through public procurement and dedicated spaces [109].

However, implementing SFSC in markets is not always easy. Logistical barriers include
producers’ limited capacity to supply markets regularly, a lack of adequate storage and cold chain
infrastructure, and difficulties in coordinating production and market schedules [110]. Economic
barriers include price competition from conventional supply chains that benefit from economies of
scale and consumers’ limited willingness to pay premiums for local products [111]. Regulatory
barriers include health and safety standards designed for industrial food systems that can
disadvantage small producers [112].

Furthermore, SFSCs are not automatically more sustainable or equitable. ‘Local’ does not
guarantee environmental benefits if production methods are intensive or careless, or social benefits
if working conditions are poor [113]. SFSCs can be exclusive, accessible mainly to informed and
affluent consumers [114]. The literature emphasises the need for a critical assessment of specific SFSC
configurations, rather than immediately assuming inherent superiority [115].

The successful integration of SFSCs into markets requires favourable ecosystems, namely public
procurement policies that favour local products [116]; provision of storage and processing
infrastructure [117]; organisation of producers and their training [118]; consumer education on
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seasonal and local foods [119]; and regulatory frameworks that take small-scale production into
account [120]. Markets alone cannot transform food systems, but they can be strategic nodes in
broader territorial food strategies [121].

3.4. Governance Tensions Between Public, Private and Community Actors

Market governance (the structures, processes, and actors involved in market management and
decision-making) is fundamental to addressing contemporary challenges. Traditional models of
public management, in which municipalities directly operate markets, have been criticised as
inefficient, bureaucratic and unresponsive [122]. This has led to experimentation with alternative
governance arrangements, ranging from privatisation to community management, each with distinct
implications [123].

Privatisation or public-private partnerships transfer market management to private operators,
theoretically improving efficiency and service quality [124]. The literature documents ambiguous
results. In some cases, private management has modernised facilities and increased revenues, but it
has also increased rents, displaced traditional vendors, and prioritised profit over social functions
[125]. In Barcelona, the private management of some markets has been controversial, with accusations
of gentrification and loss of public control [126].

Community or cooperative management models place control in vendor or user hands,
theoretically ensuring responsiveness to local needs and protecting social functions [127]. Successful
examples include Seattle’s Pike Place Market, managed by a public development authority with
vendor and community representation [128], and various Latin American markets with strong
vendor cooperatives [129]. However, community management faces challenges including limited
technical and financial capacity, internal conflicts, and difficulty balancing diverse stakeholder
interests [130].

Hybrid models that combine public ownership with participatory management are increasingly
being proposed as a way to balance efficiency, accountability, and social responsiveness [131]. These
models typically involve municipal ownership and oversight, professional management, and
structured participation of suppliers and the community in decision-making [132]. The literature
suggests that hybrid approaches can reconcile different objectives, but require careful institutional
co-design, sustained capacity building, and political commitment [133].

Governance challenges are compounded by the fact that markets are located at the intersection
of multiple domains such as trade, urban planning, food, culture, tourism, and social services, which
are often managed by different municipal departments with limited coordination [134]. Effective
market governance requires integrated approaches and interdepartmental collaboration, which
existing administrative structures often prevent or at least hinder [135].

4. Toward ProxiMark: Principles and Strategies for a Governance Model

Based on a critical analysis of the literature, we propose a hybrid governance model for
municipal markets that balances economic viability with social and environmental functions. This
model should integrate five fundamental principles:

4.1. Public Ownership with Participatory Management

Markets should remain under public or community ownership to ensure a long-term
commitment to social objectives and avoid speculative pressures [136]. However, ownership should
be complemented by participatory management structures that allow for the meaningful
involvement of vendors, users and neighbours in decision-making [137].

Participatory mechanisms may include actors such as vendor associations with formal roles on
boards of directors [138]; user committees representing diverse customer segments [139];
neighbourhood councils providing community input [140]; and participatory budgets for market

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202601.1887.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 26 January 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202601.1887.v1

11 of 21

improvements [141]. The literature emphasises that participation must be genuine, with real decision-
making power, adequate resources and capacity building to be effective [142].

4.2. Multifunctional Programming and Balanced Commercial Mix

Markets should be managed as multifunctional spaces that integrate commercial, social, cultural
and environmental functions [143]. Trade diversification policies should balance traditional food
vendors, specialised products, prepared foods and non-food services, ensuring accessibility for
diverse populations and maintaining economic viability [144].

