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ABSTRACT (revised)

What is better: renovation or new construction?dvahg the plenary debate on the
ENHR 2007 conference in Rotterdam we continuedsearch for the answer to this
guestion.

The choice between reuse and replacement of exilstiidings is a vital but very
difficult one, involving a wide range of aspectslaifecting contradictory and often
conflicting interests. In the past, building quakind public health played a decisive role
in improvement of the housing stock, mainly by slclearance. More recently functional
and economic considerations tend to dominate. Tinengironmental aspects like
energy consumption and building waste are of grgunmportance, sustainability does
not seem to be a major aspect in decision makiogtatemolition or life cycle extension
up till now.

In the past years we studied the decision makiogiadlemolition in the Netherlands.
Based on the available literature and statistiagh @ve analysed the actual practice in the
Netherlands to identify the ‘demolishers’ and threatives. In addition to this research
we made an inventory of the literature about thérenmental impact of reuse and
replacement. Our paper gives a concise overvietlveofesults. Overlooking the results
so far we conclude that life cycle extension byorextion and reuse of existing stock is
generally more sustainable. However replacememsée increase in the Netherlands.
Therefore we discuss ways to stimulate ‘demolistiergive more weight to
sustainability and pay more attention to reuse.

Keywords: replacement of dwellings; extension f&f tiycle; decision making;
sustainability.



Replacement or reuse?
The choice between demolition and life cycle extension from a sustainable viewpoint

1. Introduction

The question: replacement or reuse what is bésterclassic one in housing
management. In the past, building quality and mubdalth played an important role in
decision making about the question, often resultingum clearance. More recently
functional and economic considerations tend to datei the appraisal of the alternatives.
Because environmental aspects like energy consamatid building waste are of
growing importance, sustainability should beconmeagor aspect in decision making
about demolition or life cycle extension. So theatquestion is: which intervention is
better from a sustainable perspective? There deece from the literature that reuse or
transformation of existing dwellings is more sustdile than replacement. However,
looking at the Dutch statistics demolition showsteady increase. In this paper we will
study this contradiction by answering four question
- what is the actual demolition rate in the Nethettaand in Europe?
- what is, according to the literature, preferabtarfra sustainable perspective:
reuse or replacement?
- what determines the choice between reuse and sxptad? to what extent is
sustainability a motive in decision-making abous #thoice?
- how can owners be influenced to include sustaingliil their decisions making
about life cycle extension of their property andidyat means?

Based on our previous research on demolition w\steh a section about demolition in
the Netherlands. In the second section we summ#re Dutch debate about the
environmental impact of interventions in the hogsstock. In the third section we
identify the owners that decide to demolish theaperty and their motives. In the last
section we discuss opportunities to stimulate owh@igive more weight to sustainability
in decision-making and pay more attention to reuse.

2. Demolition in NL and EU, volumes

Like most housing stock statistics, the Dutch C88ds distinguish between the total
decrease of the stock by withdrawal (loss of usargimg with other dwelling and
demolition) and by demolition (destruction, fire 8t As table 1 shows the main part of
the decrease by withdrawal is due to demolitionnared with the total stock the
number of demolished dwellings in the Netherlasdniodest. However, the demolition
rate (the ratio of demolished dwellings and thaltdtvelling stock) is steadily growing.
Before the year 2000 the rate fluctuated around %olafter 2000 it rose to 0.28% in
2007. That is an increase of 60% in 7 years.



