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. INTRODUCTION




DEMAND
* Low propensity to move

* 33% wishes to move in
the future

« Strong interest in
communal concepts
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WOoON (2019). Moving motives from ones recent moved

CBS. (2020). Statistische Trends: 55-plussers over hun (toekomstige) woning.



DEMAND
* Low propensity to move

+ 33% wishes to move in Y,
the fUture 5 Single family

ny

{ v home

« Strong interest in
communal concepts

SUPPLY
* 61% single family
dwellings

Data wonen (2020). Hoofdstuk 2 Nieuwbouw.



DEMAND
* Low propensity to move

* 33% wishes to move in
the future

- > Single family
{/ home

« Strong interest in
communal concepts

SUPPLY

* 61% single family
dwellings
« High density, small urban

appartements, high
prices

20%
90 - 119 m2

Data wonen (2020). Hoofdstuk 2 Nieuwbouw.



Mismatch

Thyssenkrupp Home solutions



“Quarter million

extra dwellings Revalue of collective
for the elderly and semi-collective
demanded” housing concepts “
Trouw 2020
”70000 C|UStered Oud en zelfstandig in 2030
dwellings extra until Aangepast REISadvies

Commissie Toekomst zorg thuiswanende ouderen

2030"

Commissie Bos, 2021

Commissie Bos (2021). Oud en zelfstandig in 2030



Collaborative housing (CH)
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Intentional community Degree of participation = 1 Shared space




Professionalisation of CH concepts

Degree of user involvement )
Professional-led Resident-led
(entrepreneurial exit)

q

(residents’ consultation)

-

P AT
A

JULI (2020). Samen Zelfstandig Zeisterwerf
Czischke (2018). CH as degree of user involvement



Problem statement

There is ....
A strong demand for more CH concepts.

We know that...

Professionals are increasingly interested to
fill the gap

But they encounter many difficulties ?

Little is known about the satisfaction of
end-users in the professional concepts *°

Platform31 (2020). How to start housing concepts for
seniors



{ _
How do professional

collaborative housing concepts for seniors

satisfy the end user's demand.; ’



l. Introduction

{
How do professional

collaborative housing concepts for seniors
satisfy the end user's demand.; ’
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S

. Why is there an increasing demand for senior CH in The Netherlands?

Why is there a mismatch between the supply and demand of senior dwellings?
How do professionals offer CH for seniors as a product?

How do the residents evaluate the realised concept, focusing on the communal
benefits?



\l. LITERATURE




Sub-Q 1: Why is there an increasing demand for senior CH
in The Netherlands?



1. Ageing population puts
pressure on care budget
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CBS (2020). Prognosis Dutch population



WE MOGEN

KAARTEN UIT HET BEJAARDENTEHUIS

™= "“NIET KLAGEN

Ageing society put
pressure on care budget

Changing care
landscape increased van Hamel
the amount living

independently at home
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woning
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Actiz (2020). Witboek



Sub-Q 2: Why is there a mismatch between supply and demand?



to develop CH

since the changed 2015
housing act

Zeisterwerf (2020)



1. Difficult for residents to
develop CH

2. Larger role for market
since the changed 2015
housing act

|. Introduction Il. Literature

" Koop
. Corporatiechuur
B Farticuliers huur

CBS (2020). Monitor Ouderenhuisvesting: geclusterde wooncomplexen naar eigendom

lll. Methodology IV. Case study V. Empirical results VI. Conclusions
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1.

Difficult for residents to
develop CH

Larger role for market
since the changed 2015
housing act

extra
costs, difficulties & risk.

Platform31 (2020)



1l. METHODOLOGY




ParkEntree

Knarrenhof (2020); Blauwhoed (2020); ZorgsaamWonen (2020)



Knarrenhof ParkEntree

Desk 5 Interviews with Mixed method research Synthesis
research professionals residents




How developed?

Marketing

Product by professional (supply)

Physical delivered product

Extra services like
participation

I1l. Methodology

How perceived?

Pirinen (2014). Dwelling as a product

27



Survey

J Expectations

J Current experience

J Communal

benefits l

\/ Background info Brief sense of
community scale

Perceived by residents (demand)

Canter & Rees (1982). Housing satisfaction

Ill. Methodology 28



Group membership

- | feel like a member of this project.
- | belong to this project.

personal investment

Belonging & attatchment
/ Common symbols \
Influence

- I have a say about what goes on in this project.
- Peoplein this project are good at influencing each other.

Openness & influence

Emotional connection

- | feel connected to this project.

\ / - I have a good bond with others in this project.

Fulfilment of needs

Contact & interaction

- lcan get what | need in this project.
- This project helps me fulfil my needs

Brief sense of community scale (BSCS)

Based on McMillan & Chavis (1986) & Glass (2020)



IV. CASE STUDY:




Sub-Q 3: How do professionals offer CH for seniors as a product?



® C(oreproduct

Knarrenhof ParkEntree

“Safe living with privacy and at the “Facilitate vital seniors to take control,

same time all the advantages of living stimulate entrepreneurship, make

together as good neighbours” connections, focus on self-development,
let looking after each other be natural.”

