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E x e c u t i v e  s u m m a ry

Momentarily the Netherlands is facing a consid-
erable housing shortage with the ambition of the 
Dutch government to add 1 million homes before 
2030. This vast development comes with an impact 
on the environment, as the construction industry 
momentarily is a large shareholder in the emission 
of greenhouse gases. No less than 37% of CO2 
emissions annually originate from the building 
industry (UNEP, 2022). 
Adaptive reuse offers the potential to facilitate inner 
city development of residential buildings through 
transformation. This means “any intervention to 
adjust, reuse or upgrade a building to suit new 
conditions or requirements” (Douglas, 2006, p.4). 
This type of development can provide a sustainable 
alternative to demolition or reconstruction of exist-
ing buildings (Jla & Brostrom, 2015). 
Moreover, the government of The Netherlands has 
implemented a new category in social sustainability 
when applying for an environmental permit. The 
implementation of participation in the development 
process will be assessed in applying for an environ-
mental permit as per January 1st 2024 (Woudenberg, 
2022). 

Though adaptive reuse is said to contribute to local 
community life, very often profit making mecha-
nisms take precedence over social concerns (Yung 
& Chan, 2012). The adaptive reuse processes can 
create a new tourist venue or gentrification in the 
area, which makes it hard for local communities 
to maintain their community life. Literature states 
this also depends on the scale of the renovations, 
where the larger the project, the more it impacts 
local community life (Yung & Chan, 2012; Fauzi & 
Ghani, 2022). 

With the implementation of this newly mandatory 
participation mentioning method, adaptive reuse 

projects are to assess whether participation is needed 
and integrate them in their development processes. 
The larger the development, the bigger and more 
integrated the participation is expected to be by the 
municipality. Private market developers are bound 
to the organisation of participation practices and 
implementing this form of social sustainability will 
bear its consequences and inevitably impact the 
resources and way of working of private developing 
companies. No guidelines are formulated on when 
to implement what type of participation, or how to 
effectively integrate the participation process in the 
development process. 

Therefore this research aims to answer the main 
question: 

How can the efficiency of the adaptive reuse 
development process be improved when social par-
ticipation with local communities is implemented?

2. Literature
Starting January 1st 2024, the environmental 
permit in The Netherlands will be revised. It will 
be mandatory to include participation practices in 
the application for an environmental permit. It will 
only be necessary to mention the type and extent 
of participation practices that have been carried 
out. Transparency, rather than participation itself, 
is mandatory. No formal guidelines on participation 
have been found, rather suggestions. One ground 
rule for participation is that the scale of the develop-
ment should match the intensity of the participation 
process.   

In the process, several stakeholders are important. 
These are divided into 4 categories: initiators, 
producers, regulators and users. The role of the ini-
tiator is to start and develop the project. Producers 
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are the entities that deliver a service in support of 
the project, regulators are public entities that guard 
the rules and legislation of the development and 
users concern local communities and end-users 
or companies that end up using the building. In 
the implementation of participation into building 
processes the most important stakeholders are the 
regulators, initiators and the users. Especially the 
dynamic between the initiator and the users (partic-
ipants) is important, as this process has to be passed 
on in the application of an environmental permit. 

The adaptive reuse process includes the phases 
of initiation, feasibility, design, execution and the 
maintenance & occupancy phase. Three main de-
cision making points are found within the process. 

1. Initiative phase:  Starting the adaptation process, 
with economic viability as decision making criteri-
um 
2. Feasibility phase: Deciding on the functional and 
conservational changes within regulatory boundar-
ies, based on an extensive analysis of the existing 
building 
3. Design phase: Final decision making, dealing 
with contracts and building strategy 

These decisions are taken by the initiator of the 
project, supported by the project party consisting of 
producers.

The invovlement of citizens if often depicted as a 
ladder, starting at level 1 through level 9. For partic-
ipation in the context of acquiring an environmental 
permit, only levels 4 through 6 are examined. 
Important aspects in the participation process con-
tain formal administration, stakeholder targeting, 
stage of involvement, methods, information distri-
bution, governance and goals. 

Participation barriers that have been found are 
mostly regarding the interpersonal communication 
between developing parties and participation par-

ties. Next to that, the needed skills in order to face 
complex decision making have been mentioned, as 
well as attitudes of participants and developers not 
taking the process seriously. 

3. Empirical 
The found results depict a possible display of the 
impact of participation practices on the adaptive 
reuse process, based on the results from the cross 
case analysis. Important to note is that the following 
points will have to be taken into account in synthe-
sising the results:  

1. The location, context, function and size is most 
influential in the tendering development. In the 
initiative phase, this becomes less and becomes 
more in the development of the sketch design in the 
feasibility phase.  
2. The implementation of participation processes 
should happen as early as possible, meaning in the 
tendering stage, where the main themes for the en-
tire development are being determined. Herein, the 
participation strategy should be made. This in term 
impacts the tendering stage. The initiative stage 
where the developer steps in remains unchanged. 
No participation impact happens here, and depen-
dent on the participation process the feasibility can 
be impacted by participation. However, it’s also 
possible that participation starts in the feasibility 
stage. 
3. The barriers that are found are bound to the point 
where participation practices take place. These are 
dependent on the type of participation process that 
is generated. 
4. The tendering stage is where the tender document 
is made. Herein, the most leading themes of the 
development will be determined. In the feasibility 
stage an elaboration and design is made based on 
this vision/themes. 
5. In the initiative phase, the initial feasibility for 
the project is assessed based on the developers 
resources, in this stage the decision will be made to 
carry on with the project or to terminate the project. 
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6. In the feasibility stage the sketch design will be 
made. Herein, the project party is assembled and 
decisions are taken that fall within the boundaries 
of the tender development document. Later on, this 
design, along with the bid for the building will be 
assessed by the municipality based on the selection 
criteria that were previously made in the tender 
document. 

Several barriers have been found in the process, , 
mostly allocated to the developer and regulator as 
initiator, occuring mostly in the tendering phase 
and the feasiblity phase, depending on when the 
participation is carried out. 
With the implementation of participation, several 
outcomes can be mentioned as well. Participation 
has the potential to lift several barriers in the adap-
tive reuse process, mainly in the social, legal and 
political domain, lifting barriers for the initiator, 
regulator and the user. These barriers occur mostly 
in the feasibility and use phase.

4. Conclusion
This research focused on effectively implementing 
participation in the adaptive reuse development 
process by researching the adaptive reuse develop-
ment process, finding structure in the participation 
process and discovering timing and barriers of 
integrating these processes. This was done through 
a cross case analyis and lessons learned approach of  
3 non-monumental tendered cases in inner G4 cities 
in The Netherlands.

The research revealed that the local context such as 
the specific location, function and scale are important 
considerations, especially during the development 
of the tender document. Early involvement of 
participants is highly recommended, as the projects 
core themes can be influenced in an early stage. The 
process analysis shows that participation must be 
well defined and consider the participation aspects 
to be formalised in a plan. These entail goals; stage 
of involvement; methods to be used; stakeholder 

targeting; information distribution and the gover-
nance form. Later, in carrying out the participation, 
the aspects of information distribution and methods 
are relevant. The success of these participation 
practices can be endorsed by involving the citizens 
early and to implement digital techniques in order 
to reach a wider and more divers stakeholder group. 
Though, barriers have also been found in the 
research. These can be categorised in stakeholder 
alignment, involvement, attitudes and resources. 
Most barriers are appointed to the initiator of the 
participation process, whether that would be the 
regulator or a developer. However, developers have 
2 specific barriers that the regulator as initiator does 
not deal with. 

The benefits of implementing participation are 
allocated to several stakeholders, among who the 
regulator and client with most benefits, followed 
closely by the local community in terms of plans that 
better correspond with community needs, promote 
innovation, less objection from local citizens and 
shift tender selection criteria toward social rather 
than economic reasons. Next to that, the research 
indicated that several barriers in the adaptive reuse 
process may be lifted as well. These barriers mostly 
occur in the use and feasibility phase, with the ini-
tiator having most barriers solved, closely followed 
by the regulator and the user. 

Different participation mechanisms have been dis-
tinguished, each for a specific situation dependent 
on the choice of implementing risk management 
practices or implementing social sustainability. 
These mechanisms have shown that different 
methods involve a different number of stakehold-
ers, meaning that the least intensive participation 
measure reaches a broader spectrum of citizens and 
the most intensive participation methods includes 
the least local communities. The typology of the 
participation levels are mostly dependent on the 
type of feedback structure, where level 4 deals with  
efficiently dealing with specific feedback on a small 
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part of the design, level 5 personal and detailed 
feedback on multiple parts, however more time 
consuming and creates long-term commitment and 
level 6 deals with the involvement of a small group 
of locals, letting them give continuous feedback on 
the design and thereby the opportunity to implement 
social sustainability exists.   

The results largely overlap with the found literature,  
highlighting the need to take participation process-
es seriously and focusing on clear communication, 
proper attitudes and avoiding tokenism. Though, 
in the implementation of participation practices, 
the developer is bound to answer to a new type 
of stakeholder. This new stakeholder group is not 
a professional workgroup and possibly requires a 
different management approach. 

Though this research focused on the moment of in-
tegration of the two processes, no conclusive results 
were found: merely indications, though a strong 
commonality among all interviewees was that par-
ticipation practices should be implemented as early 
as possible. In the specific scope of tendered proj-
ects this would be in the development of the tender 
document. Yet, the pragmatic limitation occurs on 
dealing with multiple contenders and being able to 
properly carry out the participation process without 
having to opiniate every design that is contending 

for the option agreement. 

Future projects should consider the participation 
mechanisms for each phase. A mix of different par-
ticipation methods can be used, depending on the 
stage, local importance of the building and the goal 
of the design. A strong focus on clear communica-
tion and transparency is advised. 

In conclusion, implementing participation in 
adaptive reuse projects proves to benefit more 
stakeholders than solely the local community. This 
research highlights the need for early involvement, 
digital techniques and formally creating a partici-
pation plan tailored to the local context. Whilst 
challenges still exist in the forms of stakeholder 
alignment; attitude of stakeholders; involvement 
and resources, barriers can still be overcome by 
the initiator of the participation process and de-
velopment. Next to that, there is an indication that 
participation practices can lift some of the barriers 
in the adaptive reuse process. 

Moving forward, a participation plan that is taken 
seriously with proper implementation of different 
participation methods along with clear communica-
tion and transparency will be essential in realising 
sustainable and socially inclusive urban environ-
ments. 
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A b s t r a c t

Starting January 1, 2024 the environmental permit 
requires a new aspect in the application for an 
environmental permit: participation. The govern-
ment requires transparency on the used methods 
and involved stakeholders herein, though specific 
guidelines are lacking. This research investigates 
on implementing these participation practices 
efficiently and effectively through a cross case anal-
ysis in tendered projects with a lessons learned 
approach. Findings indicate that participation 

can improve project outcomes, reduce objections 
from local citizens and bring forth innovation in 
a project. However, barriers include stakeholder 
management, involvement, attitudes between stake-
holder groups and resource allocation. For effective 
implementation early involvement as early as the 
tender development is recommended, along with 
using different types of participation methods, em-
phasising clear communication & transparency and 
formulating an official participation plan. 
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1 . 1  P r o b l e m  s tat e m e n t

I n t r o d u c t i o n

Momentarily the Netherlands is facing a consid-
erable housing shortage with the ambition of the 
Dutch government to add 1 million homes before 
2030. This vast development comes with an impact 
on the environment, as the construction industry 
momentarily is a large shareholder in the emission 
of greenhouse gases. No less than 37% of CO2 
emissions annually originate from the building 
industry (UNEP, 2022). 

Adaptive reuse offers the potential to facilitate 
inner city development of residential buildings 
through transformation. This means “any inter-
vention to adjust, reuse or upgrade a building to 
suit new conditions or requirements” (Douglas, 
2006, p.4). This type of development can provide a 
sustainable alternative to demolition or reconstruc-
tion of existing buildings (Jla & Brostrom, 2015). 
Environmental benefits include lower material 
usage, less transport, less energy consumption and 
less pollution (Yung and Chan, 2012; Aigwi et al., 
2023). Some benefits related to economic factors 
include the increase of affordable housing and; 
increased economic opportunities (Aigwi et al., 
2023). Social benefits contain the improvement of 
resilience; safeguarding historical values; encour-
agement of tourism; empowerment of community 
action and involvement; boosting social values; re-
duced crime incidence and improvement of quality 
of life (Aigwi et al., 2023), thereby contributing to 
the three main components of environmental, social 
and economical sustainability, otherwise known as 
sustainable development (DEH, 2004) . 

Moreover, the government of The Netherlands has 
implemented a new category in social sustainability 
when applying for an environmental permit. The 
implementation of participation in the development 
process will be assessed in applying for an environ-

mental permit as per January 1st 2024 (Woudenberg, 
2022). 
In this new category, developers will be faced with 
a reporting obligation on participation containing 
the level of involvement of local residents and 
results in participation in development projects 
(Informatiepunt Leefomgeving, n.d.). 

Though adaptive reuse is said to contribute to local 
community life, very often profit making mecha-
nisms take precedence over social concerns (Yung 
& Chan, 2012). The adaptive reuse processes can 
create a new tourist venue or gentrification in the 
area, which makes it hard for local communities 
to maintain their community life. Literature states 
this also depends on the scale of the renovations, 
where the larger the project, the more it impacts 
local community life (Yung & Chan, 2012; Fauzi & 
Ghani, 2022). 

According to Remøy & Persoon (2020), the imple-
mentation of adaptive reuse projects can be used as 
a catalyst in support of urban area (re)development. 
In monumental adaptive reuse projects an average 
price increase of 7.1% has been found concerning 
the dwellings in a radius of 1300 metres around 
a monumental industrial adaptive reuse project 
(Remøy & Persoon, 2020). These rising prices 
can eventually lead to a physical displacement of 
the existing target group. Not only does it become 
too expensive to upgrade to another house in the 
neighbourhood, local ventures can also be victi-
mised by the rising prices, being forced to leave 
their companies and being replaced by big chain 
public amenities (Teunissen, 2017). The ‘outsider’ 
invasion in gentrification turns out to be crucial. 
Redfernd (2003) emphasises that the impact of 
gentrification undermines the security of existing 
inhabitants. By claiming the space of the original 
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inhabitants and transforming it into a place that 
aligns with the preferences of gentrifiers -and not so 
much the original  inhabitants- potential displace-
ment comes into play. The tension between these 
groups are rooted in differences in style of life: the 
displacees not only lose their homes, but also the 
social and cultural environment that makes them 
feel at home (Redfernd, 2003). The loss of homes of 
displacees and the social and cultural environment 
can be described as the loss of a sense of belonging, 
or psychological displacement. Though the assump-
tion in this research paper is that participation will 
help maintain the social and cultural environment 
of a neighbourhood. 

With the implementation of this newly mandatory 
participation mentioning method, adaptive reuse 
projects are to assess whether participation is needed 
and integrate them in their development processes. 
The larger the development, the bigger and more 
integrated the participation is expected to be by the 
municipality. Private market developers are bound 
to the organisation of participation practices and 
implementing this form of social sustainability will 
bear its consequences and inevitably impact the 
resources and way of working of private developing 
companies. No guidelines are formulated on when 
to implement what type of participation, or how to 
effectively integrate the participation process in the 
development process. 

1 . 2  R e s e a r c h  Q u e s t i o n s
Based on the problem statement, the main research 
question that will be answered is: 

How can the efficiency of the adaptive reuse 
development process be improved when social par-
ticipation with local communities is implemented?

1.	 Adaptive reuse:  What does the development 
process look like, where are the decision mak-
ing moments and who is involved and what 
are the current barriers?

Objective: Explorative/descriptive Map out the 
current adaptive reuse process, see where the 
barriers lie. 

Methods: Literature review/case study/semi 
structured interviews/cross case analysis  

2.	 Participation: What types of participation are 
available and what does the process look like 
and are there barriers?  

Objective: Explorative/descriptive 

Methods: Literature review

3.	 AR + participation: What barriers are most 
prevalent in the interaction of participation 
aspects in adaptive reuse development? 