Table 1 Decrease of the housing stock due to wathidis according to year and
tenure and decrease by demolition

! Housing stock2 Total decreasg Decrease rent:d Decrease ownsr Demolition ° Demolition as %7
(x 1000) occupied of stock
Year (6):(2)x100

1995 6,192 13,691 9,605 4,083 10,382 0,17
2000 6,590 13,529 9,759 3,769 10,258 0,16
2001 6.65] 15,55¢ 11,09¢ 4,45¢ 11,95¢ 0,1¢
2002 6,710 16,410 11,952 4,458 12,738 0,19
2003 6,764 17,763 12,706 5,057 12,633 0,19
2004 6,810 19,313 14,201 5,112 15,910 0,23
200t 6,85¢ 19,057 14,70: 4,34t 13,90° 0,2C
2006 6,912 21,656 15,992 5,664 16,765 0,24
2007 6,967 23,840 18,785 5,055 19,449 0,28
2008 7.030

Source: CBS Statline (2008a, 2008b)

The demolition rate in the Netherlands is much érghan in neighbouring countries. In
the nineties and the first years of this centugyrtite in most countries was below 0.1 %.
Only Germany tried to keep up with the Netherlartd,the demolition rate in that
country is still below 0.15% (figure 1).

Figure 1 Demolition rate NL compared to neighbogrcountries
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Source: Van der Flier & Thomsen (2006)

It could be discussed to what extent the actualadion rate is too low. Presuming that
the annual demolition rate is equal to the replaggrby new dwellings the minimal
required time to replace the existing stock, he. minimal required life span, is in the



Netherlands (ann.demol.rate 0,25%) 400 years, im@ey (ann.demol.rate 0,13%) 750
years, in France (ann.demol.rate 0,07%) 1400 yaadsin the UK (ann.demol.rate
0,08%) 1300 years! (Thomsen, 2007). Though theihgustock of most western EU
countries (except the UK) is rather young and tliggges give only a random
indication, they show that the average life spathefexisting stock will be much longer
than usually expected.

3. Environmental impact of housing stock interventions. an ongoing
debate

“The building stock and the activities relatedttplay a minor role in the conscience of
the architectural profession. Their contemporalyegystem is still largely centred on
the design of new buildings...” This gloomy view obller & Hassler (2002) is

probably outdated but points at an important redspour limited knowledge about the
existing housing stock. The same mechanism caedieia the field of sustainable
building. Since the early 1990s, the issue of snabde building has been drawing
attention from a variety of stakeholders. Howewaso in this field the “discussions tend
to focus on new buildings, and stakeholders ha¥gaio enough attention to the
existing building sector.” (Awano, 2005). Happihjig view is also somewhat outdated, at
least for the Netherlands. Since the beginnindpisf¢entury there has been substantial
research and debate about the environmental ingb&atterventions in the existing
housing stock. De Jonge (2005 and 2006) used tlielnodthe Eco-costs / Value Ratio
developed by Voigtlander (2001) to compare thect$fef various strategies to transform
the housing stock such as transformation and nestagction. He used the model in a
case study concerning the whole life-cycle of fmervention strategies for an obsolete
apartment block. He concludes that - under mostlitions - renovation or
transformation offers the best chances for a quaiée solution.

Itard & Klunder (2007) also studied the environnaimhpacts of renovation compared
with new construction. After a discussion of thegpand cons of various tools to assess
the environmental impact of these interventionthahousing stock they selected the
Dutch LCA tool EcoQuantum. Using this tool theyatdated the environmental effects
of transformation and new construction in two ca3égy conclude that transformation,
if structurally possible, is a much more environtady efficient way to achieve the same
results than are demolition and new construction.

There are also other voices in the Dutch literatifirtman & van Ewijk (2004) studied
the impact of the life span of dwellings on theawieonmental performance. Using
EcoQuantum, they compared the future ecologicaldiuduring the lifespan of
renovation and new construction. They found thedter approximately 70 years - new
construction performs better, mainly due to betterrgy reduction. They conclude that,
to optimize the environmental burden of these messa substantial extension of the
life span is thus needed. To achieve the requifea@ycle extension, a simple renovation
is not sufficient and transformation of dwellingsluding measures such as enlargement
by joining dwellings should be taken. They questidhat is possible, given the
changing and uncertain market demand for theselidg®| and conclude that if this type
of measures needs to be taken, new constructmbéster option.