Knarrenhof (2020); Beyond Now (2019); ZorgsaamWonen (2020)



O Actual product

ParkEntree

__No

. Communal living room
- Communal garden

48 dwellings 89 dwellings 131 dwellings
71% Owner-occupied 89% Owner-occupied 25% Owner occupied
29% social housing 30% Social housing

11% private rent 45% Private rent



“The type of dwellings, the width and the price is purely demand-led by the group.
[...] Because we follow the wishes of the majority, the minorities drop out and you
get an increasingly homogenous group.”



“We really wanted to realise this concept,
perhaps we could have made more money with single-family dwellings,
but the question was whether we would have had that opportunity in that place.”



“Providing the opportunity [for commonality] is basically creating the facilities like
the neighbourhood room. That is actually our role.”



l. Introduction

3. How do professionals offer CH for seniors as a product?

Lower € > Higher

Design involvement

Il. Literature lll. Methodology IV. Case study V. Empirical results VI. Conclusions
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3. How do professionals offer CH for seniors as a product?

Higher
A

involvement

Lower € > Higher
Design involvement

Organisational

4

Lower

IV. Case study

38



l. Introduction

3. How do professionals offer CH for seniors as a product?

Higher
oy
LIFE
(social
rent) -
=
[}
E
[
2
o
£
Lower € > Higher
Design involvement =
S
E
=
©
2
(private © EPilrk
rental) LI
(owners)
v
Lower

Il. Literature l1l. Methodology IV. Case study V. Empirical results VI. Conclusions

39



V. EMPIRICAL RESULTS:




Sub-Q 4: How do the residents evaluate the realised concept,

focusing on the communal benefits?



Expectations

To what extent was the collaborative housing concept a reason for moving?

Knarrenhof ParkEntree
= As the main reason to move = As one of the reasons to move, not the most important one
As a positive side effect It didn't contribute

m As a negative side effect

V. Empirical results

42



Satisfaction with...

Rate the following aspects. To what extent are you satisfied with...
(1 = very dissatisfied; 5 = very satisfied)

v

Dwelling

Degree of
communality

N
Vv

N
Vv

Organisation
Of communal



Brief sense of community scale

oo
e

% ParkEntree

l. Introduction

[I. Literature

Knarrenhof

lll. Methodology IV. Case study V. Empirical results VI. Conclusions

44



1
MNeed fulfilment

Project helps me to | Feel like o member of
I can get what { need  fullfill my needs

Group membership
I belong to this

this project project

Influence

I have a say about
what is going on

People positively

influence each other

Shared emotional connection
[ feel connected to
this project

I hove a good
reflation with others

BSCS

il
Knarrenhof
sD 0,656
M
Parkentree
SOy
M
LIFE
sD
%)
Total

50

35,6

0,681 0,681 0,416 377
28,7

1,096 0,983 0,704 6,02
29,7

0,966 0,690 574

31.3

0.950 0702 6,13



INTERVIEWS

ParkEntree LIFE

e T

“When | sit outside, it's like camping, like “I have very nice neighbours, it
sitting in front of your tent. It's the feeling “Rather a good neighbour than a far friend, enriches my life.”
like you're all a family, a brother or sister, and we are good neighbours”

some distant relatives.” “Communality was a

honourable goal, but still has to develop. At
the moment | don't miss anything”

V. Empirical results 46



ANSWERING SUB-QUESTION 4:

4. How do the residents evaluate the realised concept,
focusing on the communal benefits?

Knarrenhof ParkEntree LIFE

Average rate of the overall living satisfaction on a 1 to 10 level scale

. Introduction Il. Literature lll. Methodology IV. Case study V. Empirical results VI. Conclusions
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Synthesis

[. Introduction [l. Literature

[ll. Methodology

IV. Case study

V. Empirical results

VI. Conclusions
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A0
A

Intentional community

d-ar
O

Degree of participation

yose

= 1 Shared space




ALA

A
Afe
( (¥)

A

Degree of participation

ey

= 1 Shared space

selection

group
formation

DOO0I3Q

ownership Organisation

Empasise

None monthly costs letter

more accessible

Motivation T

Waiting
list

higher threshold

Start up Create shared Start board
activities vision & committees
lower effect higher effect
Co-creation Democratic
None
(sample) (everybody)

None (private)

Host
/FM

less residential resp.

private Use contract
party via host
Individual
= Knarrenhof = ParkEntree

Entrepreneurial exit

Resident board
& committees

more residential/communal

VVE

(excl. rental)

Communal

= LIFE, social

= LIFE, private/owners



VI. CONCLUSION




RQ: How do professional collaborative housing concepts for seniors

satisfy the end user's demand?