Objective: Finding most prevalent barriers 
in order to generate solutions in overcoming 
barriers 

Methods: Case study/Semi-structured inter-
views/Cross case analysis 



Figure 1: Conceptual framework of the research (Own figure) 
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1 . 3  C o n c e p t u a l  f r a m e w o r k
In order to answer the main research questions, the 
relations between the main research question and 
subquestions is indicated below. In the context of 
building in The Netherlands, the problem statement  
is found, this eventually leads to the scope, which 
is adaptive reuse of non monumental buildings in 
G4 cities in The Netherlands and this results in the 
research. 
For the actual research the processes of the adaptive 
reuse development process and participation will be 
examined. RQ’s 1 and 2 deal with these aspects. RQ 
3 ensures the question of the combination of these 

processes will be answered, which finally results in 
answering the main research question. 
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2 . 1 . 1 .  D e f i n i n g  t h e  s c o p e
In order to carry out a project, several legality prin-
ciples have been laid out. The government demands 
an environmental permit prior to any building ac-
tivity in The Netherlands (Hobma, 2022). In order 
to get this document approved, the drawings of the 
design are tested against the land use plan; build-
ing decree; code regarding external appearance; 
building ordinance and the site development plan. 
However, of these 5 the land use plan is the most 
important in the testing against the land use plan 
(Hobma, 2022).

Going into effect on January 1st, 2024 the en-
vironmental permit has a new category that has 
to be taken into account. This is the participation 
category. This new law applies to all building 
projects, starting from 4 dwellings in newly built 
processes and all transformation processes, along 
with all drastic changes in the built environment 
(Woudenberg, 2022). With the implementation of 
participation practices, the initiator can estimate 
what the environment thinks of their project. This 
does not limit to solely surrounding neighbours. 
Through participation, opinions can be gathered 
and gives the initiator the option to adapt the proj-
ect to the wishes of those who gave input. This is 
done in order to create more support for the project 
(Informatiepunt Leefomgeving, n.d.). 
In the application of the environmental permit 
participation will be required. Several guidelines 
have been formed on how to organise the participa-
tion, however the environmental permit cannot be 
rejected on the basis of the participation outcomes. 
Momentarily, the developer only has an obligation 
to mention the participation practices. 
However, if the development falls out of the scope 
of the environmental vision drawn up by the mu-
nicipality and the applicant of the permit has not 

carried out participation, the application will be 
disregarded. The only real obligation is that the 
participation method has to be fitting for the scale 
of the project (Informatiepunt Leefomgeving, n.d.). 
If the environmental permit is approved by the mu-
nicipality, there is an objection period of 6 weeks. 
The total vacancy in The Netherlands contains 
about 2% of the real estate stock. In this paragraph, 
a short analysis will be made regarding the vacancy 
in The Netherlands. 

The Netherlands has several functions regarding 
real estate. Each year CBS (2022) monitors and 
checks the number of square metres that is vacant 
in the Netherlands. According to CBS (2022) the 
following functions are taken into account. 

1.	 Meeting function -This function entails the 
real estate meant for the congregation for art, 
culture, religion, communication or children’s 
day care. A couple of examples for this type 
of real estate are a church, cinema, cafe or 
museum. 

2.	 Healthcare - This type of real estate is cate-
gorised by the presence of medical research, 
nursing or caring for patients. Healthcare real 
estate examples are hospitals, medical centres 
or psychiatric instances.  

3.	 Industrial - In the industrial functions the 
commercially processing or storing goods for 
argrcultural processes. 

4.	 Offices - Function for administrative purposes
5.	 Logies - Function for offering temporal stay 

to those who have a primary residence else-
where. Vacation homes are excluded in this 
category. 

6.	 Educational - Function for providing educa-
tional purposes. Schools or universities fall 
under this category 

2 . 1  B u i l d i n g  i n  t h e  N e t h e r l a n d s

L i t e r at u r e  s t u dy
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7.	 Sport - Functions related to sporting. Pools, 
sporthalls or tennis courts fall into this cate-
gory. 

8.	 Retail - Function for selling materials, goods 
or services. Retail entails department stores, 
supermarkets, but also travelling agency’s.

In table 1 it becomes apparent that the most vacant 
square metres fall under the category of retail, of-
fices and industrial. Notable is that the percentage 
of vacancy twice as high is in retail and offices as in 
industrial functions. 
Adaptive reuse provides a solid solution against 
the housing shortage. In order to contextualise this 
problem, finding out where the housing shortage 
is most relevant is crucial. Next to that, it’s also 
important to take a look at the different functions in 
the area’s the housing shortage is the highest. 
According to Berg (2023) the housing shortage is 
most problematic in the area of Amsterdam and 
surrounding municipalities. These include Am-
stelveen, Ouder-Amstel, Oostzaan and Landsmeer. 
At least half of the measured housing shortage is 
measured in Amsterdam.

According to table 3 is the most potential in adaptive 
reuse to contribute to solving the housing crisis in 
offices or non-monumental buildings. This type of 
real estate has the most vacant square metres in the 
wanted areas. However, adaptive reuse in buildings 
happens almost automatically in areas that are pretty 
well developed. When a developer or market party 
spots a chance to adaptively reuse, the chance of 
a private led transformation initiative rises. These 
types of projects are called low hanging fruit and 
projects are mostly already carried out , this leaves 
the more complex projects left to be transformed 
(NEA, 2022). Though this report doesn’t account 
for the new energy label that is obliged for offices in 
2023. As per January 1, 2023, all offices are obliged 

to have the energy label of a minimum of C. Per 
2030 offices are expected to have an energy level A, 
though this is not legally mandated. However, this 
forecasts a shift in the need for offices with a higher 
energy label, leaving the lower energy labels to stay 
vacant, and potentially viable for transformation 
(Van ‘t Grunewold, 2023).   

According to Savills, the biggest vacancy exists 
in offices that were built between 1990 and 2010 
(Van ’t Grunewold, 2023), located in secondary 
or tertiary locations. In the beginning of the ‘90’s 
the phenomena of office districts was the trend. 
The archetype for the office buildings built in this 
time period can be described as a cubed box with 
perpendicular angles, with alternating extensions. 
The facade is often very rational, with mathemat-
ical precision. The keywords associated with this 
type of building are “neutral and technical”. The 
typical floor plan of these types of offices, is a 
deep cubicle office with a wide ranging corridor, 
along with an impressive entrance, often seen with 
an atrium (Cultural Hertiage Agency, 2022). This 
type of building makes up the biggest percentage of 
vacant buildings in the stock (76%). The remaining 
23% is made up of buildings built after 2000. The 
archetype for this percentage of stock consists of 
buildings focused on accessibility. These type of 
buildings are often situated around train stations or 
have ample parking facilities on the plot. Through 
economic growth, employers could afford more 
luxury; and due to a direct countermovement on the 
office districts, these type of buildings are also situ-
ated in the inner cities. The floor plan consists of a 
plan libre, and often facilitate flexible workspaces. 
The architectural design language consists mostly 
of rectangular designs, however these facades 
usually focus on giving the building a more special 
appearance (Cultural Heritage Agency, 2022).



Table 1: m2 vacant per function in The Netherlands (Based on CBS, 2022) 

Table 2: highest vacancy per province in the Netherlands (CBS, 2022)

Table 3:  Vacancy per function in Amsterdam and surrounding municipalities (CBS, 2022)
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Figure 2: Adaptive reuse definitions  (Taken from Wilkinson et al., 2014) 
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2 . 1 . 2  A d a p t i v e  r e u s e 
The definition of adaptive reuse is “any intervention 
to adjust, reuse or upgrade a building to suit new 
conditions or requirements” (Douglas, 2006, p.4) 
In figure 2 the decision making model for the as-
sessment of adaptive reuse is depicted. Herein, the 
factors regarding the options for adaptation are dis-
cussed, and shows what adaptive reuse is and what 
not (Wilkinson et al., 2014). An item of the building 
stock is assessed whether it is under used/(partially) 
vacant or inappropriate or unsatisfactory for its cur-
rent use and occupants. According to March et al., 
(2012) this can be the case when a building doesn’t 

perform properly in either economic, functional, 
social, legal, physical or aesthetic areas. When 
obsolescence occurs in one or more of these areas, 
assessment can take place whether something has to 
happen with the building. 
According to figure 2 there are 8 outcomes for the 
building. As can be seen, part demolish and adapt; 
modify, refurbish and adapt and partly extend are 
eligible options for further extension of the life 
cycle. Adaptive reuse refers to adaptation across 
use and adaptation to mixed uses (Wilkinson et al., 
2014). 
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In the procurement of adaptive reuse projects sev-
eral different types of initiation can be chosen from. 
The most common types for developers are tender-
ing, direct agreement and direct ownership (Peek & 
Gehner, 2015). 

1.	 Tenders  
Tenders are being written out by the owner of 
the plot. This can either be the municipality 
or another owner of a building that is looking 
for a renewal, for example healthcare insti-
tutions. The main reason to put a project out 
to tender is to guarantee a fair process for all 
market parties and compare different bidders 
(Chao-Duivis et al., 2013). An important facet 
of this type of acquiring is the extensive list 
of criteria that the market party has to comply 
with (Peek & Gehner, 2015). 

2.	 Direct agreement 
In the direct agreement, the developer signs 
a contract with the client, which does not 
necessarily have to be the owner of the plot. 
In this type of agreement, the focus is not 
only laid on extensive criteria the developer 
has to comply with, but also the soft skills 
are being considered. Very often this type of 
agreement is done on the basis of reciprocity, 
so that developers help each other on board 
with projects (Peek & Gehner, 2015). This 
type of agreement is impossible to be carried 
out by the municipality, they have to stick 
to the tendering procedure, as to guarantee a 
fair process for all parties (Chao-Duivis et al., 
2013). 

3.	 Direct ownership 
In direct ownership, the developer has the 
most control on the situation. In this type, the 
developer buys the plot and becomes the own-
er itself. However, since the financial crisis 
in 2008, most developers waive this type of 
ownership (Peek & Gehner, 2015). 
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2 . 2 . 1 .  a d a p t i v e  r e u s e  p r o c e s s 
The building process differs per project. In the fol-
lowing paragraph an exploratory analysis is made 
to indicate the different building processes. Leading 
in the literature is the literature review on adaptive 
reuse processes by Arfa et al., (2022b). 

1.	 Pre-project phase  
In the first phase the initiative is the first step. 
Herein stakeholders will be selected and the 
project brief will be discussed. This may seem 
like a simple and straightforward step, but 
active input is necessary from all involved 
stakeholders. Conflict regarding profitability 
or different interests may hinder the process. 
Arfa et al. (2022b) emphasise the wide range 
of stakeholder views and the impact it has on 
the process. The main goal of this phase is to 
define the project and assess whether it will be 
financially feasible. 

2.	 Preparation phase  
For the second phase, the preparation phase, 
the most important objective is to recognise 
the function of the building. In step 4, the 
architect will check if the intended function 
will be possible and propose suggestions for 
the building. The main hinder in this phase is 
to align stakeholders’ interest in choosing the 
appropriate function and predicting the ef-
fectiveness (Arfa et al., 2022b). In this phase 
the design strategy will be presented in step 
5. This may entail contract, costs, time man-
agement and selection of appropriate stake-
holders. This is usually done by the architect, 
however the developer may also work on the 
design strategy. Finally this design strategy 
is presented to other stakeholders and a final 
decision will be made in step 6 of the AR 
process. 

3.	 Implementation & Post-completion phase  
In the execution phase, the project gets carried 
out, both design and execution. Arfa et al. 
(2022b) emphasise that the biggest barriers in 
AR processes lie here. However, not enough 
literature is available for this phase (Arfa et 
al., 2022b). The final step is the post-comple-
tion phase. This phase may generate results 
for maintenance and management, feeding 
into the feedback loop for future AR projects. 

The decision making process differs in adaptive 
reuse projects, as the starting point is not a clean 
slate. There are several decisions and factors that 
have to be taken into account (Arfa et al., 2022b) 

In table 4 several processes have been depicted and 
compared to one another. These contain both reuse 
and newly built processes. 

2 . 2  A d a p t i v e  r e u s e  P r o c e s s  a n d  d e c i s i o n 
m a k i n g 
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Table 4: Comparison of newly built processes and adaptive reuse process (based on references in table, own work)
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Table 5: Generalised adaptive reuse process, based on the findings of table 4 (own work)

2 4

As mentioned in the literature, the adaptive reuse 
process and the newly built process are similar. The 
most prominent difference in the two processes is 
the extra feasibility studies needed in the adaptive 
reuse process, the further application corresponds 
with the newly built process. The most complex 
step in the adaptive reuse process is to generate all 
the information needed about the existing building 
(Andriessen, 1999) 

The analysis in table 4 shows that the main differ-
ence between adaptive reuse processes and newly 
built processes is the research that needs to be done 
at the beginning of the process. As it is an existing 
building being dealt with, the workload has to 
comply with the existing structure and architecture. 
Secondly, The reuse process seems to be less struc-
tured. The newly built process offers a strict sketch, 
preliminary and definitive design. This seems to 
be not explicitly mentioned in the reuse process. 
As Pallada (2017) places the first sketches in the 
very first stage of the process. Arfa et al (2022) have 
no mention of specific designs in the process. The 
first two phases (initiative and preparation) differ 
the most in AR and newly built processes (Pallada, 

2017). This is mostly due to the extensive analysis 
that has to be done in existing buildings (Pallada, 
2017). 

In table 5, the adaptive reuse process has been 
structured following the analysis of the building 
processes. In this process it becomes evident that 
phase 1 through 3 are most important for participa-
tion. This is where the design is made. In phase 4, 
the project will be carried out. 

In the first phase the initiative is taken in order to 
start the project. An analysis is included to see what 
is being dealt with. The first definition of needed 
actors and stakeholders is included as well, and the 
first feasibility is assessed. 

In participation it turns out these practices are often 
done in the late design stage. However, according to 
Geesing (2015) it is much more ideal to implement 
participation practices in the initiative and early 
design phase of the project.
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2 . 2 . 2  D e c i s i o n  m a k i n g  m o m e n t s 
According to Arfa et al., (2022b) there are multiple 
decision making points in the process. These entail 
the go/no go decision, the functional change deci-
sion the conservation decision and final decision 
making

1.	 Go/no go
When assessing whether a building has to be de-
molished or adapted, several factors weigh into this. 
The decision on whether a building is eligible for 
Adaptive Reuse can be categorised in either com-
plexity, building layout, technical specifications, 
historic quality , size of the building, location and 
previous target group (Bullen and love, 2010; Heid-
rich et al., 2017; Remøy & Wilkinson, 2012; Zaman, 
2011). Next to these specific building decisions, the 
decision making is primarily based on economic,  
environmental, social, legal factors (Dyson et al., 
2016; Remøy & Wilkinson, 2012). 

Economic factors in the decision to reuse a build-
ing have to do with all financial aspects, such as 
achieving cost efficiency in the project (Yung and 
Chan, 2011). Adaptive reuse projects can contribute 
to an increase in affordable housing, increased 
economic opportunities and reduction of material 
and resource consumption (Aigwi et al., 2013) The 
driver for adaptation is often to yield returns from 
the project (Remøy and Wilkinson, 2012).  
Though the economic factors do have its advantages, 
the found barriers in the literature shouldn’t be left 
undiscussed. Adaptive reuse projects are notorious-
ly known as complex, and with that comes higher 
uncertainty and more risk. This makes it harder for 
developers to find investors (Holyoake and Watt, 
2022 as cited in Williams et al., 2014) Higher costs 
can also be the consequence of requirements due 
to listings or legislation (Williams et al., 2014). 
The economic viability of these projects is hard 
to predict, as well as the costs and the attitudes of 
stakeholders regarding the cost differ (Bullen, 2007; 
Williams et al., 2014; Yung and Chan, 2012).

These are some of the barriers that arise in Adaptive 
Reuse projects. However, the economic factors are 
often the decisive factors whether a project will 
choose to adopt AR strategies (Bullen and Love, 
2010; Dyson et al., 2016). The payoff of environ-
mental factors of Adaptive Reuse projects is one of 
the main benefits that is being praised. By extend-
ing the life cycle of existing buildings, the wasteful 
process of demolishing and rebuilding is being 
avoided. This in turn leads to the use of less materi-
al, less transport energy consumption and pollution 
(Aigwi et al., 2013; Yung and Chan, 2011). 
However, due to the age of the buildings, there 
could reside harmful substances, which will slow 
down the process (Williams et al., 2014). According 
to Yung and Chan (2012) there is relatively less 
emphasis on environmentally sustainable adaptive 
reuse projects, and Bullen (2007) mentions it’s 
difficult to predict the sustainable value of this type 
of project. Another environmental barrier is factors 
regarding environmental legislation, such as noise 
and pollution regulations, that turn out to hinder the 
process (Williams et al., 2014). 

