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ence Proceedings: Impact Assessment the Next Generation, 2013) 1, https://
www.researchgate.net/publication/260124393_Assessing_Amsterdam’s_heri-
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6	  See id. at 1152-53 (explaining the people’s desire to move away from 
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Sustainable Development Goals of the United Nations General Assembly 
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21	  Hereinafter Sustainable Development Goals, supra note 19. 
22	  Federica Appendino, Balancing Heritage Conservation and Sustainable 
Development – The Case of Bordeaux, IOP Conf. Series: Materials Sci. & 
ENG’G, Oct. 2017, at 2 (2017). 
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10, 2011). 
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scape.com/index.php?classid=5353&id=20&t=show(last visited May 16, 
2022). 
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