The study of Kortman & van Ewijk shows the intrdmlidy of this kind of long term ex-
ante evaluation: the unknowability of the futurexdXo the impossibility to estimate
future innovation, maintenance and major repaitissounted by replacement of worn
existing materials and machinery by the same iteves time, ignoring the essential role
of innovation and technological progress. In thaea but curiously opposite - way they
value the also unknown role of the market valubeasg a drawback for renovation.
Anink & Mak (2005) conducted a study of the envimental impact of restructuring in
the Moerwijk South neighbourhood in The Hague Saltkst. They compared the
impact of five renewal strategies using the toae@uantum and GPR Building. In this
way they studied the impact on energy, materiadstevand water and the impact on
health and functional quality. They conclude tlsatnpared on the minimum level
(Dutch Building Decree) and only looking at matkreamergy and water, the
environmental performance of renovation is bettantnew construction. But compared
on a higher quality level, new construction perferpetter than renovation. It enables
better anticipation on preferences and demandseiméxt fifty years and therefore
prevents the need for a new intervention in thisople

In the same way and for the same reason as Kodméanm Ewijk, Anink & Mak

assume that this decisive ‘higher level’ is onlgdle for new construction. This biases
the outcomes of their study.

Overlooking the results, both latter studies shioat,tregarding materials and waste, the
environmental impact of life cycle extension isideély less than demolition and new
construction. On the other hand the energy perfoo@af new construction seems to be
superior: better insulation and more comprehensistallations (solar energy, heath
pumps etc.), resulting in an overall better ecaapperformance. Though the energy
performance of renovation could be technically édghe life span expectation and
market position of renovation is expected to befirgent to justify the same investment
as for new construction, but proof for this opinierabsent. Moreover the argument that
the market demand for renovation is uncertain aatinew construction enables better
anticipation on housing demand in the future isawstvincing. This argument can also
be raised against new construction of apartmersblwhich is an uncertain market too.
There are even sources that contend that singléyfdmellings built in recent large
development areas (VINEX) will be obsolete withbhyears. Given the uncertainty of
future performance, one of the advantages of rdimvas that it results in more
differentiation in the housing stock, in terms adiality/costs relations. In that way the
stock can meet the demand of a variety of groufiefan a bipolar stock with on the
one hand high quality new construction and on theromedium and low quality existing
dwellings. Given the rapid change in preferenceslavaot know if the qualities of both
renovation and new construction will be enough &etithe preferences for a long time.
As we saw in section 2, we have to cope with a \@ng average necessary life span,
much longer than currently expected. During thigltife span, adaptations to changing
needs and preferences will be inevitable anyhows @pplies to the building as a whole
as well as to separate building parts and services.

A methodical problem of long term ex-ante evaluaties in the limitation of empirical
knowledge to assess future developments. As pdsirpgnce is no guarantee for future



results, the estimation of determining variabl&s tiechnological innovation and market
dynamics is hazardous and can easily lead to bmastedmes. Moreover, future
developments are not the result of autonomous psesebut the aggregated outcome of
human decisions and interventions. Our study ismtte least aimed to support
intervention policies.

The conclusion of this section is that the debbtauathe environmental impact of
interventions in the existing housing stock is fimshed yet. The conclusions of the
studies are not conclusive and often related toipeases. Looking at the presented
results we consider the environmental impact efdijcle extension in most cases less
than demolition and new construction, though thigebenergy performance of new
construction reduces the differences up to now.

As there is in principle little reason why the eneperformance of renovation could not
be equal to new construction, and the long necgé$i$aispan of the existing stock
combined with rising energy prices and environmlemiasures will boost innovations
and improvements, we conclude that the environnhenfzact of life cycle extension by
renovation, transformation and reuse is in gedessl than replacement by new
construction and deserves as such public support.