Social factors are considered to be two sided. 
Encouragement of tourism; empowerment of com-
munity action and involvement; boosting social 
values; reduced crime incidence and improvement 
of quality of life (Aigwi et al., 2023) are mentioned 
in the literature.  
However, Adaptive Reuse projects can also con-
tribute too much to the encouragement of tourism. 
Yung and Chan (2012) describe how profit-making 
mechanisms take precedence over social concerns. 
Touristification - Bottom-up space claimed by 
tourists -  may occur to adaptive reuse projects, or 
gentrification arises. 
Not only these phenomena can happen in the de-
velopment of Adaptive Reuse projects, a negative 
load of original functions (prisons/churches); 
difficulties in retaining historic setting; difficulty in 
establishing a sense of place and identity; difficulty 



Figure 3: Simplified decision making process on new function 
(taken from Misilroy and Gunce, 2016) 
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in predicting social value of AR projects; overlook-
ing the relationship between historic building and 
surrounding environment; unable to realise social 
goals and no effective and appropriate community 
engagement opportunity are all social barriers that 
are found specifically in Adaptive Reuse projects 
(Bromley et al., 2005; Bullen, 2007; Williams et al., 
2014; Yung and Chan, 2011).  

Momentarily, great emphasis is placed on the 
economic viability of the project. However, 
economically successful is not the same as suc-
cessful outside spaces. (March et al., 2012). The 
consequences of adaptively reusing a building 
comes with significant changes in the neighbour-
hood. As a change in functions inherently comes 
with a change in target group. Not enough focus 
is laid on this sociological aspect of development 
(Zaman, 2011), though the pillars of sustainable 
development consist of economical, environmental 
and social sustainability (Elkington, 1998) and 
a balanced decision regarding the sustainability 
pillars should be made when considering reusing a 
building, as the conversion building should acquire 
a function in the life of the community (Philoky-
prou, 2014). When evaluating the viability of the 
building, user requirements and social equality are 
frequently left out of the decision-making process 
(Bullen and Love, 2011b). Users are the ones that 
ultimately decide whether the project is a success 
or not (Heidrich et al., 2017). Balancing these 
economical, environmental and social factors in de-
cision making is essential in further investigation of 
adaptive reuse projects (Bullen and Love, 2011b). 

2.	 Functional change decision
Even though adaptive reuse knows many benefits, 
Chuaand & Deguchi (2011) emphasise the effects 
of adaptive reuse projects on social and heritage 
aspects. Adaptive reuse projects make an environ-
ment more lively, but they also have the potential to 
reduce privacy and make the area too touristy and 
commercialised. According to Rhazaei et al. (2018), 
the success of adaptive reuse projects in the context 
of the local community is dependent on the decision 
making process. The points of view of the residents 
have to be taken into account and considering the 
basic needs of the residents is proven to be crucial 
in the adaptive reuse process. Very often, though, 
these types of participation initiatives are limited 
to surveys and actually don’t have any impact 
on decision making mechanisms (Kheyroddin & 
Hamzehlou, 2017).
Research shows that the success of a reuse project 
is heavily dependent on the new function and lo-
cation that is given to the building. These in turn 
are dependent on the local needs of the residents in 
the location of the adaptive reuse project. However, 
when considering the new function the nature of 
the building; its heritage values; location and acces-
sibility should also be considered (Rhazaei et al., 
2018). Additionally, locals themselves are also split 
into different groups of what they think the neigh-
bourhood needs. This makes it hard to uniformly 
make a decision (Chuaand & Deguchi, 2011).

In order to make a decision, the stakeholders should 
be identified. These are important as every project 
is different, therefore every stakeholder analysis 
is different figure 3 shows a simplified process of 
choosing the new function. The decision making 
power in adaptive reuse projects lies largely with 
the investor or project initiator. In some projects it 
becomes apparent that in listed buildings, the reg-
ulators are decision makers (Misilroy and Gunce, 
2016) 
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The existing building is the base for the new func-
tion. Several factors come into play when choosing 
a new function. The building has to be able to 
support the function and should not be forced, this 
can delay the project (BOEi, 2009). The analysis 
of the existing fabric is crucial herein. Heritage 
buildings can be categorised in residential/indus-
trial/commercial/religious/military/agricultural/
governmental/cultural/educational/health & office 
buildings. The identification of this type of original 
function is important to make an appropriate new 
function in the building. 
Furthermore, analysis of physical characteristics 
and architectural heritage is important. This 
building analysis may contain materials, number 
of stories, spatial organisation etc.) (Misilroy and 
Gunce, 2016). 
It is seen often in adaptive reuse projects, that the 
main decision maker is the initiator. The users of 
the building are hardly incorporated in decision 
making and regulators tend to play a big role as well 
(Misilroy and Gunce, 2016). 

3.	 Conservation decision making 
According to Arfa et al (2022b) this decision con-
sists of a strategy to deal with the vacant building, 
mostly based on historic, cultural and other values 
of heritage buildings. This decision can be decided 
on what should be preserved and what should be 
demolished/newly built. In the case of offices built 
between 1985 and 1995, a couple of factors are 
important to consider here.  
According to Plevoets & van Cleempt (2011) the 
decision can be made on the basis of a typological 
approach, a technical approach, a programmatic ap-
proach or a strategic approach. Each of these factors 
has its own benefits and limitations. 
The typological approach argues that the conver-
sion decision should be based and standardised on 
the building’s typological archetype. The technical 
approach is more pragmatic and proclaims the 
technical aspects take precedence. A programmat-
ic approach seeks to adapt to future use, this is a 
strategy that is often sought out by developers, as 
this maximises future use and therefore economical 
benefits. The strategic approach focuses on the 

Table 6: Generalised adaptive reuse process, based on the findings of table 4 with decision making points highlighted in green (based on 
table 5, own work) 
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palimpsest of the building and the specific context 
in which the building resides. Though these are four 
different strategies, the authors conclude that all 
considerations should be taken into account when 
deciding on a conversion strategy. Meaning that 
the factors associated with this decision should be 
the original typology, building constraints, future 
programme and the specific meaning and value of 
the building (Plevoets & Van Cleempoel, 2011) 
The outcomes of this decision can be building 
within, building over, building alongside, building 
around, adapting to a new func-tion, and building 
in the style of, and recycling materials of vestiges 
(Robert, 1989 as cited in Plevoets & Van Cleempoel, 
2011) specifically for adaptive reuse processes. 
However, in this type of decision also aesthetics 
and welfare regulations will be incorporated.  

4.	 Final decision making 
Following the design strategy, is the final decision 
making. This is done in the final step of the process 
before execution. Not only is the design strategy 
being generated, the contracts and permits are also 
being negotiated. Aligning stakeholder views before 
execution proves to remain difficult (Arfa et al., 
2022b). Further substantiated by Van Hout (2021) 
and Pallada (2017) the steps taken in this phase are 
finalising the contracts and negotiating permits. 
This is the final decision making, right before the 
execution phase of the project. The output of this 
process depicts the design as input for the technical 
drawings made by the engineer. 

These important decision making moments take 
place during the first phase: initiative, where the 
go/no go decision is being made, and in phase 2: 
feasibility. Herein the concept is being developed. 
The decision making moments are highlighted in 
table 6. 
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2 . 3 . 1 .  L e v e l s  o f  pa r t i c i pat i o n
Participation types
According to Voorberg, Bekker & Tummers (2015), 
there are 3 types of participation. These are named 
co-implementation, co-designing and citizen as 
initiator. In this literature review, it became evident 
that most uses of co-creation either fall under these 
three categories: 

1.	 Co-implementation: this definition encom-
passes where the citizen is seen as a pawn 
on the board in order to implement a certain 
regime. An example of this is separating 
garbage. The government wants the garbage 
separated, however the public is needed for 
the implementation of this system. 

2.	 Co-designer: Herein the citizens are actively 
involved in designing the service delivery. 

3.	 Citizen as initiator: Herein the initiative 
comes from bottom-up: from the citizens. 

The term co-creation applies to the process of 
giving decision making rights to the existing locals 
in a particular urban area where developments take 
place. According to Wright et al. (n.d.) several lev-
els of participation have been described. 

As can be seen in table 6, from level 6 and higher 
shared decision making comes into play although 
level 6 does not actually transfers any actual 
power. Though the description in table 7 at level 
6 states: “Consultation takes place regarding the 
target group. Herein, negotiations can be applied 
if it concerns important questions. Target group 
has no independent authority to make decisions.” 
This indicates merely that the target group has no 
independent authority in the decision making pro-
cess, as the end responsibility will be kept on the 
professional side. 

However, in the process leading up to the decision, 
the target group will be included and giving input. 
Partial delegation to the local communities might 
be more complicated, due to financial feasibility 
and the lack of experience citizens have in project 
development. According to Winch (2010) the proj-
ect success is largely dependent on the time, cost 
and quality of the project. Meaning that delays are 
unfavourable and the case should fall within the 
budget. These 3 success factors are intertwined, 
where delays can also result in an extended period, 
possibly surpassing the intended timeline. 

2 . 3  Pa r t i c i pat i o n

L i t e r at u r e  S t u dy



Table 7: Different levels of participation along with examples and categorisation in co-implementation, co-design and citizen led 
initiatives (based on Wright et al., n.d.; Voorberg et al., 2015). 
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Table 8: different aspects of the participation design (Brody et al., 2003; Bryson et al., 2013; Loures et al., 2020 & Wilcox, 1994)

3 1

2 . 3 . 2 .  A s p e c t s  o f  pa r t i c i pat i o n 
The following aspects have been found in the lit-
erature on participation methods. The aspects are 
the aspects of the participation process (Brody et 

al., 2003). Bryson et al. (2013) conducted further 
research on the methods and design rules for the 
proper implementation of participation. 
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For the scope of this research, levels 4 - 6 are in-
vestigated. The goal of implementing participation 
measures in obtaining the environmental permit is 
to create support in favour of the project and lessen 
complaints (Informatiepunt Leefomgeving, n.d.-b). 
For this reason, responsibility of decision making 
by citizens is ruled out, as well as non-participation 
(level 1, 2 and 3). 



Table 9: Overview of stakeholders (Based on Winch, 2010; Van Hout, 2017; Verheul, 2021 & Wilkinson et al., 2014) 
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According to Winch (2010), stakeholders can be 
divided in several categories. Internal (demand & 
supply side) and External (private and public). The 
demand side can authoritatively brief the team. The 
supply side generates income through working and 
supplying work for the project. Internal stakehold-
ers form the heart of the project, as they are seen to 
be working on the project itself (Winch, 2010). 
However, external stakeholders can take an attitude 
towards the project. Most of the time, these stake-
holders can be in favour, indifferent or against the 
project.

2 . 4  s ta k e h o l d e r s
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Table 10: Types of developers (Peek & Gehner, 2015) 
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2 . 4 . 1  I n i t i at o r s 
On the demand side, hereby referred to as the initia-
tors are several roles included. The project initiator 
does not have to be the client per say. An investor, 
developer or project manager can all be the initiator 
of the project. 

Owner 
The owner is the owner of the real estate asset. In 
development firms, this is often the project party 
of the company (Peek & Gehner, 2017). This is the 
final decision maker in the process (Pallada, 2017). 
Among the activities of the owner fall among other 
defining the ambitions, negotiating with the other 

roles, assessing the potential & financial resources 
and assessing possible yields (Pallada, 2017).

Investor 
The role of the investor is to finance the project. 
Investors invest in projects when the required rate 
of return by the investor is met (Pallada, 2017). 
In developments, design and construction is often 
used in transformation project. Developers either 
work with or “for an investor”. When working 
with an investor, market risks are eliminated for 
the developer, however construction risks are still 
for the developer (Remøy, 2010). Though, it is very 
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uncommon for investors to enter into the adaptive 
reuse market. If the investor does initiate the proj-
ect, he usually sells this to a developer, and buys it 
back once the project is finished (Remøy, 2010).

Developers
A developer is a party that combines investment, 
project realisation and marketing (Wilkinson & 
Remøy, 2017). The role and responsibility of the 
developer depends on the final occupation of the 
building. Several types of developers are described 
in table 10. If the developer is the end-user of the 
building or the building is produced as an asset, 
there is a big chance the developer is more involved 
in the process, due to their stake regarding the func-
tionality of the end product (Van Hout, 2021). The 
main responsibility of the developer is to deliver 
an end product and make it financially feasible. If 
the developer is (temporary) owner, they have the 
final say in the decision making process (Van Hout, 
2021; Pallada 2007); he who pays, decides (Winch, 
2010). There are multiple types of developers

The role of the client is very dependent on the spe-
cific project it concerns and its responsibilities shift 
thereby as well.
However, the client is the one who’s ultimately re-
sponsible for the project. Not only does the decision 
making mechanism lie in the hands of the client, 
project and process management are a part of the 
client’s responsibilities as well. Defining the scope 
of the project, as well as safeguarding the factors 
of the iron triangle of success (cost, time, quality) 
(Wamelink & Van Bennekom, 2010).

The drivers for the private developer to implement 
participation are mostly process related. The pro’s 
for implementing participation in privately led de-
velopments can result in gaining trust and support 
from the government (Restauratiefonds, n.d.; Ver-
heul, 2021). In turn, gaining this trust can facilitate 
winning tenders as a result of implementing par-
ticipation initiatives and faster processes through 
better cooperation for granting the environmental 

permit. Next to a faster process, participation turns 
out to minimise or avoid legal consequences. The 
chance of delays is smaller and may result in a 
better business case; the image of the private party 
is improved through positive media attention and 
participation may help in selling real estate faster 
(Verheul, 2021). 

2 . 4 . 2  R e g u l at o r s 
The development starts with the rules and regula-
tions laid out by the government/ municipality or 
the monumental committee, called regulators (Mis-
ilroy and Gunce, 2016) in which the development 
is intended. The municipality consists of the mayor 
& alderman, municipal council and civil servants. 
The municipal council switches every four years, 
through a democratically chosen election. The main 
goal of the local municipality is to formulate policy 
regarding public matters, the built environment 
included (ProDemos, n.d.)  (Misilroy and gunce, 
2016). 

According to Verheul et al. (2021), the goal of the 
participation process for public parties consists 
of inclusion and democratic decision making. 
When democratic quality regarding the process is 
increased, participation has succeeded. A couple 
of questions that are relevant for the evaluation of 
success of participation processes are: 
Are all relevant potential participants invited? 
Did everyone who wanted to participate get the 
chance to participate? 
Are non-participants involved and approached?
Are multiple participation interventions used?
Did the private party take the participants seriously? 
And have they given the outcomes an appropriate 
place in the development plans? 

Concrete drivers for public parties can be formulat-
ed as increasing democratic quality and input from 
citizens; stimulating citizenship and development 
of participants; minimising effort and costs for the 
government (Verheul et al., 2021).
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Several challenges for this type of stakeholder lie 
in the measurement of the participation. Right now 
it’s hard for public parties to evaluate how effective 
participation is and whether the private party acts 
appropriately. If participation turns out to not ad-
equately promote the interests of the citizens, the 
public party has to deal with the ignored preferences 
in municipal policy (Verheul et al., 2021).

2 . 4 . 3  P r o d u c e r s
Architect 
The architect plays a crucial role in the process of 
office transformation. Very often, the function fea-
sibility is done by this stakeholder (Remøy, 2010). 
This is often done in the first phase of the project.

The responsibility of the architect is to eventually 
design the building (BCI central, 2023). However, 
unlike new construction projects, the architect 
develops the program of requirements alongside 
the developer. The assessment of the functional 
feasibility of transformation is also often done by 
architects (Remøy, 2010). 

Engineers
Engineers are a supporting role. Either they are spe-
cialised in the product or process (Pallada, 2017).
The engineer is not always selected by the client, 
this could also be done by the architect or project 
manager (Wamelink, 2010) 

Contractor 
The contractor can be involved early in case of a 
design & build type of contract. When complexity 
rises in projects, the contractor can also be early 
involved, as an advisor (Chao Duivis et al., 2013)

2 . 4 . 4  U s e r s 
End-user 
Eventually uses and maintains the building. De-
pending on the function of the building and the role 
of the end user the involvement can differ. 
If the end-user is the client, then decision making 
involves the end-user. However, very often in the 
development process, the building is being devel-
oped and searched for potential buyers/renters. 
Though, through implementation of the environ-
mental permit in 2024, it becomes mandatory to 
report citizen participation in developments, the 
specific rules can differ per municipality, and there 
is a lot left to be defined (Ministerie van Binnen-
landse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2023).  