Strategies may include reserving stalls for essential goods [145]; appropriate rental structures
that support small businesses and social economy enterprises [146]; complementary programming,
including community events, educational activities, and social services [147]; and flexible use of
space, accommodating diverse activities and temporalities [148].

4.3. Territorial Integration and Proximity Focus

Markets should be managed as neighbourhood infrastructure, prioritising local services over
tourism or external attraction [149]. This requires ensuring that the product offering corresponds to
the neighbourhood’s demographics and needs [150]; maintaining affordable prices [151];
coordinating with other local services [152]; and managing tourist flows to avoid displacing local
functions [153].

Territorial integration also involves connecting markets to regional food systems through the
support of SFSC, local producer platforms, and coordination with peri-urban agriculture [154].
Markets can and should function as hubs in broader territorial food strategies, linking urban
consumption to regional production [155].

4.4. Circular Economy Integration

Markets should systematically integrate circular economy principles through: infrastructure for
waste separation, composting and resource recovery [156]; facilitating SFSC, reducing transport and
packaging [157]; food waste prevention and surplus redistribution programmes [158]; promoting
bulk sales and reusable packaging [159]; and educational activities related to sustainable
consumption [160].

The affirmation of the circular economy requires coordination between market management and
municipal environmental, waste and food policy services, as well as partnerships with social
organisations, urban agriculture projects and waste management companies [161].

4.5. Adaptive and Learning-Oriented Management

Given the complexity and specificity of the market context, governance must be adaptive,
learning from experience and adjusting strategies based on ongoing monitoring and evaluation [162].
Markets operate in dynamic environments characterised by socio-demographic changes,
consumption patterns, competitive scenarios and political contexts. Rigid, standardised approaches
that assume stable conditions and predictable outcomes are inadequate for this complexity. Instead,
adaptive management treats interventions as experiments, systematically monitoring outcomes,
analysing successes and failures, and adjusting strategies accordingly.

This requires several elements. First, establishing clear social, economic, and environmental
objectives and indicators [163]. Rather than focusing exclusively on financial metrics like revenue and
occupancy rates, adaptive management requires balanced scorecards tracking diverse outcomes:
vendor diversity and turnover, customer demographics and satisfaction, product range and
affordability, waste generation and diversion, local sourcing percentages, community event
participation, and neighborhood economic impacts. These indicators should be developed
participatively, reflecting stakeholder priorities rather than imposed top-down.
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Secondly, regular monitoring and transparent reporting [164]. Data collection should be
systematic and continuous, not limited to occasional assessments. Transparent reporting, making
data publicly accessible and understandable, enables accountability and informed participation.
When stakeholders can see how markets are performing across various dimensions, they can engage
more meaningfully in governance.

Thirdly, mechanisms for feedback from sellers, users and the community [165]. Formal feedback
channels such as surveys, suggestion boxes and regular meetings should be complemented by
informal channels that capture day-to-day experiences and concerns. Market managers should
maintain a regular presence in the markets, observing operations, talking to vendors and customers,
and remaining alert to emerging issues. This “‘management by observation’ provides qualitative
insights that quantitative indicators may miss.

Fourth, openness to experiment and review approaches [166]. Adaptive management requires
organisational cultures that view failures as learning opportunities rather than occasions to blame
something or someone. Pilot projects such as testing new categories of suppliers, waste management
systems or programming should be encouraged, with clear evaluation criteria and a commitment to
scaling up successful innovations or discontinuing unsuccessful ones. This experimental approach
requires political and administrative support for risk-taking and tolerance of short-term setbacks in
the pursuit of long-term improvements.

Learning-oriented management also involves knowledge exchange between markets and cities
and contributes to broader learning about urban sustainability [167]. Markets facing similar
challenges can learn from each other’s experiences, avoiding repeated mistakes and adapting
successful innovations to local contexts. Inter-city networks, facilitated by public market associations
or networks or urban sustainability initiatives, can organise working visits, webinars and
collaborative research. Academic partnerships can provide rigorous evaluations and theoretical
frameworks for understanding market dynamics. This collective learning approach recognises that
no single market or city has all the answers and that the challenges of urban sustainability require
collaborative knowledge production.