4. Reuseor replacement: choicesand motives

The choice between reuse and replacement has &éathigon in Dutch literature.
Through the years a range of decision support syste assess the pro and cons of this
choice were developed, mainly weighing performaanoe costs (Thomsen & Van der
Flier, 1996). Studies of the actual decision-malpnocess are however scarce and
mostly casuistic; systematic analyses are absemtré@ent studies about demolition and
demolition motives (Van der Flier & Thomsen, 20@®2) give some insight in the
motives of owners to replace their property anduash to some extent in the motives for
not choosing for life cycle extension.

4.1. Motivesfor demalition in the Netherlands
When identifying the motives for demolition of Dhtowners, a distinction should be
made between the rented sector (social and comahjescid the owner occupied sector.
In 2006 the owner occupied sector comprised 56#ehousing stock, the social rented
sector 35% and the private rented sector 10% (MVRZORI7). It should be noted that,
like in all EU countries, the share of owner ocdigrais steadily growing.

4.2. M otives of housing associations
Table 1 displays that rented dwellings are ovegggnted amongst the demolished
dwellings. About 75% of the demolished dwellings sented dwellings while they
comprise only 45% of the housing stock. Although filgures of tables 2 and 1 are not
fully comparable, they are from two different sascthey display that almost all
demolished rented dwellings are social rented dmgsl Demolition in the private rented
sector is almost non-existent. The demolition natine social rented sector is much
higher than in the owner occupied sector. It alsobied since 2000: from 0.31% in 2000
to 0.69% in 2006.



Table 2 Demolition and demolition rate in the sbs&ctor
1 2 3 4

Housing stock Demolition Demolition as % of stock

Year (x 1000) (3):(2)x100

2000 2.438 7.540 0.31
2001 2.44( 8.20( 0.3¢
200z 2.43: 9.70( 0.4C
2003 2.420 14.200 0.59
2004 2412 13.500 0.56
2005 2.409 14.000 0.58
200¢€ 2.40¢ 16.60( 0.6¢

2007
Source: CFV (2006, 2007)

To gain insight in the motives of housing assoeradito demolish we conducted a survey
in 2004. In this survey we asked housing associatabout the number of demolished
dwellings in the past ten year; the number of dwgd to be demolished in the next ten
years and about their motives to make the dectsi@®emolish. We found out that:

- demolition rates in the past ten years were redgtiktigh in the urbanised
Randstad and especially in the four largest citidls sometimes tight housing
markets.

- housing associations plan an increase with a f&in dwellings to be
demolished in the next ten year period. Multi-fanaivellings and dwellings
built between 1945 and 1966 are overrepresentedgshthe demolished
dwellings and amongst the dwellings housing assiodiplan to demolish in the
next ten years.

- most important motives to demolish are: structdediciencies (30%),
insufficient market demand (23%), functional deditties (20%) and motives
related to urban planning (16%). These four mota@unt for 80% of the
motives. There is also a relation between motiveshaiilding year. Most
important motive to demolish dwellings built befd@66 are structural
deficiencies. For dwellings built after 1966 insci#nt market demand was
mentioned as most important reason (Thomsen & Ardevan Battum, 2004).

The emphasis of ‘demolishers’ on structural/techniteficiencies is contrary to the
relative high quality of the social rented sectompared with the owner-occupied stock;
according to the national qualitative dwelling ®y"\KWR substandard social dwellings
do hardly exist and the share of low quality dwwgs is very low (MVROM, 2003).

In another project we studied the actual demolibehaviour of housing associations.
Given the available data we could study the refatietween on the one hand demolition
(rate) and on the other hand building year relatgld quality, tightness of the housing
market and asset management approach of the haassogiation. We found that there
is:
- aclear relation between the building year of thvelings and demolition rate:
the older the dwelling is the higher is the chaoicdemolition.
- no clear relation between the state of the housiaket and demolition rate: we
found high rates in both loose markets and tightkets.



- no relation between active asset management andlitiemrate: in the same
housing market we found both housing associatioatdre active with selling
dwellings and new construction and showing high al@mn rates, and housing
associations with the same active performance bibtlaw demolition rates.