Local communities
Another stakeholder in the construction process is 
the resident. As mentioned before, residents should 
be incorporated in the decision making process, as 
this often doesn’t happen. Not only is there a soci-
etal need to involve residents, from 2024 onwards, 
developers are obligated to report the extent of the 
participation processes used in new developments 
(Informatiepunt Leefomgeving, n.d.). Currently, 
the local communities are able to appeal against the 
environmental permit, if they don’t agree with what 
the decisions are. 

In participation processes, these two groups are 
the participants. The process is designed so the 
participant will eventually benefit. The drivers for 
inclusion in participation for the participant are; 
being informed; being compensated; giving input; 
seeing the project adapted or successfully obstruct-
ing the project (Verheul, 2021). This indicates 
that several participants can have several attitudes 
regarding the project.



Table 12: Overview of barriers in the adaptive reuse process, along with the phase the barrier occurs in and the stakeholder that is affected 
by the barrier  (based on the literature referencesin the ‘reference’ column) 
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2 . 5 . 1  B a r r i e r s  i n  t h e  a d a p t i v e  r e u s e 
p r o c e s s
In the adaptive reuse process, several barriers have 
been found. These barriers have been summarised 
in table 10. The barriers are divided according to 
the PESTLET model (Rastogi & Trivedi, 2016) 
into the categories of political, economical, social, 
technological, legal, environmental & technical. 

Most of these barriers occure in the feasibility 
phase, that is carried out by the initiator and the 

least barriers are found in the execution phase. This 
is mostly due to the transfer of main responsibility 
to the contractor. 

Overall the barriers in the adaptive reuse process 
seem to be allocated the most to the initiator of the 
project. Process related barriers such as technical 
and economical barriers impact the developing 
process.  

2 . 5  b a r r i e r s

L i t e r at u r e  s t u dy



Table 13: Barriers in participation based on (Contreras-Espinosa et al., 2022; Torfing et al., 2019; Verheul, 2021; Wilcox, 1994;) 
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2 . 5 . 2  B a r r i e r s  i n  t h e  pa r t i c i pat i o n 
p r o c e s s

In table 13 several barriers for the participation 
process have been found, though literature mostly 
focusses on co-creation processes, where decision 
making power is transferred to the users. 
The barriers regarding participation for private par-
ties are largely related to resource scarcity. Building 
trust and setting up a participation process costs a 
lot of time and money (Torfing et al., 2019; Wilcox, 
1994). Social barriers have been mentioned as well 
such as tokenism taking place and the attitudes of 
participants. However, as can be seen in table 13, 
the initiator -again- deals with most barriers in the 
participation process. 
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Starting January 1st 2024, the environmental 
permit in The Netherlands will be revised. It will 
be mandatory to include participation practices 
in the application for an environmental permit. 
This change affects developers the most, as they 
are usually the stakeholder group that applies for 
the aforementioned permit. However, though this 
change states that participation will be mandatory, 
for the application of an environmental permit it 
will only be necessary to mention the type and ex-
tent of participation practices that have been carried 
out. Transparency, rather than participation itself, 
is mandatory. Installed authorities cannot deny 
a permit solely due to insufficient participation. 
However, in the case of deviating from the munic-
ipality’s environmental vision, participation may 
be required. No formal guidelines on participation 
have been found, rather suggestions. One ground 
rule for participation is that the scale of the develop-
ment should match the intensity of the participation 
process.   

The housing crisis in The Netherlands provides a 
canvas for further research to take place, particu-
larly in vacant non-monumental functions such as 
offices, retail and abandoned industrial functions. 
Most prevalent in this category are offices, which 
face potential vacancy due to stricter energy 
label requirements and shifts in work habits post 
COVID-19. 

In the process, several stakeholders are important. 
These are divided into 4 categories: initiators, 
producers, regulators and users. The role of the 
initiator is to start and develop the project. Produc-
ers are the entities that deliver a service in support 
of the project, regulators are public entities that 
guard the rules and legislation of the development 
and users concern local communities and end-users 

or companies that end up using the building. In 
the implementation of participation into building 
processes the most important stakeholders are the 
regulators, initiators and the users. Especially the 
dynamic between the initiator and the users (partic-
ipants) is important, as this process has to be passed 
on in the application of an environmental permit. 

The adaptive reuse process includes the phases 
of initiation, feasibility, design, execution and the 
maintenance & occupancy phase. The initiative 
phase involves analysis and scoping of the project, 
in the feasibility the concept is developed, in the 
design phase the design is made, execution handles 
the realisation of the building and finally the main-
tenance and occupancy phase is where the building 
will be used and maintained. However, participation 
practices are most recommended in the initiative 
and feasibility phase. In these first three phases 
there are three main decision points: 

1.	 Initiative phase:  Starting the adaptation 
process, with economic viability as decision 
making criterium 

2.	 Feasibility phase: Deciding on the functional 
and conservational changes within regulatory 
boundaries, based on an extensive analysis of 
the existing building 

3.	 Design phase: Final decision making, dealing 
with contracts and building strategy 

These decisions are taken by the initiator of the 
project, and decisions are mostly focused on the 
economic viability of the project but the decisions 
are supported by the project party consisting of 
producers. However the role of initiator can be 
transferred throughout the process, depending on 
the type of procurement the development deals 
with. 

2 . 6  C o n c l u s i o n 

L i t e r at u r e  s t u dy
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The barriers in the adaptive reuse process are most-
ly found in the economic and technical aspects. 
Generally, adaptive reuse projects tend to be more 
expensive and technically more complex, due to the 
existing structure of the building. However, in the 
social domain several barriers have been found as 
well. These mostly have to do with the preservation 
of the local sense of place. The participation barri-
ers that have been found are mostly regarding the 
interpersonal communication between developing 
parties and participation parties. Next to that, the 
needed skills in order to face complex decision 
making have been mentioned, as well as attitudes of 
participants and developers not taking the process 
seriously. Most barriers that have been found are 
appointed to the initiator of the project in the fea-
sibility and preparation phase, though the regulator 
and user face barriers in later stages of execution 
and use.  
The pros of implementing participation in the build-
ing process differ per stakeholder. For the initiator 
the drivers for implementing participation include 
gaining trust and support from the government; this 
can lead to winning tenders. Another reason for 
initiators to implement participation practices is to 
generate a faster process through better cooperation 
and minimise and avoid legal consequences regard-
ing the request of gaining an environmental permit. 

Next to that, the image of the initiator is improved 
through positive media attention and the building 
may be sold faster.  

For the regulator or public party the participation 
motives are different. Among the pro’s of partici-
pation are increasing democratic quality and input 
from citizens, stimulating citizenship and devel-
opment of participants and minimising effort and 
costs for the government. Several barriers for this 
stakeholder include the evaluation of participation 
processes: it’s hard to determine whether the de-
veloping party has acted properly throughout the 
process. Another barrier for this stakeholder is the 
outcome of ignored preferences in municipal policy 
that didn’t make the plan. Participants can have 
other intentions to board the participation process, 
among the goals of this group of stakeholders are:  
being informed; being compensated; giving input; 
seeing the project adapted or successfully obstruct-
ing the project. However, there can occur a lack of 
definition in the community itself, meaning that the 
opinions differ within this target group. 

Most remarkable in the theoretical framework is 
that the moment of participation implementation, 
along with time of occurence of the barriers for the 
participation process have yet to be defined.



Figure 3: Theoretical framework of the thesis (Own work) 
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Figure 4: Research design of the thesis (own work) 4 3

The overall research can be classified as an ex-
plorative analysis. This research provides a brief 
overview of the integration between the partici-
pation process and the building process. Several 
conclusions are drawn which will lead to further 
recommendations to explore in this integrated field. 

The sub research questions take an inductive, ab-
ductive and retroductive approach. SQ1 and SQ2 
can be considered inductive. This is due to their 
descriptive nature of current practices and methods 
to gather existing literature and information in order 
to answer these questions. These research questions 
can be seen as rather inductive than deductive. In 
reality there are a lot of variations on processes 
and 1 process has to be chosen based on existing 
literature. 

SQ1: Inductive logic of inquiry 
This research question can be considered inductive. 
The aim of this subquestion is to define and gather 
information on existing processes. Being rather 
inductive than deductive, as the theory that will be 
the output of this rq is based on observations of dif-
ferent processes that already exist. The objective of 
the research question is to provide a base for further 
research, as the final product will contain a process. 
In this case, the process is focused on adaptive 
reuse processes, so naturally the AR processes will 
be researched through a literature review, 

SQ2: Inductive logic of inquiry 
This research question can be considered inductive. 
The aim of this subquestion is to define and gather 
information on existing processes. Being rather 
inductive than deductive, as the theory that will be 
the output of this research question is based on ob-
servations of different processes that already exist. 
Then again, this research question is needed in order 
to map out the existing processes regarding co-cre-
ation. These processes will need to be described 
in order to combine them with the AR process. 
Existing barriers regarding the implementation or 
new barriers will also have to be looked into. This 
research question will be answered through a liter-
ature review, later on substantiated with interviews 
and a cross case analysis. In here the goal of creating 
a sense of belonging will also be discussed. 

SQ3: abductive logic of inquiry 
For the third research question, an abductive logic 
of inquiry is appointed. This research question deals 
with the combination of previously mentioned 
research questions. The goal is to generate an inte-
grated theoretical framework that combines the AR 
process with all the information of participation. 
Naturally, not everything will fit seamlessly. This 
research question is meant to identify the barriers 
in the process and aims to find what should be 
improved.

3 . 1  T y p e s  o f  r e s e a r c h

M e t h o d o l o gy

M e t h o d o l o gy
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3 . 2 . 1  D ata  c o l l e c t i o n
The collection of data will take place through liter-
ature review, interviews and a cross case analysis. 

In the desk research phase, a literature review will 
be conducted based on available and previously 
written literature on the topics. This phase aims to 
create a solid base and eventually make a theoret-
ical framework for the research to be based upon 
and eventually generate results. In this phase the 
adaptive reuse process and participation initiatives 
will be scrutinised. 

The empirical phase consists of empirical research 
of gathering data through interviews in a multiple 
case study and a cross case analysis. The goal of 
this phase is to gather data from the field and people 
who have experience in these types of projects. In 
the cross case analysis, findings will be compared 
in order to spot similarities and differences to gen-
eralise the findings. 

Finally in the synthesis phase, the findings will be 
combined and through a strategy will be drawn up 
to break down the barriers and implement participa-
tion in adaptive reuse projects. 

3 . 2 . 2  D ata  m a n a g e m e n t 
The data will be collected through the FAIR guiding 
principles according to Wilkinson et al. (2016). 
These principles are based on findability, accessi-
bility, interoperability and reusability. The report 
will take this point into account by depositing the 
thesis in the repository, additionally using the APA 
7 format to improve findability of literature search. 
Interoperability is safeguarded through the lan-
guage in the thesis, which is English and is widely 
used across scientific publications. Raw data will 
remain confidential, however processed data will be 
published and is allowed to be shared. 

3 . 2 . 3  E t h i c a l  c o n s i d e r at i o n s 
This research involves human participants. The 
research aims to anonymise interviewees, as stake-
holder views may clash. Additionally, this prevents 
the need to give politically correct answers. The 
data that is collected is solely accessible by the 
main researcher and team, safely stored on the 
organisation’s drive. Interviewees will be asked 
to sign an informed consent letter, along with an 
interview protocol, for full data plan management, 
see appendix X.  

3 . 2 . 4  R e s e a r c h  m e t h o d s 
In figure 2 the research design is presented. As 
can be seen in this figure, several methods will be 
applied for data collection. 

Literature review 
For sub questions 1 and 2 an extensive literature 
review is needed. Herein the existing processes 
and findings will be combined to make the base of 
the theoretical framework that will eventually be 
presented. The literature review will be conducted 
through an online search in several scientific data-
bases. Books will also be taken into account.

Conditions on found literature: 
Literature does not have to be specified to the case 
of the Netherlands and literature does not have to 
apply to the built environment, as long as the con-
cept of participation is explored  

Case studies 
In the case studies, multiple projects will be select-
ed and be examined through the use of interviews 
and documents that are available on the case. In a 
multi case analysis, the validity of the data will be 
improved (Gustafsson, 2017). 

3 . 2  R e s e a r c h  D e s i g n

M e t h o d o l o gy



Figure 5: Research methods to be used (Own work) 
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Semi-structured interviews 
In the empirical research method, semi structured 
interviews will be used to generate a more in-depth 
insight in the process. 

The following criteria will apply for the interview-
ees 
1.	 Interviewees should be involved in one of the 

cases 
2.	 Should be from multiple parties involved in 

the project either initiator/regulator/partici-
pant/producer

3.	 Difference in experience in the field 
4.	 Have different genders 
5.	 Have different ages 

 
 
 

Subjects to be discussed in the interviews, the full 
interview protocol can be found in appendix C:  

General 
In the general section, the role of the interviewee 
will be examined. How they got involved in the cas-
es and their role in their respective organisations. 
How much experience they have etc. 

Building Process 
The second part of the interview will be focused on 
the building process. In here a brief summary will 
be presented how the building process took place, 
the goals the interviewees wanted to reach, 

Participation process
In the last part of the interview, the participation 
process will be discussed. In this part the pros and 
cons of the participation process will be examined. 

Participation 
aspects in adap-

tive reuse process
Stakeholder 
interviews 

Data for case 
study 

Lessons 
learned

Cross-case 
analysis

SH intensive 
moments

Recommen-
dations

Validated 
barriers, succes 
factors & outco-

mes

Expert 
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Cross case analysis 
Multiple case studies generate similarities and dif-
ferences of different cases. This eventually leads to 
strong and reliable results. 

The research will be limited to 3 cases. Due to dif-
ferent research methods, time constraints have to be 
taken into consideration. When looking at 3 cases, 
findings can be substantiated and may generate 
more credible results.  

Since the participation measures in adaptive reuse 
projects that do not concern heritage values are 
limited, the chosen cases are not only adaptive 

reuse projects. In an exploratory interview with a 
developer, it was confirmed that the theoretical 
framework corresponds to the steps taken in newly 
built projects. Most complexity in adaptive reuse 
projects have to do with monumental listings. The 
processes will be compared and general conclusions 
will be drawn. 

Expert meeting 
After the cross case analysis, expert meetings will 
be held to clear up any questions that were not pre-
viously answered by the interviews or data of the 
cases. An extra round of validation of the barriers 
will be done, as the barriers are taken from three 
different types of participation practices.
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3 . 3 . 1  S o c i a l  a n d  a c a d e m i c  g o a l s
The societal goal of this thesis can be defined as 
the following: “to improve the efficiency of the 
participation process in adaptive reuse processes”. 
These projects often have a lasting impact on its 
surroundings and community life. How can these 
projects be used to add to the existing communities 
instead of renewing? 

The scientific goals can be interpreted as: 
1.	 To contribute to the integration of different 

target groups in neighbourhoods 
2.	 Generate an understanding of different meth-

ods to implement participation and what 
should be taken into account 

3.	 Provide a process map for insights in this way 
of developing 

4.	 Do an exploratory research to also identify 
what needs to be researched further

Deliverables
5.	 The output of the research questions will be 
6.	 Adaptive reuse process map 
7.	 Participation process map 
8.	 List of barriers and involved stakeholders in 

deliverable 3 
9.	 Recommendations to lift the barriers in deliv-

erable 4 
10.	 Final thesis 

3 . 3 . 2  D i s s e m i n at i o n  a n d  a u d i e n c e s 
This research is meant for project developers who 
are interested in societal matters. The tools pro-
vided in this research should aim to contribute to 
participation processes specifically in AR projects. 

Developers - Developers who want to take the 
existing residents into account but don’t know 

how this can be done can use the final result as a 
guideline 

Potential participation initiators - The participa-
tion process can add complexity. It could be very 
well possible that firms or initiatives will become 
specialised in participation processes in the built 
environment. 

3 . 3 . 3  L i s t  o f  c o n t e n t s 

The following overview indicates the contents for 
the final report: 

3 . 3  R e s e a r c h  o u t p u t

M e t h o d o l o gy

Abstract
Table of contents
Introduction 

Literature review

Research method & output

Results

Discussion & Recommendations 
Conclusion
Reflection
References
Appendices

Brief overview of the research

Problem statement
Research Questions 
Conceptual framework 

Building process
Participation process
Types of research 
Research design 
Data management and ethical consider-
ations 
Research planning 
Limitations
Goals and objectives 
Deliverables 
Dissemination and audiences
Case introduction and selection criteria 
In depth description of cases
Cross case analysis 
Synthesis
Lessons learned



Table 14: Case selection criteria 
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3 . 4 . 1  C a s e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a
For the empirical part of this research, cases need 
to be studied. 3 different case projects will be taken 
and examined further in how participation practices 
impact the building process. 
For the case selection criteria the following rules 
apply according to table 14.