4.6. The ProxiMark Framework: Towards a Replicable Governance Model for Municipal Markets

The analysis developed throughout this section 4 highlights that the successful transformation
of municipal markets into local, sustainable and inclusive infrastructures depends less on isolated
architectural or economic interventions and more on the articulation of governance principles,
management agreements and territorial integration. While the previous subsections addressed these
dimensions separately, this final subsection synthesises them into a coherent and transferable
governance framework.

To this end, the article proposes ProxiMark (Proximity-based Market Governance Framework),
a conceptual-operational model designed to support policy makers and local authorities in the
rehabilitation and management of municipal markets. ProxiMark is not a prescriptive model, but
rather a flexible framework that identifies essential components that can be adapted to different
institutional, cultural and territorial contexts.

4.6.1. Rationale of the ProxiMark Framework

Municipal markets operate at the intersection of several domains described in detail above. Their
hybrid nature requires governance arrangements capable of coordinating diverse actors and
objectives, while safeguarding the public interest and the day-to-day functioning of markets as
neighbourhood infrastructure.

The ProxiMark framework responds to this complexity by foregrounding proximity, social use
and public value as guiding principles, while recognising the potential role of hybrid management
models and cross-sectoral integration. It explicitly seeks to prevent the functional decharacterisation
of markets associated with excessive commercialisation, touristification or mono-functional
redevelopment.
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4.6.2. Core Components of ProxiMark

The ProxiMark framework is structured around six interrelated components, each addressing a
critical dimension of municipal market governance:
e P —Public ownership and public interest

Municipal ownership of market infrastructure ensures long-term public control, enabling the
definition of social, territorial and environmental objectives beyond short-term economic returns.
¢ R -Relational and everyday-oriented use

Markets should prioritise everyday fresh food provision and regular use by local residents,
supporting sociability, trust and repeated social interactions.
¢ O -Operational hybrid management

Hybrid governance models involving public authorities, private operators and community

actors can enhance operational capacity, provided that clear public-interest clauses and
accountability mechanisms are in place.

e X -Cross-sectoral policy integration

Market governance should be embedded within broader urban policies, linking food systems,
waste management, mobility, housing and social programmes at neighbourhood scale.

e I-Inclusive access and social safeguards

Affordability, diversity of traders and protection of traditional vendors are essential to prevent
exclusion and to maintain markets as inclusive urban spaces.

e  MARK - Market as neighbourhood infrastructure

Markets should be recognised and planned as core neighbourhood infrastructure, anchoring
proximity, centrality and everyday urban life.

4.6.3. ProxiMark as a Transferable Policy Framework

ProxiMark was designed as a replicable but adaptable model. Its components can be prioritised
or combined differently, depending on local conditions, market size, and institutional capacity. It is
important to note that the framework emphasises continuous monitoring, stakeholder engagement,
and adaptive learning, allowing governance arrangements to evolve over time.

By synthesising governance principles derived from empirical evidence and theoretical insights,
ProxiMark offers a robust and practical tool for policymakers seeking to align municipal market
rehabilitation with urban strategies based on proximity, social inclusion, and long-term urban
sustainability. Table 1 summarises the core components of the ProxiMark framework, highlighting
its relevance for public policy and local governance.

Table 1. The ProxiMark governance framework for municipal markets.

ProxiMark component Key focus Policy relevance
P — Public ownership Public control and long- | Safeguards public interest and
term vision social objectives
R — Relational use Everyday use and | Reinforces neighbourhood life and
sociability proximity
O - Operational hybrid | Shared management | Balances efficiency and
management models accountability
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X — Cross-sectoral integration Policy coordination Aligns food, waste, mobility and
social policies
I - Inclusive access Social and  economic | Prevents exclusion and
inclusion gentrification
MARK - Neighbourhood | Territorial anchoring Strengthens local centrality and
infrastructure resilience

5. Conclusions and Recommendations

Recognising that municipal markets are at a critical juncture. Decades of decline have threatened
their viability and even heralded their demise, but contemporary urban challenges reveal a renewed
strategic relevance. As local infrastructure, markets can help implement and give meaning to the
principles of the 15-minute city, providing accessible daily services and reinforcing neighbourhood
centralities. As nodes in the food system, markets can promote the circular economy through short
supply chains, waste reduction and recycling of local resources. As relational spaces, markets can
promote social cohesion and urban commons in increasingly fragmented cities.