We all together assumed that other motives relatddmanagement policies or
corporate objectives and image must be prevaihrn@e decision making process (van
der Flier & Thomsen 2006). We did not find any sation that sustainability is a motive
in this process, neither for demolition nor forseu

4.3. Motives of owner occupiers
The overrepresentation of rental dwellings in thtaltdecrease of the housing stock is
mirrored in an underrepresentation of owner ocaligigellings (see table 1). About 21%
of the decrease is owner occupied while they cose@6% of the housing stock.
In a previous paper we explored the demolition westiof private owners (Thomsen &
van der Flier 2007). Following the literature abtyges of owners and their motives we
made a matrix with on the one axis type of ownesiding owner occupier, new owner
occupier and developer. On the other axis we djatghed into quality related and profit
related motives. Although the quantitative inforrmatabout demolition in the private
sector is scarce we found two of the six possibtes to count for the bulk of the
demolition in the owner occupied sector:

- demolition (after purchase) followed by new constian by new owner
occupiers with housing quality related motives.sIgenerally concerns
households taking a next step in their housingeraard wanting to construct a
new dwelling that fits their preferences.

- demolition (after purchase) followed by new constian by (small) developers
with profit related motives. This concerns develsplat buy cheap dwellings on
sought after locations, demolish them and constrewat ones that can be sold
profitable.

In both cases the decision for demolition comemfeonew owner with quality resp.
profit related motives that do not refer to thegf@cteristics of the) existing dwelling. As
such sustainability is not within their scope andative.

We all together did not find signs of sustainabifis motive in the decision-making
about demolition. Though the sustainable viewpdo#s not seem to play a role in
decision-making about demolition as yet, this miagnge in the future. Due to rising
energy prices and growing awareness of “the incoievi truth”, the importance of
sustainability as aspect in decision-making abeuse or replacement is growing.

5. Sustainability as motive for life cycle extension; how to influence
owners

In the actual behaviour of owners that are demwlgstheir property (‘demolishers’),
sustainability does not play a visible role. Thases the question how to influence the
‘demolishers’ to give (more) weight to sustaindliln their choice between demolition
and life cycle extension. As sufficient empiricalisces are missing, we have to find
answers in a more tentative way.



Two sub-questions are relevant:

- which ‘demolishers’ can be expected to give morgteto sustainability and

pay more attention to reuse in decision-making abdarventions in their stock?

- how and to what extent can these owners be stieditatdo so?
The sub-questions are closely related. The firsstjon looks into the responsiveness of
owners: the potential margin for the decision mgkaith respect to their objectives. The
second question looks at the influencing opportestithe means that are appropriate,
given the owner’s objectives and margins.
We approach the first questions by hypotheticalbguakssing four cases from a matrix of
types of ‘demolishers’. On the one axis we distisgunto type of ownership: rental or
owner-occupied and on the other axis we distingunghquality related motives and
profit related motives to demolish (table 3).

Table 3 Ownership and demolition motives: four sase
Motives to demolish Quality driven Profit driven

Tenure

Rented Case 1 Case 2

Owner occupied Case 3 Case 4

We approach the second question by distinguistiiregtoften used types of means to
stimulate owners (Bemelmans-Videc et.al. 2003):
- force (the stick),e.g. legal prohibitions, proscriptions and paasajt
- seduction (the carrotk.g. financial, fiscal or administrative incensye
- persuasion (the sermorg,g. informative and/or supportive communications,
appealing for sense of responsibility and/or setiéiiest.