Following the case selection criteria, 3 case projects 
have been chosen in order to generate information 
for the input for the analysis. These cases all have 
a different type of participation and were carefully 
selected in order to analyse the similarities and dif-
ferences in using more or less intense participation 
practices. Though these projects are not yet deliv-
ered, the constraints in the participation section 
have been leading in the decision for the cases. The 
tender selection period and the development of the 
sketch design will be considered in the results, as 
this is the most ideal situation to implement partici-
pation (Geesing, 2015). 

3 . 4  C a s e  s e l e c t i o n 

M e t h o d o l o gy



Table 15: Cases chosen for the research based on the case selection criteria in table 14

Table 16: Profiles of interviewed stakeholders
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3 . 4 . 2  S ta k e h o l d e r  i n t e r v i e w s
Table 16 depicts the stakeholders that were 
interviewed in this study, along with roles and 
specifications. Semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with 9 interviewees in order to gain in-
sights in the process of participation in development 
practices and additional barriers, success factors 
and outcomes. The interviewees are categorised 
based on the main stakeholder groups in partici-
pation implementation, allowing relevancy to be 
lent to the results. These main stakeholders in The 
Netherlands are limited to the participating party 
(local community/end-user), Mixed use function 
developers and the municipality. However, due the 
inability to find proper interviewees of the munici-
pality, these have been excluded. 

In the interviews the development process has been 
discussed, along with the participation process and 
barriers herein.

3 . 4 . 3  D ata  a n a lys i s
Case 1 is an adaptive reuse case, case 2 and 3 are 
newly built cases. However, these cases do not only 
differ in nature, they also differ in participation 
method. Case 2 has the minimum participation 
input: in this case a survey was distributed among 
local residents to ask what they needed in the 
neighbourhood. Case 1 makes use of an advisory 
board, this group generates feedback on the design, 
which will be taken into account. Case 3 is the most 
far-reaching form of participation and herein a group 
of local residents make up a part of the project team 
and are actively involved in developing the plan. 

Level 4: Consultation - The Baak
Level 5: Inclusion - Former Pieter Baan Centre

Level 6: Shared decision making - Sample



Figure 6: The Former Pieter Baan Centre (Photo taken from Nu.nl)
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tional building has been used since 1897, during the 
war a barrack was added to the site. During the 70’s 
an additional observation clinic was realised. Later, 
offices were also added on to the site (Developer 3, 
Kondor Wessels Vastgoed).  
The old building was no longer needed for psychiat-
ric observations and was vacant for a while. During 
this time, the municipality wrote out a tender for 
a market party who was willing to transform this 
old clinic to a mix of residential and work-related 
functions. 
This building had a strong focus point on the social 

factors, with the extra boundary of developing spe-
cial residential housing for vulnerable target groups. 
Considering the reuse in this building, another im-
portant notion was the acceptance of local residents 
and  implementation of the building regarding its 
existing surroundings (Gemeente Utrecht, 2021).

The participation measures in this case concerned 
large scale meetings in an early phase, initiated by 
the Municipality of Utrecht. Consequently, after the 
tender was won, the participation practices were 
continued with a smaller advisory board. 

Typology: 
Themes: 
Procurement Type:
Participation method: 
Gross floor program: 
Year of start: 
Location: 
Old Program:
New program: 
Initiator: 
Developer/client:
Contractor transformation:
Architect:

Adaptive reuse 		
Conservation/urban integration
Tender 	
Advisory board 
15.500 m2 GFA 
2020 
Utrecht, Gansstraat 180
Old penitentiary
housing, offices, creative offices
Municipality of Utrecht 
KondorWessels Vastgoed
De Bonth Hulten
RAPP + RAPP

3 . 4 . 1  F o r m e r  p i e t e r  b a a n  c e n t r e

3 . 4  C a s e  i n t r o d u c t i o n

M e t h o d o l o gy

The first case is an adaptive reuse 
case in the centre of Utrecht. The 
old function of this building is a 
psychiatric observation clinic and 
prison and will be transformed to 
residential, offices and public ame-
nities with a focus on dwellings for 
at-risk youngsters. 
The former Pieter Baan centre is 
an old psychiatric observation and 
prison clinic in Utrecht. The original 
owner was The Central government 
Real Estate agency. This observa-



Figure 7: The Baak (Photo taken from KondorWessels.nl) Figure 8: Collective living room render of The Baak (Photo taken 
from KondorWessels.nl)
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De Baak is a building in the Amsterdam neigh-
bourhood Geuzenveld. In this area a lot of new 
developments are ongoing. 
This development that was initiated by the munic-
ipality through tender. The building is situated in 
a relatively newly developed part of Amsterdam, 
consisting of 135 mid-sector rental dwellings and 
operated by a private pension fund. The decision 
to make a collective function on the ground floor 
was made by the developer in the initiation phase 
of the development. Along with a communications 
bureau that is specialised in participation measures 
in the built environment the decision to distribute a 
survey was made. Eventually through the input of 
local communities the choice had fallen on a pub-
licly accessible living room. This project has been 
put out to tender by the municipality of Amsterdam, 
Kondor Wessels Vastgoed won this tender in 2019. 
The building was delivered in Q1 of 2023, and 
consists of mid rental segment housing, along with 
a communal area space on the ground floor.

Typology: 
Themes: 

Procurement Type:
Participation method: 
Gross floor program: 
Year of start: 
Location: 
Old Program:
New program: 
Initiator: 
Developer/client:
Contractor:
Architect:

Newly Built 
Spatial quality and urban 
integration 
Tender
Survey
11.725 m2 GFA 
2019
Amsterdam, Dr H. Colijnstraat
n/a
Housing, collective living room
Municipality of Amsterdam
KondorWessels Vastgoed
Wessels Zeist
OZ & FLUX

3 . 4 . 2  D e  B a a k



Figure 9: Sample (Photo taken from KondorWessels.nl)
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This case concerns a newly built building in 
Buiksloterham in Amsterdam North. Through 
co-creation this building reached its unique form 
of development. It concerns an apartment building 
with over 300 apartments, offices and public ameni-
ties. However, due to reorganisations within Volker 
Wessels, this project has been cancelled. The option 
agreement was transferred towards the second 
place of the tender.  Located in the Buiksloterham 
in the North of Amsterdam, this building is part of 
a small circular neighbourhood. The area develop-
ment around has been going on for quite some time 
and the municipality decided to tender the plot of 
Buiksloterham lot 19 A+B to a market party for the 
development of a circular building. 
The Buiksloterham area in the North of Amsterdam 
is currently being redeveloped. Leading themes 

like circularity are found in different parts of the 
neighbourhood. 

Through the many developments in Amsterdam 
North, the dissatisfaction of current residents has 
been rising. New residents pulled towards the area, 
transforming it to a location of their liking, letting 
the original inhabitants feeling displaced and not 
taken seriously. Verdedig Noord is a party that 
strides against gentrification and displacement in 
this area. In the tender announcement, one of the 
themes the developers could score points on was 
the involvement of the local communities in the 
development of the tender. 
KondorWessels Vastgoed approached Verdedig 
Noord and successfully negotiated the terms and 
conditions on co-creating in this development. 

Typology: 
Themes: 
Procurement Type:
Participation method: 
Gross floor program: 
Year of start: 

Location: 
Old Program:
New program: 
Initiator: 
Developer/client:
Contractor:
Architect:

Newly Built 
Circularity & sustainability
Tender
Co-creation
48.000 m2 GFA
2022

Amsterdam, Papaverweg
n/a
(social) Housing, commercial space 
Municipality of Amsterdam
KondorWessels Vastgoed
n/a
Mecanoo/Space&Matter/Zus 

3 . 4 . 3  S a m p l e
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4 . 1 . 1  T e n d e r  d e v e l o p m e n t 
This building has been put out to tender. After eval-
uation by the Governmental Real estate Agency, the 
building was decided to be no longer effective for 
its original function (Developer 3, Kondor Wessels 
Vastgoed). 

In the tender document, a few things became ap-
parent: the focus of this adaptive reuse building lay 
mostly on the spatial integration and preservation of 
the building itself. 
In this process, several decision making processes 
have been identified. First of all, in the initiative 
phase, the decision making mechanism for the 
boundaries of the tender document have been de-
cided. The decisions are made by the initiator of the 
case, which is the municipality. (Gemeente Utrecht, 
2021) 

The municipality as the initiator started to work 
on an urban plan of requirements. In this phase 
the first contact with local communities took place 
(Gemeente Utrecht, 2021). The role of the citizens 
was to check and give feedback on the urban plan 
of requirements. Starting from 2020, the process 
began with the development of the urban plan of re-
quirements. In this phase the local communities had 

been involved. In a series of three online meetings 
- due to corona - the feedback given by the local 
communities was incorporated in the urban plan of 
requirements (Gemeente Utrecht, 2021). 

The participation process consisted of 3 meetings 
in this stage. The first meeting took place on Oct 
6, 2020. This meeting had no form of discussion, 
it was merely an opportunity to pose questions as a 
local community. The second meeting was held on 
nov 24 2020 and in this meeting input was wished. 
Attendees were asked what they thought of the 
existing building and what should be preserved and 
they were asked about the function of the place. 
Not only were these questions asked in the meeting, 
they were also distributed through a card, delivered 
to local residents. In the third meeting the vision for 
the redevelopment was presented and asked to give 
feedback (Gemeente Utrecht, 2021).
Overall, this approach was perceived as very good 
(Local Community 4). 

Among the most important guidelines fall the 
boundaries of the functional change of the building. 
These consist of dwellings, cultural spaces and 
housing for vulnerable target groups (Gemeente 
Utrecht, 2021). This part was done with the input 
of local communities, participants were given an 

4 . 1  F o r m e r  p i e t e r  b a a n  c e n t r e

r e s u lt s

Administration

Objectives & 
goals

Stage

Targeting

Techniques

Information

Governance

The intitiator, the municipality had already founded an advisory board group. The local communities received an 
invitation, anyone who was interested was eligble to participate in this advisory board group.

According to the municipality the goal of the participation is to “make sure more residents of Utrecht feel involved 
and influence developments in the city” (Gemeente Utrecht, 2021). Participants attended this advisory board to 
make sure they will remain satisfied with the environment; to see what is happening in their neighborhood and be-
come more involved with the neighborhood. Among things they wanted to control participants mentioned they found 
the parking spots important, along with the placement of the high rise buildings and the function of the building .

The participants were involved during the development of the urban plan of requirements in the initiative phase

The municipality distributed information letters among those who lived in a certain radius of the Pieter Baan 
Centre. Anyone who was interested and willing could participate in the advisory board.

The advisory board structure was chosen for this project. In the first meeting, a lot of people showed up, up to 70 
people. Afterwards less people registered for the advisory board.

In the beginning, the participants could vote on statements of the function of the building. Afterwards the sessions 
turned to a presentation - feedback structure.

Consultation, advisory board
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option to evaluate whether they thought the func-
tion would be appropriate in the neighbourhood or 
not (Gemeente Utrecht, 2021; Local community 4). 
The amount of square metres per dwelling segment 
(social/mid/high) was determined by the municipal-
ity (Gemeente Utrecht, 2021; Developer 3, Kondor 
Wessels Vastgoed) 

Next to the functional change, the conservation 
boundaries are a theme that is also largely devel-
oped. The boundaries on what needs to be preserved 
and what can be changed have to do with the cul-
tural fabric and the timeline of the building itself. 
This theme has also been widely discussed with the 
participants, they had influence on the height and 
the place of the high rise newly built part (Gemeen-
te Utrecht, 2021; Local community 4).  The local 
communities approved in the first instance of the 
high rise part in a place, but later it turned out that 
that place had been changed by the developer. This 
wasn’t a big problem for the local communities, so 
they didn’t object to this design (local community 
4). 

The boundaries on the surrounding landscape and 
the integration of the building in the neighbourhood 
is touched upon, participants had a say in the public 
space around the existing building. The prerequi-
sites for maintenance and feasibility have been 
described in the tender document. For the main-
tenance and feasibility, a special plan for cultural 
and social maintenance had to be submitted, as well 
as the integration of sustainable exploitation in the 
plan (Gemeente Utrecht, 2021).  
For the urban and landscape integration of the 
building in the existing fabric, several boundaries 
have been formulated. The orientation of the 
complex should connect to the surrounding fabric, 
height measures have been formulated and several 
boundaries on the mobility and especially parking 
were mentioned, this was the result of one of the 
meetings with participants, it became evident that 
participants had sorrows on the parking in the 

neighbourhood (Gemeente Utrecht, 2021; Local 
community 4). 

4 . 1 . 2  D e v e l o p i n g  t h e  s k e t c h  d e s i g n
In the sketch design the project team had to decide 
on how to conform to the municipality’s ambitions. 
Decisions on how the themes of the municipality 
were implemented are important here. The prereq-
uisites given by the municipality of Utrecht were 
used to create 4 main themes in which the decisions 
have taken place (Developer 3, Kondor Wessels 
Vastgoed). These themes are cultural history; 
conservation and urban integration; functional pro-
gramme and maintenance and feasibility. 

In the development of the sketch design the winning 
project team asked local citizens what they thought 
was important in the neighbourhood (Developer 3, 
Kondor Wessels Vastgoed). During the sketch de-
sign phase, 18 developers competed for the option 
agreement of the building (Developer 3, Kondor 
Wessels Vastgoed). In the tender document, there 
was a requirement that the building should focus on 
vulnerable target groups, eventually the decision of 
the concept had fallen on the protection of at-risk 
youngsters (Developer 3, Kondor Wessels Vast-
goed). In the development of the sketch design the 
developer of the project was involved, as well as the 
architects, advisors, investor and a corporation. The 
contractors of the project were involved in a later 
stage (Developer 3, Kondor Wessels Vastgoed).  

Afterwards, the sketch design had been submitted, 
the developer placed a bid and was awarded the op-
tion agreement. The project team presented the plan 
to the current residents after winning the tender. In 
consultation with the residents, it was decided to 
form an advisory board to track the progress of the 
design (Developer 3, Kondor Wessels Vastgoed).  

After the developer that won was announced, the 
municipality along with the developer organised 
a meeting for the previously mentioned involved 
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local communities to present the winning plan. In 
this meeting the participation method was further 
established and an advisory board was formed 
(Developer 3, Kondor Wessels Vastgoed); (Local 

community 4). 

For the developer of the building, the main goal was 
to win the tender and generate a financially feasible 

plan. Next to that, the goal of 
the project was to add cultural 
historic value to the place and 
become a site by and for the 
citizens of Utrecht, especially 
for vulnerable target groups 
(Developer 3, Kondor Wessels 
Vastgoed). 

Among the participants goals 
were mentioned to check 
whether the developer would 
keep the promises made to the 
municipality (local communi-
ty 4), next to that one of the 
participants mentioned that 
this building was basically 
their backyard, so they were 
curious to see what the plans 
were (Local community 4). 
Other goals for participants 
were being involved in the 
neighbourhood (local commu-
nity 2) and to have a grip on 
the consequences of develop-
ments in the neighbourhood, 
meaning that the residents 
will be satisfied with the result 
(local community 3).

Figure 10: Overview of the development process and participation process in the case of The Former Pieter Baan Centre (Own work) 
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4 . 1 . 3  B a r r i e r s  a n d  d r i v e r s
The barriers that have become apparent from the 
interviews conducted with those involved, are men-
tioned below. 

1.	 Participants often thinks from their own point 
of view 

Developer 3 mentioned that participants often think 
from their own point of view. It’s hard to align stake-
holders that way. A couple of things that are often 
mentioned in development plans in participation 
are the view from the houses of participants, park-
ing spots or the height of the building. This point is 
further substantiated by LC 2, who mentions:

 “Of course you will have to separate the individ-
ual wishes from local communities. It’s an art to 
separate and incorporate the things that genuinely 
influence the project”. - LC 2. 

2.	 Piled up ambitions decreases stakeholder 
satisfaction

In the development of a plan a couple of stakehold-
ers are involved, D3 mentioned that developers have 
their own ambitions & goals, but the municipality 
piles up more ambitions and eventually participants 
add on to this as well. It’s hard to incorporate all of 
it. 