. Introduction Il. Literature l1l. Methodology IV. Desk research V. Results VII. Conclusions
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DIFFUSION OF CH CONCEPT

Higher
AN
Advantages
- Variety in
concepts
- - Speed and
S feasibility
2 - More accessible
>
[ =
Lower € —_— — > Higher
Design involvement =
S
3
=
©
2
(o]
4

Lower



DIFFUSION OF CH CONCEPT

Advantages
- Variety in
o concepts
Original
CH - Speed and
feasibility

- More accessible

Disadvantages

- Concept of CH
becomes vague

- Misleading for
end-users

VII. Conclusions

54



Dwelling

Degree of
communality

N

How perceived?

N

Commercial -

Communal
goals

Vv

VII. Conclusions
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 Limited number and diversity of cases

 Impact of corona
 Different group process
» Less encounter & activities

« Expand by more cases
« How actors could collaborate to create the optimal community conditions



personal investment
Belonging & attatchment
/ Common symbols \

 Potential of life-cycle proof dwellings

« Complexity of forming communities: different
approach than lean and mean. onness & nfluence
 Cautious with marketing promise, focus on how \ /

Contact & interaction

Based on McMillan & Chavis (1986)



CH = opportunity for flow

Rethink the market-let approach
Financial and organisational support
Communality is not for sale
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How developed?

Professional

concept

> Expectation

/ Marketing

Collaborative Housing s = Product offered

\ Development

process

I1l. Methodology

How perceived?

v

Residential satisfaction

& communal benefit
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(ONo Change
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All residents e Residential board
Owners
VVE 1* Common room

*Excluding the social tenants, by H.A.

& social tenants
VVE 2* Storage & garden —‘
rental contract

> 20 Committees/clubs
Garden, hobbies, music,

exercize, support etc.

Knarrenhof

Housing Association

Delta wonen

Formal relation
————— Informal relation

—— by residents
—— by external owner
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Disruption via Network Action
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FORMATION l PRODUCTION l
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All residents

Owners

& private tenants

4 Workgroups

Garden, lounge, activity
& activity

ParkEntree

5 year

r contract

Residential board

VVE Block A

VVE Block B

VVE Block C
VVE Block D

Common Lounge

rental contract

Hospitality manager

Vitaal&Zo

rental

con
lou

tract
nge

Investor

Formal relation
= — Informal relation

—— by residents

—— by external owner

—— by external party
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Potential for Design
Disruption via Network Action

LOW

FORMATION

MOTIVATION

INSTIGATION

ommunity
Instigated
Project

Insi.zated
Comm.'nity

Frustration

QO Financial

DESIGN
AMBITION

Olndividualised
Product

)

funcuan with
improvean cuality

ONo Change

PRODUCTION
LOCATION OF INITIAL LOCATION OF FINANCIAL LAND
FINANCIAL ENGAGEMENT | KNOWLEDGE MODEL OWNERSHIP
RISK OF OWNERS

O Future (QPre-Project QExistentin  ~Najernative  CFuture
Residents Feasibility group Development Residents

ASite and Mortgage

Purchase Models

Ethical
Investors

QNFP

Developer

commercial
Developer

ODesign
Briefing

/ﬁ Design

Developm~at

™ re-Sales
post Planning
Permission

| “Broker
bet reen
existi
actants

funding

L.No Change

ZNFP
Deveicner or
3™ party
investors

A Commercial
Developer

CONTRIBUTION

KNOWLEDGE
TRANSFER

AlInformation
available to
future groups
and other
professionals

} Information

available for
future groups
and
professionals via
broker

QONo
information
transfer

arrangement

70



Social tenants —
Residential board Hab'On

Several workgroups

Garden, activities, media
Community Habion

Private rental tenants

Community renters

Impatient care facility

Neighbourh. room” e

*Only open for patients due to corona

Community Cordaan

Host & app
MyLivy

Investor
Bouwinvest

Care provider
Cordaan

VVE
Dwellings

Sub-VVE’s

VVE
Parking & care

Formal relation

Informal relation

—— by residents

—— by external owner

by external party
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|. Introduction

Expectations

To what level are the initial expectation met? (selection of CH motivated)

Knarrenhof ParkEntree

L

m It does not correspond at all = Largely not corresponding = Largely corresponding
® Fully corresponding B |t exceeds expectations B Don't know

Il. Literature l1l. Methodology IV. Desk research V. Results VII. Conclusions
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survey results

In general

1. Intentional community

2. Participation

3. Individual & shared
space

All residents Residents chose CH Deliberate CH decision
Project M SD M (CH) SD M (CH+) SD
Knarrenhof - - 35,6 3,77 36,5 3,63
Courtyard 1 - - 36,8 2,48 37,1 2,57
courtyard 2 - - 33,9 4,58 34,8 5,21
ParkEntree 28,7 6,02 29,3 4,85 28,0 4,85
High-rise 29,2 6,71 30,5 4,60 21,0 -
Low-rise 27,9 5,62 27,9 5,70 30,3 3,09
LIFE 29,7 5,74 30,8 5,83 31,8 5,83
Social rent 30,5 5,41 30,6 5,60 31,8 5,83
Other 27,0 5,87 32,0 0,00 - -
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