However, to realise this potential, certain difficulties must be overcome. Recent experiences
show that market interventions can generate negative externalities such as gentrification,
touristification and social displacement, undermining the qualities that make markets valuable. The
central challenge is to rehabilitate markets in a way that improves and reinforces, rather than
compromises, their social and territorial functions, modernising without displacing, generating
investment without gentrifying, and integrating tourism without touristification.

The bibliography considered in this article reveals several important ideas. First, the value of
markets lies in their multifunctionality, which is simultaneously economic, social, cultural, and
environmental. Governance models that prioritise single dimensions (e.g., profit maximisation,
heritage preservation) fail to capture the full potential of markets and generate significant negative
externalities. Second, successful market governance requires balancing multiple, sometimes
conflicting objectives such as economic viability and social accessibility, modernisation and tradition,
local services and external attraction. This balance requires sophisticated governance capable of
managing complexity and negotiating compromises. Third, context is extremely important. Markets
are embedded in specific territorial, cultural, and institutional contexts that shape their challenges
and opportunities. Governance models must be adapted to local conditions rather than applying
universal models.

Based on these ideas, we propose a hybrid governance model that combines public ownership,
participatory management, multifunctional programming, territorial integration, circular economy
principles, and adaptive learning. This model seeks to reconcile the economic sustainability of
markets with their relevance as local infrastructure, food system hubs, relational spaces, and urban
commons.

The implementation of this model requires different actions. At the municipal level, integrated
market policies are needed, coordinating the commercial, urban, food, environmental, cultural and
social dimensions, which are currently fragmented across various departments. Markets must be
recognised in urban planning as strategic infrastructure, with location care that ensures equitable
access. Regulatory frameworks should facilitate SFSCs, circular economy practices and social
economy enterprises. Financial mechanisms should support market modernisation, protecting
affordable vendors and preventing gentrification.

At the market level, participatory governance structures should enable meaningful involvement
of vendors, users and the community. Management should balance commercial viability with social
objectives through graduated rents, commercial diversification policies and complementary
programming. Markets should support the circular economy through waste management, local
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product platforms and the promotion of sustainable consumption. Monitoring and evaluation should
track social and environmental outcomes as well as economic ones.

At a broader territorial level, knowledge exchange networks should facilitate learning between
markets and cities. Research should continue to document experiences, evaluate interventions, and
develop governance innovations. Advocacy should position markets within broader urban
sustainability agendas, from climate action to food security and social cohesion.

Some gaps in the research have been identified that warrant attention. First, more comparative
analysis is needed to examine the performance of different governance models in diverse contexts.
Second, longitudinal studies should track market transformations over time, assessing the long-term
impacts of gentrification and displacement. Third, research should examine the actual (rather than
just potential) contributions of markets to the circular economy and 15-minute city goals, with
rigorous assessment of environmental and social impacts. Fourth, research is needed on the role of
markets in food security and nutrition, particularly for vulnerable populations. Fifth, research should
explore the potential of markets in peripheral and informal places, contexts that receive less attention
than more central urban areas.

Municipal markets obviously cannot solve contemporary urban challenges on their own.
However, as multifunctional infrastructures integrated into the social fabric of neighbourhoods, they
offer strategic entry points for integrated sustainability interventions. To realise this potential, it is
necessary to go beyond nostalgic preservation or commercial exploitation and move towards
sophisticated governance that recognises the complexity of markets and manages them as urban
commons. At a time when more sustainable, equitable and liveable cities are required, local markets,
when properly managed, can be powerful tools for urban transformation.

The path forward requires political will and institutional innovation and sustained commitment
to markets as public goods. It requires resisting pressures to maximise short-term revenues at the
expense of long-term social and environmental value. It requires genuine participation, ensuring that
markets serve diverse communities rather than the consumption of the elite or tourists. It requires
patience, recognising that building sustainable and equitable markets is a long-term endeavour with
no quick fixes.

Ultimately, the question is not whether municipal markets are relevant to contemporary cities,
but what kind of markets we want and for whom. The answer will shape not only markets themselves
but the broader character of our cities and neighborhoods, whether they prioritize profit or people,
exclusion or inclusion, consumption or community. Municipal markets, as spaces where these
tensions play out daily, are microcosms of larger urban futures. Governing them well is both
challenge and opportunity for building the sustainable, equitable, proximity-oriented cities we need.
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