3.	 Clear communication is needed
Clear communication turns out to be a prerequisite 
from the participants point of view. All 3 interviewed 
local communities had a point on this matter. LC 
3 mentioned they valued honest clarifications over 
the realisation of his feedback. This also had to do 
with the feeling of being taken seriously. 

“It’s crucial to explain why something can’t be 
done” - LC 3 

All 3 participants mentioned to be very satisfied with 
the overall participation process. This was mostly 
due to the transparency in the communication. 

LC2 mentioned they were very satisfied with the 
response rate of the developer and LC 3 mentioned 
that clarity in information provision is crucial for 
them. LC 4 mentioned they appreciate being able 
to talk to the developers directly, instead of having 
a third party in between them. The communication 
was also smooth as the use of jargon was limited 
to a minimum. LC 4 mentioned that the project 
members were very well prepared, had nice visuals 
and they appreciated the presence of experts from 
the field. 
Points of improvement that were mentioned are 
having the same contact person (LC 2), so contact 
will be initiated more easily and the developer be-
ing more clear in the timeline of the development 
(LC 4).  

4.	 Early involvement in the process for success
The interviewees mentioned that early involvement 
of the participants is very important. LC 2 men-
tioned that participation should take place in an 
early stage. They also had good experiences with 
that in their day to day job. LC 4 mentioned that 
they would like to be involved in the concept de-
velopment stage of the project. LC 4 mentioned this 
is also very important in adaptive reuse projects. 
The building defines the space around it, and now 
it’s changing. They advocate to have a say in the 
concept, not only on the elaboration. 

“What’s important, in a plan like this, is that it fits in 
the environment. This environment has been defined 
by this building for a very long time” - LC 4 

5.	 Development will be a better plan in line with 
the local community

Developer 3 mentioned that participation can also 
contribute to a plan that is better in line with the 
local community. This is important for developers, 
as they also want to make a qualitatively high plan. 
This in turn will contribute to the reputation the 
company has. A good reputation is important as this 
will facilitate more future projects. 
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LC 4 mentions on this topic that participation is 
important in project success: they mention that 
eventually the local communities ‘decide’ if the 
project is successful or not. 

“When you’re talking about development, I think it’s 
very important to include the locals. Even if it’s only 
because they can eventually determine the success 
or failure of a plan.” - LC 4 

6.	 Less objection from local community for 
project  

A general commonality among all interviewees 
is that participation will lead to less objections. 
D1 mentions that participation contributes to the 
acceptance of the plan and LC 4 mentions it’s wise 
to involve those who have the most stake in the 
project. These are often the people that can thwart 
the process. 

7.	 Attitude towards and from developers deter-
minative for project 

The attitude of the developer towards the participa-
tion project is of influence on the process. LC 3 and 
LC 4 mention to be satisfied by the process. They 
mentioned the developers come across as trust-
worthy and honest. This makes both of them look 
more positively against the process. LC 3 mentions 
the opposite of this attitude would lead to feelings 
of being not taken seriously and tokenism. 

“Those who presented the plan and involved us, I 
feel as if they’re very honest in this process. Other-
wise they’re just ticking off boxes and don’t take the 
feedback into account.” - LC 3

“Often, developers fall into 1 of 2 categories: 
those who connect people and technical devel-
opers. Developer 3 was perfect for this case. He 
really listened and tried to be interactive.” - LC 4  
 
 

8.	 Other topics mentioned 
LC 4 mentioned in the department of information 
techniques that digital meetings worked very well. 
They mentioned the discussion came more easily 
than meetings in person. This can aid in the accessi-
bility of participation practices. 
Developer 3 mentioned that one of the downsides of 
participation is that it can put a stop to innovation. 
They mention that new plans often evoke resistance 
with participants. When asking what the needs are, 
sometimes participants can only think of what they 
already know. Therefore ‘blocking’ innovative 
ideas, however this was not specific to this case.

4 . 1 . 4  T h e o ry  v s  p r a c t i c e 
In the initiation stage there is a big difference 
between theory and practice, as this case concerns 
a tendered project. Herein, the initiator is the mu-
nicipality. The municipality has different goals than 
a developer, namely to act in the interests of the 
public good. In this tendering stage, the participa-
tion administration took place. A c-factor analysis 
was made to see what stakeholders needed to be 
involved in the participation process. It is not clear 
whether the other participation aspects were for-
mally elaborated upon. Different techniques were 
implemented in the participation process and they 
started in the tender development phase. The first 
meeting was an informative meeting, herein ques-
tions could be posed, but no real input was given by 
the participants. In the second meeting the prefer-
ences of the local community were examined and in 
the third meeting the local communities could give 
feedback on the urban plan. This shows that differ-
ent techniques can be implemented throughout the 
participation process. The moment of integration of 
participation practices in the development process 
started as early as the development of the tender 
document. 
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4 . 1 . 5  M a i n  l i n e 
Overall, the interviewees were satisfied with the 
process. This was mostly due to the open communi-
cation from the developer and trustworthy attitude 
from the lead developer on the case. Decisions 
that were taken in this project had a large focus on 
preservation and integration of urban space and re-
development. The main thing the local communities 
want to control are parking, traffic and other day 
to day inconveniences that could be consequences 
of having many new neighbours in this neighbour-
hood. 

Development
The process started out with the development of the 
urban plan. This document contained the 4 most 
important themes the end product has to comply 
with. The themes were cultural history; conserva-
tion and ubran integration; functional programme 
and maintenance & feasibility 

The municipality wrote this plan and was approved 
by the local council. This document was the basis 
for the tender document. 
This tender document subsequently became the 
guidance for the client, Kondor Wessels Vastgoed. 
They took this document and built the design 
according to these 4 themes. This was done with 
the developer, architects, advisors, investor and a 
housing corporation. However, the developer was 
in the lead and acted as the client. 
After the development of the sketch design, this 
was handed in and 5 out of 18 parties were admitted 
to place a bid on the building and plot. Eventually, 
KondorWessels vastgoed was selected winner of 
the tender. 

Participation
In the initiative phase of the urban plan of require-
ments the participation process was initiated by the 
municipality. In the development of the boundaries 
of the building several meetings were held. The first 
was an information evening, where participants 
could pose questions, but no substantive discussion 
was held. The second meeting did feature feedback. 
In this meeting was asked what the participants 
would like to see as the function of the building 

and several questions on the preservation of the 
building were posed. This feedback was taken into 
account and an urban plan was developed where 
local communities could then give feedback again. 
Eventually the urban plan of requirements was ap-
proved by the local council. This was the basis for 
the tender document.  
In the sketch design phase the developer did not 
have contact with the local community. This con-
tact was established after the developer won the 
tender. The developer organised a meeting in order 
to present the winning plan and there was room 
for questions. Following this meeting an advisory 
board was formed for the rest of the process. 
There were different reasons for the stakeholders 
to join the participation process. The developer did 
not mention the reason to join in the participation 
process, though they had no choice, as participa-
tion was mandated by the municipality. The urban 
plan of requirements (Gemeente Utrecht, 2021) 
mentioned the municipality started this process to 
make sure more residents of Utrecht feel involved 
and influence developments in the city and the 
participants

Barriers
The barriers and drivers mentioned by the develop-
er and the local communities are summarised in two 
categories: beneficial to the process and limiting the 
process. 
Beneficial to the process: 
1.	 Development will be a better plan in line 

with the local community
2.	 Less objection from local community for 

project 
3.	 Early involvement in the process for success
4.	 Digital meetings
Limiting the process: 
1.	 Participants often thinks from their own 

point of view 
2.	 Hard to incorporate everybody’s wishes in 

plan 
3.	 Clear communication is needed
4.	 Attitude towards and from developers 

determinative for project 
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4 . 2 . 1  T e n d e r  d e v e l o p m e n t
This new building was put out to tender by the mu-
nicipality of Amsterdam, as an impulse to generate 
more dwellings in the mid-segment rental depart-
ment. The points in the process and several decisions 
have been taken out of the tender document made 
by the Municipality of Amsterdam (2019). 

The tender development started off with the devel-
opment of a function. In this case the functions of 
living and parking have been chosen. In order to de-
velop this programme, the municipality selected the 
boundaries for mid-segment rental housing, along 
with an underground parking garage. Consequently, 
the decision for the target group, maximum rent 
and maximum increase of rent per year was made. 
Also the building rules were decided in this phase, 
meaning the height, depth and width of the building 
along with technical, and aesthetic boundaries. The 
decision on the boundaries of the important factors 
of the buildings was decided on as well. These en-
tail important boundaries on the spatial quality and 
quality of the dwellings as well as the sustainability 
measures (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2019). 

The tender of this building consisted of 2 rounds. 
The pre-selection and definitive selection. In order 
to progress to the definitive round, the preselection 
has to be approved (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2019). 

In the pre-selection round, several decisions have to 
be made. These are in line with the most important 
themes that were decided on by the municipality 
regarding sustainability and spatial quality. In terms 
of sustainability, a vision should be presented on 
mobility/flexibility and how to reach an EPC score 
of <0,15. 

These 2 prerequisites are complemented by the 
guidelines for the spatial quality of the building. 
These decisions entail the integration of the 
programme and attractiveness, the aesthetic of 
the building, along with the integration in the sur-
rounding environment, both regarding high rise and 
public space. And finally: the decision of the plinth 
in relation to liveability (Gemeente Amsterdam, 
2019). 

4 . 2 . 2  D e v e l o p i n g  t h e  s k e t c h  d e s i g n
These decisions have to be taken in the pre-selec-
tion. If the vision is sufficient, parties can enrol into 
the definitive selection phase. Herein 4 themes have 
to be further developed: Spatial quality, architec-
tural design, entrance and plinth and integration in 
the surrounding built environment. These decisions 
largely overlap with the decisions in the selection 
phase, however these decisions seem to be smaller 
than the decisions in the pre-selection phase. In 
the definitive phase, the design will be elaborated 

4 . 2  T h e  B a a k 
Administration

Objectives & goals

Stage

Targeting

Techniques

Information

Governance

Developer approached a participation expert, asking how to implement participation. Participation expert men-
tioned they had good experiences with a survey. However, municipality didn’t approve of participation measures, 
and didn’t allow any method going any further than surveys

Goal was to win the tender and to generate social value in the neighborhood

Only involved in the initiative phase.

Distribution of survey 

Generated opinions and wishes through a survey in the neighborhood

Local community had to be given basic information of the building: information was already public through the 
announcement of the tender by the municipality. Local community had to generate their wishes and opinions on the 
public space they wanted to have in the neighborhood

Consultation
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further upon. Several smaller decisions will have 
to be taken, such as the orientation of the building, 
designs for different dwelling typologies and solu-
tions for parking (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2019).  

The focus in this tender was laid on the spatial 
quality of the building itself and the added value of 

the public space around the building of the existing 
neighbourhood. Though there was a focus on the 
integration of the building in the existing urban 
fabric, the municipality allowed no contact in the 
tendering phase, thereby limiting the participation 
measures taken in the development of this building 
(Communications Expert 1, De Wijde Blik). 

The participation measures taken 
in this case were the least of the 
three cases. In this case, during 
the development of the sketch 
design, a survey was held by 
the project team (Developer 1, 
Kondor Wessels Vastgoed). An 
external communication party 
specialised in participation was 
involved in this process. How-
ever, due to restrictions of the 
municipality the only measure 
that was taken in this tender was 
a survey on the needs of the local 
community (CE1). 
The participants in the existing 
neighbourhood mentioned they 
would like to have a communal 
space that can be used for mul-
tiple purposes. These purposes 
could be in the form of homework 
coaching for children, work spac-
es or a small community library 
(D1). However, after the delivery 
of the building about 6 months 
ago the living room hasn’t been 
used and is still empty (EU1). 
There is also confusion amongst 
the tenants and residents in the 
neighbourhood who’s responsi-
ble and who is eligible to use this 
room (EU1) . 
The building was sold to an 
investor, in the transfer of the 
building the responsibility of the 

Figure 11: Overview of the development process and participation process in the case of The Baak (Own work) 
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communal area was lost (Communications Expert 
1). Next to that, there still exists a tension between 
new and old residents (EU1). 

The interviewees mentioned the response led to the 
need for a community living room (D1). Also, the 
developer received a lot of enthusiastic feedback and 
ideas to implement in the building (D1). This was 
done in the beginning of the sketch design phase, 
where afterwards this input was used to develop the 
more specific implementation of the programme. 
In this case, the result of the survey was to make a 
communal area on the ground floor, which could be 
used by both the tenants of the building, as well as 
the local citizens (D1).  

After the sketch design was finished, the submission 
was handed in. The tender was won by the project 
party and they started developing the plan further 
on the basis of the handed in tender document. After 
the preliminary design phase, the definitive design 
was made and execution took place. This building 
was delivered in the spring of 2023, however the 
communal space area is still left untouched by both 
the residents and the local communities (EU1). 

4 . 2 . 3  B a r r i e r s  a n d  d r i v e r s
Among mentioned barriers the following have been 
mentioned. 
Multiple opinions slow down the participation 
process
Most participants think from their own point of 
view 
NIMBY views can hinder the process
Negative view on project developers by residents
External communications expert needed for facili-
tation 
If social factors don’t fit in the business case, it will 
never happen 
Municipality won’t allow contact with neighbor-
hood during tender phase 
Little freedom for innovation due to restrictions of 
the municpality 
Transfer of ownership of community spaces causes 
confusion regarding responsibilities for community 
spaces 

Early involvement in the process is most important 
Too little time results in faulty participation process
Process not taken seriously 
Participants are inclined to draw towards negative 
people’s and opinions in groups 
Older people causing more resistance due to hibua-
tion 
Target group does not represent younger residents 
No one size fits all solution for participation 
Participation being done too late, so that participants 
e1perience tokenism 
Communication between stakeholders is not opti-
mal due to jargon 
Participation does not solve tension between new 
and old residents

These points have been summarised in the follow-
ing barriers:  

1.	 Plan better in line with community 
In this specific development in the New West of 
Amsterdam, a high concentration of multicultural 
families are nested. According to Developer 3, one 
of the main reasons to make use of the survey was 
to adhere to the wishes of the current target group. 
Developer 1 mentions that the neighbourhood is 
multicultural, emphasising the difference in prefer-
ences for dwellings. 

“A simple example is that we prefer open kitchens 
in our dwellings. However in other cultures an open 
kitchen is seen as something dirty.” - D1

When asked what participation adds to the building 
process, developer 1 mentions that through the 
implementation of the survey, the plan will also be 
better in line with the current neighbours. In this 
survey they mentioned their preferences and devel-
oper 1 mentioned this was done with quite a lot of 
enthusiasm. 

“We have had a lot of input from the residents and 
this was the final product. Also, I did notice in 
the process that there were still people who just 
grabbed our general mail and then started telling 
us that they also had something that they needed to 
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fill in there. Which might also sometimes have been 
different from the final votes. But it’s nice to see that 
people will then take initiative.” - D1 

“We have had quite a lot of response, and 
also in the tender proposition we submitted, 
the wishes from the neighbourhood were hon-
oured in the design of the building” - CE1  

Communication expert 1 mentioned participation 
is a method to critically see what the people in 
that certain area are in need of. “Another goal is to 
see what this specific area needs. Something extra 
that makes people feel proud of the buildings that 
are placed here and can also make use of.” - CE1 

2.	 Less objection and complaints by neighbours  
According to both developer 3 and the communi-
cations expert less objections will be filed when 
participation is implemented. This can eventually 
lead to a faster process in applying for an environ-
mental permit. Communications Expert 1 mentioned 
that people are less inclined to start an objection 
procedure out of frustration of being left out and 
this leads to a bigger chance of approval for the 
environmental permit. Next to this, communication 
expert 1 also mentions the need for participation, as 
the environmental permit will require all applicants 
to have run through a participation process. 

“The barrier that will be solved is that people will 
no longer file unnecessary procedures out of frus-
tration as they are not involved and that people will 
start an objection procedure because their interests 
have been adversely affected.” - CE1
3.	 Not in my back yard attitude hinders process
The attitude of several participants can cause barri-
ers. Specifically mentioned are that most participants 
think from their own point of view (Developer 1) 
and when participation is too big, it can actually 
slow the process down, as many viewpoints have to 
be taken into account. Developer 3 also mentioned 
the not in my backyard principle. This is where ev-

erything that is placed on the participants’ terrain is 
not good enough, as it’s your garden being meddled 
in (Developer 1). 