5.1. Sticks, carrotsand sermons
Forceis the hardest measure. Related to demolitiorsatets, force can be applied in
several ways, like the ban on demolition of monutm@md national heritage, the
obligation of a permit for demolition or penalti@s violation of law and regulations.
The use of force is only applicable to enforceléve or protect public interest, common
good, civil right or basic private concern. Progeights are very strong and owners
cannot be forced easily to serve public interessud governmental policies. Under
present law and common practice, force, e.g. aatto give permit to demolish, not to
mention an imperative to improve or renovate, ity éeasible in cases where it is
obvious that demolition is contrary to the law, [aibegulations or evident violation of
common good. As housing associations have to capesector-specific regulations, the
Minister of Housing has more extended imperatibes,also only within public
(housing) interest. In this respect, but also loy; i@nant’s rights are also to be
considered.
As a milder less imperative force, penalties caafya@ied to enforce laws e.g. to protect
the environment against pollution. But penaltidatesl to the environmental impact of
buildings and demolition decisions are not avadal8lo usually a combination of
seduction and persuasion will have to be usedttoegelts (cf. Van Hal 2000).



Seductioris an important but often expensive measure. Betlim demolition decisions,
financial, fiscal or administrative incentives likabsidies can be applied to make reuse
more attractive than new construction. In thesegasbsidies can seduce owners that are
not able or owners that are not willing to paydamore sustainable solution. Subsidies
are however expensive and the weighing of the enmiental effect is difficult.

The use of subsidies grew fast in the sixties aversties of the last century but was cut
back in the last decades because of rising costpdalitical changes. In the last years the
use of fiscal incentives is gaining attention amdpéess expensive and more effective.
Fiscal rewards for sustainable investments, contbivith fiscal penalties for

maintaining unsustainable situations, could bessemtial instrument to influence
dwelling owners (Sunikka 2006).

Persuasions always an indispensable measure to influengeb@haviour, in particular
regarding sustainability, i.e. by appealing forseenf responsibility and/or self-interest,
like owners’ responsibility for the environment acionate change, the sustainability of
interventions and profits of energy saving, anarnfation about alternative solutions.
Related to demolition, proper information about éim@ironmental impact of demolition
versus life cycle extending interventions are i $hme way indispensable, as well as
easy accessible practical knowledge and best peagiih technical and financial details.

5.2. 4 Cases
Using table 3 we discuss the four cases to asseglsdat extend the different owner types
can be expected to reconsider their choice for digoroand opt for reuse. For each case
we also discuss possible means to stimulate theto sm. As we want to concentrate on
headlines we leave specific regulations for housisgpciations, as well as tenant and
third party rights, out of the discussion.

Case 1 Owners of rented dwellings with quality tedbmotives

This case refers to housing associations sincestlallodemolished rented dwellings are
social rented dwellings. In this case the houss®peiations are faced with structural or
functional deficiencies of the dwellings. As statedection 4 these motives are often
mentioned by housing associations (50%). The aaows assess that it is technically
and/or economically not feasible to renovate thellimgs to remove the deficiencies. In
this case we expect them to be willing to reconsildeir decision to demolish if the
deficiencies can be remedied in another way. le tas structural shortcomings can be
solved technically and/or if there are only funnabdeficiencies a combination of
persuasion (communication about the environmentphct of demolition and about the
prospects of renovation) and seduction (same sigssior renovation as for new
construction) may lead to another decision. Ifstractural problems are severe the
associations will probably not be willing to recates; as we have seen in section 3 the
environmental advantages of renovation over nevgtcoction are doubtful if such is the
case.

Case 2 Owners of rented dwellings with profit rethmotives

For the same reason as mentioned above this caseeétrs to housing associations. In
this case the housing associations are faced matifficient market demand or the need
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or wish to earn money with new construction. Ingight market demand is also often
mentioned as motive for demolition (23%). Demohtim earn money has not been
mentioned but might be included in the categoryneaac motives (10%). The
associations assess that is not possible to mekehgemand in the future with
renovated dwellings and/or expect to earn more mavid new construction. Basically
they will not be willing to reconsider their deasiunless they can be persuaded that
there will be lasting market demand for renovatiorthat renovation is more profitable.
This will probably not be case. The only meansikeforce e.g. refusal of demolition
permit because it is contrary to the interest efltital social housing situation/policy.