4.	 Not taking the process seriously 
Communication advisor 1 mentioned that too little 
time often results in a faulty participation process. 
Also the process needs to be taken seriously by 
the developer. During the interview, CE1 also 
mentioned the importance of communicating on the 
same level. This could be hindered due to jargon.  
 
5.	 Choosing the right target group 
This point was mentioned by communications 
expert 1. They mentioned that often older people 
show up at participation meetings and that the 
people in this age group are most resistant towards 
change. However, the younger target group often 
has no time to participate in these practices, so CE1 
mentions it’s essential to go out and actively involve 
this target group as well by showing up to the places 
that this target group would go. For instance, this 
could be at the local supermarket. 

6.	 Herd behaviour can lead to negative attitudes 
Communications Expert 1 mentions that very often 
in his experience, people side with whomever is 
being loudest. That would mean that people follow 
the behaviour of those - who have no strong opinion 
at the commencement of the participation process - 
will follow the largest group. This can also be done 
with positive people, so using this knowledge and 
building a strategy around it is really important in 
the participation process (Communication expert 
1).
4 . 2 . 4  T h e o ry  v s  p r a c t i c e
In this case no formal participation administration 
has been done. In a conversation between the devel-
oper and the communication expert loosely agreed 
on the choice of a survey in the neighbourhood. 
One technique was implemented and the moment 
of involvement was in the feasibility phase of the 
development. 
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In this case, one technique was used. 

The time of involvement of the participation was 
by the developer and communication expert in the 
feasibility stage of the project. 

4 . 2 . 5  M a i n  l i n e
Development
The building process started off with the initiation 
by the municipality. A new building was needed in 
the New West neighbourhood of Amsterdam. This 
neighbourhood is a relatively new development 
with lots of newly built dwellings. The tender 
development focused on several themes, mostly on 
spatial integration and the integration of high rise 
buildings in the rest of the existing urban fabric. 
In this phase, the segment of the dwellings was 
determined: mid sector rent and the maximum price 
was determined as well. Several boundaries for the 
aesthetics and shape of the building were formulat-
ed and the needed sustainability measures. 
After the tender document was made, the developer 
performed an initial feasibility test and analysis 
of the tender document. After the decision to go, 
the developer involved a communication expert 
on participation with the question how to involve 
local communities. Eventually they decided on a 
survey. The communication expert had good ex-
perience with that form of participation. However, 
the municipality did not allow any further measures 
regarding participation. The development of the 
concept began after the go/no go decision. The 
result from the survey in the local neighborhood 
was that local communities had a need for a place 
where children could do their homework, like a 
public living room, so this was implemented in 
the design. Eventually, after the pre-selection, the 
developer had to work out several other points that 
were previously formulated in the definitive stage 
of the tender and the developer had to decide on 
a ground offer. Afterwards the municipality chose 
the winner of the tender and the sketch design was 

turned into a definitive design and executed

Participation
The participation in this case was minimal. It con-
cerned the lowest level of the three cases: a survey. 
The input was taken in the beginning of the process 
and was used to fill in the function on the ground 
floor. After the go/no go decision a communications 
bureau with a sole focus on participation in devel-
opments was involved. After some delinbiration, 
they settled on the choice of a survey. However, due 
to restrictions of the municipality they could not go 
any further in participation measures. The developer 
received very enthusiastic feedback and eventually 
it became clear that the local communities were in 
need of a public living room, so this function was 
realised on the ground floor.

Barriers
The barriers and drivers mentioned by the develop-
er and the communications expert are summarised 
in two categories: beneficial to the process and 
limiting the process. 

Beneficial to the process: 
1.	 Plan better in line with community 
2.	 Less objection and complaints by local com-

munity 
3.	 Early involvement for success

Limiting the process: 
1.	 Not in my back yard attitude hinders pro-

cesses 
2.	 Not taking the process seriously results in 

faulty participation process 
3.	 Hard to involve the proper target group 
4.	 Herd behaviour in participation can lead to 

negative attitudes
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4 . 3 . 1  T e n d e r  d e v e l o p m e n t
This building started off with the development of 
a tender document. This document had to fit in 
the overarching urban development programme of 
the neighbourhood Buiksloterham of North Am-
sterdam. This entire neighbourhood is built on the 
pillars of sustainability and circularity (Gemeente 
Amsterdam, n.d.). This means the strong points 
in the design of Sample are also sustainability 
and circularity. However, not only environmental 
sustainability is targeted in the design, social sus-
tainability is taken into account as well (Gemeente 
Amsterdam, 2022; Local community 1, Verdedig 
Noord).  Next to a strong emphasis on sustainability 
and circularity, several other factors were import-
ant for the development of a sketch design in this 
process. The functions of the dwellings and the 
boundaries of the entire building were decided on 
and taken as a guideline in the tender, as well as 
an emphasis on the accessibility of the apartments 
(Gemeente Amsterdam, 2022). During the tender, 
the municipality formulated the boundaries which 
the building had to comply with. In the development 
of the tender, several boundaries were assigned to 
themes. Mostly this concerned the programmatic 
implementation, such as the number of dwellings, 
type of dwellings, number of square metres, special 
attention to certain target groups (Gemeente Am-
sterdam, 2022). 

In this phase, the decision on the most important 
themes also had to be taken. In this case, the most 
important themes are spatial quality, circularity 
and sustainability and programmatic quality. These 
decisions have been made by the initiator; the mu-
nicipality of Amsterdam (Gemeente Amsterdam, 
2022).  In the case of Sample, the local communities 
were a part of the project coalition, so it is seen that 
the aspects that are important for participation have 
been done in the beginning of the development of 
the tender (Developer 2, Kondor Wessels Vastgoed).  
As can be seen in the timeline (figure XX) the 
timeline consists of 2 parts: the pre-selection and 
the definitive selection. In this case, the process by 
the developer started out with the analysis of the 
tender document (Developer 2, Kondor Wessels 
Vastgoed). Herein the prerequisites regarding the 
programme have been laid out by the municipality. 
The developer will then assemble a project party 
after the initial assessment on the basis of the tender 
feasibility and make a design that complies with the 
wishes of the municipality. 

4 . 3 . 2  D e v e l o p i n g  t h e  s k e t c h  d e s i g n
In the decision making moment of the Sketch 
design, several decisions had to be taken. First of 
all, for the pre-selection. Herein the decisions that 
needed to be taken had to do with the themes of 
the programme, spatial quality, circularity & sus-

4 . 3  S a m p l e
Administration

Objectives & goals

Stage

Targeting

Techniques

Information

Governance

Developer approached local communities for far reaching participation trajectory. Local community accepted, but 
wanted to negotiate on their terms. Developer agreed. Administration was done in accordance with the participants 
themselves

Goal was to win the tender and to include the local community life in the new building.
Involved from the first stage in the sketch design phase. One of the first steps to be done was to approach the local 
communities

Targeting was done through an existing local activist party, who strive against gentrification in the North of Am-
sterdam

Implementation of design teams in the entire process. Collaboration with architects and advisors along with local 
communities and developers to develop tender preposition

Access to all information, as embedded in the project party

Equal partnership, shared decision making
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tainability and organisation & reference projects. 
Among these decisions fell the orientations of the 
dwellings, user quality, decision on the plinths, 
concept of circular building and the translation of 
vision and goals to the realisation in the building 
(Gemeente Amsterdam, 2022). As mentioned be-
fore, the participation process in this case was far 

reaching. The local communities have been involved 
as a developing party . This far reaching form of 
participation took a lot of time and Verdedig Noord 
have officially registered as developers (Local 
community 1, Verdedig Noord). The participation 
process had been structured in the form of “Design 
Tables”. Every table had a different theme to work 

on, and the local communities 
could work together with the rest 
of the design team to work on 
the project (Developer 2, Kondor 
Wessels Vastgoed). Among de-
cisions that the local community 
had influence the accessibility 
of the building, the size of social 
housing dwellings (Local commu-
nity 1, Verdedig Noord).  Not only 
was the participation implemented 
in the building process and deci-
sions, it was intertwined into the 
entire process. The development 
of this building was sure to have 
integrated local communities 
wherever possible. For instance, 
LC1 (Verdedig Noord) mentioned 
that in building events, such as the 
first foundation pole or reaching 
the highest floor in construction, 
the local communities could con-
tribute to the catering for example. 
They mentioned doing this would 
be very beneficial for the local 
community. The developer of the 
project was acquainted with the 
building territory. Having lived 
there themself, and knowing 
of the current developments in 
the North of Amsterdam led to 
the collaboration with Verdedig 
Noord (Developer 2, Kondor 
Wessels Vastgoed). The integra-
tion with the neighbourhood was 
a desired criterion in the tender, or 

Figure 12: Overview of the development process and participation process in the case of Sample (Own work) 
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the involvement of local communities (Gemeente 
Amsterdam, 2022), which was the impulse for 
Kondor Wessels Vastgoed to also contact Verdedig 
Noord (Developer 2, Kondor Wessels Vastgoed). 
Several design teams were set up regarding each 
theme. These design teams were interdependent 
on each other; meaning if one component was 
changed, it directly affected the other design teams. 
Verdedig Noord was included in these design 
teams, generating input for the design (Developer 2, 
Kondor Wessels Vastgoed), as they are considered 
specialists on the needs of the district and what 
would and wouldn’t work in the area. Not only this, 
Verdedig Noord also strived for a couple of matters. 
The amount of square metres in the social housing 
was something they strived for, along with the 
accessibility and meeting spots in the circulation of 
the building (Local community 1, Verdedig Noord). 
The need in the North of Amsterdam for larger 
social housing was there, and thanks to this input 
of Verdedig Noord, this could be realised (Local 
community 1, Verdedig Noord). 
After the pre-selection, a second round was held. 
Herein another set of decisions had to be made. 
These decisions were mainly focussed on circulari-
ty and sustainability and the quality of the building. 
Among these themes fell the decisions of the energy 
quality, circular building concept, quality of dwell-
ings, commercial spaces and plinth and routing 
(Gemeente Amsterdam, 2022). 
These decisions have been made in the design 
teams. In the design teams, Verdedig Noord was 
present to represent the needs of the local commu-
nity (Developer 2, Kondor Wessels Vastgoed). 
In the further development of the preliminary and 
definitive design, an advisory board group will also 
be set up. This advisory board consists of future 
residents, compiled by Eigen Haard and Verdedig 
Noord. This advisory board was meant to be able 
to give input on several parts of decisions (Kondor 
Wessels Vastgoed & Verdedig Noord, 2023). This 
measure was to be implemented further along in the 
process. However, conversations were held with the 

social housing corporation in order to let Verdedig 
Noord be the curator of the social housing apart-
ments. This would mean that the people who have 
lived here for longer would have a bigger chance of 
transferring within their neighbourhood. However, 
the social housing corporation was hesitant to allow 
this (Local community 4, Verdedig Noord). 

4 . 3 . 3  B a r r i e r s
Among mentioned problems fall the following: 
Municipality already made barriers, lessens free-
dom in designing 
Hard to keep participants equally involved in all 
stages 
Hard to strive for ecquivalence between participant 
and initiating party in all stages 
Participants want participation over participation 
process 
Paternalistic views may generate negative feelings 
towards initiator 
Participants do not feel heard/taken seriously 
Feedback is missing, not very clear what happens 
to input 
Disagreement between parties on views of reward 
for participants
Freedom to implement high level participation not 
always approved by initiators company 
Time and skills can be inadequate for proper com-
munication with participants 
Further in the process making reports can take up 
too much time 
Hard to involve participants in all stages 
Unfamiliarity with the process can result in faulty 
communication 
Much emotion in the process 
Takes a lot of time to make sure participants are 
properly informed

These barriers have been summarised into the fol-
lowing points: 
1.	 Tender selection criteria shifts to more social 

instead of economic
According to the interviewees, the positive aspect 
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of this far reaching form of participation is that the 
tender winning criteria were also based upon social 
goals, instead of the highest 
ground bid. The social goals would take prevalence 
over the highest ground offer. 

“So also, when the municipality is, if that’s what we 
all want, that solidair city, we should have to select 
this team. And they didn’t choose a team with the 
highest ground offer. They chose a team that would 
add the most social value to the project.” - LC 1 

“I think it really helped to win the tender, to make 
a good plan but also to do the participation right 
later” - D1

2.	 Equality and involvement during the process 
A barrier that was mentioned by the interviewees 
was the equal involvement of the participants 
during the entire process. With a total of 5 mentions 
in 2 interviews, this may be the most discussed 
barrier in the interviews. In this specific type of 
participation the local communities were actively 
involved in the project coalition and registered as 
developers. A barrier in this process was proved 
to find equivalence in the relationship between the 
initiating developing party and the local community 
developing party. LC1 mentions the most important 
thing in this project was to be equally treated and 
equally involved in the entire process. Along this 
line falls the mention of the obligation of participa-
tion. LC 1 mentions that in participation generally 
-in their experience- no feedback is given what is 
being done with the input of the citizens. Further 
substantiated and confirmed by D1, who mentioned 
that he indeed had to do a lot of communication 
with the local community and that wouldn’t always 
run smoothly. 

“We were involved in this project on the basis of a 
couple of agreements. The most important thing is, 
we just want to be involved in the team. And that 
team is pretty big.” - LC 1 

“I think we might be too moralistic, or paternalistic 
even. In the sense of.. No, we’re the experts and we 
decide when it’s a good moment for you to generate 
input” - LC 1

“And too often, this is something local residents 
feel, for example in SouthEast, where there were 
participation strikes. Very often because the local 
residents get the feeling that they are ‘summoned’ 
to generate their input. Afterwards, they do not get 
to see what is done with their input (...) there is no 
reciprocity in the process” - LC 1 

“Are we being taken seriously and are we indeed 
part of the process? So do we actually have some-
thing to say about when we want to hear what is 
happening to our feedback?” - LC 1 

“At a certain point, the development has to go on. 
And, yeah, sometimes it happens that they don’t feel 
as if they could keep up. (..) For us (developers), 
this is a very normal process, so I had to come down 
and explain several things. Then it went okay for a 
while, and then we were talking at cross purposes. 
So there was a lot of communication I had to do.” 
-D1 

“And especially after winning the tender, so after 
winning the tender has the project coalition been 
pretty intensive, but after winning the tender, and it 
also has something to do with all sorts of struggles 
within the communication, the communication is 
less intensive. But you would like to have a situation 
where we are also involved in these kinds of strug-
gles. Even though we -as sub contractors- formally 
don’t have any decision making powers.” - LC 1

“I think that the handover of the project from de-
veloper to the team that won the tender, that the 
entire team should be the developer. I think that’s 
the most important. Because, are we as a team the 
developing party? And how are you going to make 
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arrangements? So will it be equal? Or will it be 
an unequal situation where one party is a little bit 
more owner than the other one? And on what basis? 
I think that’s the most important right now. That’s 
something you will have to discuss” - LC 1

3.	 Early involvement for succes
Both the developer and the local community agreed 
on the time of involvement. D1 emphasises that 
it’s best to involve local communities as early as 
possible, and this is confirmed by LC 1. Due to the 
development of the concept where local communi-
ties can exert real influence, this point is stressed 
throughout the interviews. 
LC 1 advocates for influence on the participation 
measures as well. 

“I think the most important point in participation 
is, or the most important critique in participation 
is, that the method is often decided on by the one 
who is in the most powerful position. (...) While you 
actually want to discuss with the local community 
what the subjects should be on participation. It’s 
about ownership of the process. So it’s actually most 
important that the ownership of the participation 
process is shared” - LC 1 

“I think what’s different in this project is that we 
are involved in the front-end, before submitting 
the tender. And so, we can generate input for the 
concept development. So that you can leave your 
trace in the very capillaries of the project and can 
contribute to the added value for the community of 
the North of Amsterdam. “ - LC 1 

“Start with involving the local community as early 
as possible. That’s the key.” - D1 

4.	 Resources may not be sufficient, in terms of 
skills and time

Communication between the parties proves to 
remain a problem. As mentioned before, in this 
case it was important for the local communities to 

be treated equally. However, due to the experience 
the developer has and local communities don’t, 
more resources had to go into the communication 
to streamline the processes. D1 mentioned that 
there was no third party involved to streamline the 
communication. They mentioned that they wanted 
to show they took the participants seriously. How-
ever, further along in the process, rapports have to 
be made and such. This will take more time, so then 
a third party would be needed. 
“But yeah. Further along in the process, then 
you will have to make all sorts of rapports. That 
is something another party will have to do” - D1 
 
5.	 Open attitude contributes to project success
Among positive points in this process LC 1 men-
tioned that the main project coalition had a very 
open attitude towards this type of participation. 
 