Case 3 Owner-occupiers with quality related motives

As owner-occupiers seldom demolish their presenmd)dhis case refers to owner-
occupiers taking a next step in their housing catbey bought a new dwelling. They
assess the actual performance insufficient to theatdemands and consider elimination
of the deficiencies by transformation technicaltgéor economically not feasible or
acceptable and choose for demolition and replacévg construction.

There are two types of this case. The first typgceons households who initially had no
demolition motives but find themselves confrontathva rising mismatch between
desired quality and transformation costs. We doempect these owners to be willing to
reconsider their decision because it is the eralrational weighing process. The only
way to stimulate is force, e.g. refusal of permitiemolish. As shown above application
in this case will be difficult.

The second type concerns households looking fds fido new construction to realize
their ‘dream dwelling’. In a shortage driven landnket like in the Netherlands, but also
in case of shrinking demand with low property psiaé can be more profitable to look
for a plot with a poor but relative cheap existirguse in an existing matured
environment with an attractive infrastructure imst®f an empty plot in a new
development area. In this case owner occupiergwabably only be willing to
reconsider their decision if they can be persudlatitheir dream dwelling can also be
realised by renovation. That is not very likely.

Case 4 Owner-occupiers with profit related motives

As for owner-occupiers profit making means sellithgs case refers to private owners-
developers looking for profitable projects, e.geap dwellings on attractive locations.
This generally occurs in the older dwelling stocksmught after locations in a tight land
market. In this respect this case is similar togbeond type of case 3. Depending on the
size and character of the plot, the profit is askieby the development and selling of
new dwellings in relative high density. We expéetttowners in this case will not be
willing to reconsider any other option unless thefipability or marketability is better.
Only strong means e.g. force might stimulate themeticide otherwise. Seduction and
persuasion are only effective as far as they rastiigher profits. As a result, subsidies
to compensate for lower profits will be (too) high.

The results of our reasoning are summarized iretébl
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Table 4 Ownership and demolition motives: willinga@nd means to reconsider

Motives to demolish Quiality driven Profit driven

Tenure

Rented Willing to reconsider demolition if Not willing to reconsider demolition
problems can be equally solved
Persuasion and seduction Force

Owner occupied Not willing to reconsider demolition, Not willing to reconsider demolition,
unless equal renovation alternative unless better profit
Force and maybe seduction Force; subsidies (too) high to be effective

6. Conclusions

In previous sections we concluded that reuse ifegkle from a sustainable perspective.
We also showed that the actual practice is far dway this conclusion: the demolition
rate in the Netherlands is high and growing, egtlan the social rented sector. We
identified the motives of various types of ownerslemolish. In the last section we
discussed two questions:

- which of the identified ‘demolishers’ can be exgektto give more weight to
sustainability and pay more attention to reuseeicision-making about
interventions in their stock?

- how and to what extent can these owners be stigditatdo so?

We tried to find answers by reasoning about thavastof four types of owners in
relation to possible intervention means. As a testd expect only owners of rented
dwellings, i.c. housing associations, with quat#iated motives to be willing to
reconsider their decisions. If the structural peoi they face can be solved technically
and/or if there are only functional deficienciegombination of persuasion
(communication about environmental impact of detimsliand about the prospects of
renovation) and seduction (subsidies) may leach&dheer decision. This is an important
group. Housing associations count for 75% of thmaleshed dwellings and within this
group structural and functional deficiencies cdontt0% of the motives.

In the other three cases, owners of rented dwslhwith profit related motives and owner
occupiers with quality and with profit related nmwas, only force, i.c. refusal of permit to
demolish and/or penalties for environmental unfitigrdecisions, may lead to other
decisions. This will only be possible and feasihlease there is a clear contradiction
with public interests. It is doubtful to what extéhis applies to the environmental
burden of demolition and replacing new construgtaord even if applicable, to what
extent force is the appropriate way to achieveasogble results.
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