“We notice that things are being done as usual. With 
the developer and the rest of the team the collabo-
ration was really good. And that mostly has to do 
with being able to address each other.” - LC 1 

However, they mentioned that the buyer of the 
social rent dwellings didn’t share this enthusiasm 
and therefore obstructed the process. Open attitudes 
are also required from higher management. Even 
though the developer has the decision making 
power in the project, unconventional collaborations 
such as this one do have to be approved by higher 
management. 
“But everyone has a very open attitude. What we 
did notice with the social housing corporation, is 
that they were forced to buy the dwellings in the 
social rentor sector, and along with that came a 
very negative and closed attitude” - LC 1  

6.	 Plan better in line with local community 
In this case, the participants had a very large impact 
on the decision making of the sketch design. Both 
developer and local community mention that the 
plan is better in line with the local community. 
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Not only this, but the innovation of the plan is also 
to mention. In this project, local communities had 
something to say about the types of social rental 
apartments, as the input of the local communities 
was that there was a shortage of big family homes. 
Not only this was put in the tender design, LC 1 
mentioned that they also made sustainability acces-
sible for those who rent socially, and are planning 
to let the local communities curate the social rental 
dwellings. D1 mentioned that by implementing par-
ticipation, projects are accepted more easily. They 
emphasised it creates a support base for the project. 

“So if you develop your own floating neighbour-
hood, you will get to choose what sort of energy 
system you will make. But, if you rent in the social 
sector, then it will be chosen for you. (...) So in this 
project, we focused on sustainability and circulari-
ty, but then available for everyone.” - LC 1

“I’m usually a fan of far-reaching methods of partic-
ipation. Mostly, because i know that if you organise 
the front of the project well, you’ll have a bigger 
chance projects are accepted more easily” - D1

4 . 3 . 4  T h e o ry  v s  p r a c t i c e
The process of sample started off with the tender 
development. 
The administration of the participation process 
took place in the feasibility stage of the project, this 
was done in the form of negotiation between the 
developer and the local community. What is notable 
in this stage is that the form of participation was 
determined together with the local communities, 
this is the only case that did that. 

4 . 3 . 5  M a i n  l i n e 
Development
In this process, the project was initiated by the mu-
nicipality. The first step herein was to develop the 
tender document and determine the leading themes 
the building has to comply with. These themes were 
functions and segments; spatial quality and circular-

ity and sustainability. The tender process consisted 
of two parts: the pre-selection and the definitive se-
lection. The developer had to pass the pre-selection 
in order to be eligible for the definitive selection. 
The developer became involved after the tender 
was announced and after the initial feasibility test, 
they decided to contact Verdedig Noord and involve 
them in the project. Verdedig Noord wanted to join, 
however they had several terms and conditions and 
entered in negotiations. The developer agreed and 
they formed a project party, where Verdedig Noord 
was a developer in the process. They were involved 
in the design teams in the concept development of 
the design. After the selection phase of the tender, 
the developer had to elaborate the design in order 
to hand in the documents for the definitive phase. 
In this phase, a ground offer had to be submitted 
as well. However, the developer did not win on the 
basis of this ground offer, but on the added social 
sustainability aspects of the design.
Participation
In this far reaching form of participation, more 
power is shifted towards the participant. However, 
this does come with the obligation of trusting the 
participants more and treating them as equals. More 
innovative decisions are taken, such as sustainable 
housing made accessible for those who rent in the 
social sector and the curation that will fall into the 
hands of the local communities. 
The collaboration was enforced by an open attitude 
of all stakeholders, though communication prob-
lems were sometimes present. It turns out it’s hard 
to keep participants equally involved in all stages, 
as mentioned due to different experience with the 
building process within the project team. What is 
quite evident in this case is that the emphasis lies 
on equality in this project. Something that has not 
always been felt. 

In the case of Sample, shared decision making was 
applied. In this form of participation and in this spe-
cific case, the local communities were involved in 
the development of the concept. Attending meetings 
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and giving input on the culture, needs and environ-
ment of the area. The participants were involved by 
the developer, in the feasibility stage of the project. 
This was done because the municipality had written 
in the tender document that the involvement of 
local communities was appreciated. The developer 
has lived in the North of Amsterdam themself, so 
they knew what was going on in the community. 

Barriers 
The barriers and drivers mentioned are summarised 
in two categories: beneficial to the process limiting  
the process. 

Beneficial to the process: 
1.	 Plan better in line with community 
2.	 Tender selection criteria shift to social in-

stead of economic
3.	 Early involvement of participants for succes  
4.	 Open attitude of developers and participants 

Limiting the process: 
1.	 Keeping participants equally involved 

throughout entire process 
2.	 Resources may not be sufficient in terms 

of skills and time 
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In this part, the cases will be compared to each 
other and the differences and similarities between 
the cases will be further examined. This is done 
on the basis of the components of the theoretical 
framework (figure 3, pp 33) The project details will 
be compared with each other, as well as the process 
in terms of steps, and the moment of integration 
of participation in the building process and finally 
the barriers, outcomes and success factors will be 
validated.

4 . 4 . 1  P r o j e c t  d e ta i l s
1.	 Location and context 
All developments take place in one of the G4 cities, 
Amsterdam and Utrecht. The case of the Pieter 
Baan Centre deals with an existing urban fabric; 
this building has been in the neighbourhood since 
1978. In contrast to the case of De Baak, where 
this concerns a newly built development, however 
in a relatively new location that has existed for 
about 70 years. In the case of sample, the location 
is especially new: this is an ongoing urban area 
redevelopment. This former industrial area strives 

4 . 4  C r o s s  C a s e  A n a lys i s

Table 17: Project details for the cross case analysis based on the results of the case studies
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to be transformed to a completely circular and sus-
tainable new living-working area, the developments 
are still at full blast. Sample is part of the renewal 
of this area. Though situated next to an existing 
neighbourhood that was built in the 1920’s. 

Similarities: All three cases are situated in G4 cities, 
and are part of an inner city development. 
Differences: The scale and longevity of the projects 
differ, The Pieter Baan centre concerns the change 
of a building in an existing setting, de Baak adds a 
building to an existing setting and Sample is part of 
an urban area redevelopment. 

2.	 Size & functions 
The Pieter Baan centre contains about 15.500 m2 
GFA, of which 10.000 m2 consists of dwellings; 
1.500 m2 for offices; 500 m2 for social services and 
3.000 m2 reserved for the hospitality industry. The 
available square metres in De Baak contain 11.725 
m2 GFA, of which XX is part of the dwellings and 
XXX m2 is reserved for a public living room, open 
to the neighbourhood. Sample’s plan consists of 
48.820 m2. Of this, approximately 25.560 consists 
of dwellings in the social/mid and free rental sector, 
1.000 m2 is available for special housing forms in 
the form of child protection and special forms of 
care homes; 8.900 m2 for commercial space and 

Similarities: All projects have some form of social 
sustainability functions: Pieter Baan Centre focuses 
on dwellings for at-risk youngsters, De Baak devel-
oped a common living room and Sample focuses on 
child protections and care homes. All cases contain 
residential functions, Sample and Pieter Baan cen-
tre have a mix of rental segments in their buildings. 
Differences: The size of the projects differ, starting 
with De Baak, which is the smallest, then Pieter 
Baan Centre and ending with Sample. De Baak is 
the only case that has 1 rental segment. 

3.	 Themes 
The themes that are leading in the cases are conser-

vation & urban integration for Pieter Baan Centre, 
quality & spatial integration for De Baak and cir-
cularity & sustainability for Sample. In the case of 
The Pieter Baan Centre, the local communities had 
influence on these themes due to the participation 
process. In De Baak and Sample, the municipality 
decided on these themes without participation. 
However, in the case of Sample, the surrounding 
urban area redevelopment is based on the themes of 
sustainability and circularity. 

Similarities: They all have themes that are determi-
native for the eventual end product. Next to that, the 
themes are defined through their local context in the 
tender document. 
Differences: The themes themself differ per project 

4.	 Timeframe 
The timeframe of the projects in terms of the initia-
tive and feasibility done by the developer seem to 
be quite similar. The deadlines are predetermined 
by the municipality in the tendering stage. Howev-
er, no information was found on the duration of the 
tendering stage in case 2 and case 3. For case 1, 
this stage lasted approximately 3 years. However, 
adaptive reuse projects are known to have a longer 
run-up time in the beginning of the building process. 

Similarities: Initiative and feasibility phase in ten-
ders by developer seem to be equal 
Differences: Tender stage in the Pieter Baan centre 
could possibly be longer. 

4 . 4 . 2  D e v e l o p m e n t  p r o c e s s 
1.	 Tendering stage 
In the tendering stage in The Pieter Baan Centre, the 
main themes for the entire project have been fab-
ricated. Herein the functions were chosen and the 
choice to conserve/demolish has been made. In the 
tendering stage in the case of De Baak, the functions 
have been determined, as well as other important 
aspects regarding the shape of the building and the 
needed spatial integration into the neighbourhood. 
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Similarities: All three cases show that the tendering 
phase is the definition phase. The most important 
guidelines and themes are being determined. The 
decision for functions and conservation is being 
made in the tendering stage. 
Differences:  The themes of the cases differ. 

2.	 Initiative stage 
In this phase the first feasibility of the project is 
mapped out. This is where the developer takes on 
the project. In all 3 cases will be assessed whether 
the project has sufficient resources to carry on. 

Similarities: steps that are taken are largely the 
same, initial analysis on the tender document and 
assessment of resources. 
Differences: -

3.	 Feasibility stage  
Substantive decisions will be taken in this phase. 
This is the phase where the development of the 
sketch design is going on. Decisions that are taken 
fall within the boundaries made in the tendering 
phase in all cases. However, in the previous para-
graph it was established that the decisions for the 
functions and conservations (aesthetics) are being 
decided in the tender stage. In all 3 cases the func-
tions have been elaborated upon and extended. 
Therefore this decision returns to the feasibility 
stage of the developer.  

Similarities: Decisions are taken based on the 
themes and comply with the tender document that 
were determined in the tendering stage. Sketch 
design is developer along with the project party.  
Differences: The process regarding the pre- and 
definitive selection differ according to the tender 
process made up by the municipality. 

The tender stage is meant for the development of 
the tender document. This has been done by the mu-
nicipality as initiator in all three cases. In this phase, 
the decision for the functions and conservation/

aesthetics take place. The main themes that have to 
be focusses on are also generated in this phase. 

The initiative phase is where the developer steps 
in. In this phase an initial feasibility test will be 
made, to see whether they will take on the project. 
Afterwards, the go/no go decision is made and the 
development of the sketch design will begin. 
Producers will be sought to take on the project, the 
concept development will fall inside the boundaries 
made by the municipality in the tendering phase. 
Own input is possible, if it falls within the vision 
the municipality has of the location. 

The output of the feasibility phase will be assessed 
by the municipality, against the criteria that were 
previously formulated in the tendering stage/doc-
ument. Eventually the municipality will take the 
decision on which sketch design is most fitting for 
the development. 

4 . 4 . 3  Pa r t i c i pat i o n  P r o c e s s
Participation Aspects
In table 18 the participation aspects per case are 
described. These are in line with the theoretical 
framework (figure 3, pp. 33) 
1.	 Administration 
In the case of sample the administration was done 
quite clearly. Herein the participants and the devel-
oper negotiated on the terms of the cooperation. In 
De Baak, there was no formal administration of the 
participation plan. In the Pieter Baan Centre, the 
administration was done according to the factor C 
analysis, a communication strategy provided by the 
government to use in participation methods. 

Similarities: In the participation cases where the 
participation was placed on a higher ladder, admin-
istration was applied 
Difference: In the low participation case, no formal 
administration was applied. The developer and 
communications expert came to these terms as the 
communications expert had good experiences with 
a survey. 
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2.	 Objectives and goals 
In the case of Sample and De Baak the focus was 
on adding social sustainability in the design and to 
have extra points to win the tender. In the case of 
The Pieter Baan Centre, the focus in the tender was 
already laid on vulnerable target groups. In Sample, 
although the focus was laid on sustainability and 
circularity, through the involvement of the local 
communities, the local culture was preserved and 
included in the design process.    
The participation goals differ for the different 
stakeholders. The municipality acts in the interests 
of the participants: they want to make them feel 
involved. The developer was driven by winning the 
tender, additionally adding social sustainability in 
the development. 

Similarities: In all of the cases there was some part 
that is focused on social sustainability or preserva-
tion of local culture. However, the main goal of the 
developer in de Baak and Sample was to win the 
tender. 

Differences: - 

3.	 Stage of involvement 
In the case of the Pieter Baan Centre the munici-
pality was the initiating party for the participation 
process, in Sample and De Baak the developers 
took the initiative after the announcement of the 
tender. In all cases the stage/moment of involve-
ment differed. The Pieter Baan Centre involved 
the participants in the development of the tender 
document and Sample and De Baak did not. 

Similarities: In the case of the Baak and Sample, 
the municipality did not initiate the participation 
process. In these cases the developer took the first 
step towards setting up the participation initiative. 
Differences: In the case of The Pieter Baan Centre, 
the municipality was the initiator of the participa-
tion process. This means that only in the case of 
the Pieter Baan Centre, the surrounding neighbours 
were involved in the development of the actual 
plan in terms of functions and important themes the 

Table 18: Participation aspect details for the cross case analysis based on the results of the case studies
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design had to comply with. 

4.	 Targeting 
The Pieter Baan Centre used the C-factor method 
provided by the government to analyse the stake-
holders that should be involved. In the case of 
Sample the targeting was done through a local party 
that strives for preservation of the local culture in 
the neighbourhood and De Baak targeted the survey 
in the neighbourhood. 

Similarities: In the case of De Baak and Sample, no 
formal targeting was done. The involved stakehold-
ers came naturally with the chosen involvement 
method. 
Difference: Different methods were used to target 
the stakeholders, depending on the involvement 
that was necessary for the participation methods. 
The municipality carried out a formal stakeholder 
analysis

5.	 Techniques 
The techniques in the cases varied from a survey 
in the least intensive participation case until shared 
decision making in design teams in the most inten-
sive participation case. In the case of the Pieter Baan 
Centre, meetings were held, both online and offline. 
In one of the meetings, questions about the function 
were being asked and the local communities could 
vote ‘for’ or against. In this same meeting, a digital 
board was made where local communities could 
give their input on what to preserve of the original 
building. 

Similarities: - 
Difference: Each participation form comes with its 
own technique, this is somewhat bound to the type 
of participation that is applied. 

6.	 Information 
In the case of The Pieter Baan Centre, presentations 
were given. These were the main source of input 
towards the participants. In the case of The Baak, 

the information distribution took place through the 
survey. This decision was directly based upon the 
needs of the residents, as the question of what they 
wanted to see was posed. In Sample, the informa-
tion distribution was through the design meetings. 
Verdedig Noord actively took part in these process-
es. 

Similarities: Information was applied in all cases
Difference: The more involved the participants 
are, the more access to information they have. All 
information distribution systems varied. 

7.	 Governance
The governance structure varied in all cases. In the 
case of Pieter Baan Centre, there was an advisory 
board formed, in Sample a project coalition was 
formed and in De Baak there was made use of 
consultation. The decision for the governance of the 
participation differed in the cases, the municipality 
decided on the governance in case 1 initially and af-
ter the feasibility phase, along with the participants 
the choice fell on an advisory board. In case 2 and 
3, the developer decided on the governance form.  

Similarities: The developer made the choice in 2 of 
the cases
Difference: All cases had different governance 
forms, decisions on governance were taken in dif-
ferent ways. 

Participation in stages
In table 19 the participation aspects have been de-
picted against the phases in the building process. It 
becomes evident that the participation aspects are 
all determined in the same phase. The involvement 
where a higher level of participation took place are 
ongoing in the process. In the case with the most 
participation, targeting takes place throughout the 
process. This is due to the involvement of local 
parties in the end product. In case 3, local commu-
nities tried to get involved through the network of 
Verdedig Noord to be able to secure a place within 
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the commercial space. Also, targeting was done 
through local catering businesses for events during 
the process. Along with the involvement, techniques 
have to be carried out, as well as information has 
to be given, so this is also ongoing throughout the 
process. Eventually we see that the governance in 
case 1 has two moments. This has to do with the 
governance structure in the tendering phase and 
afterwards when the developer was involved, a 
decision was made on how to go on from there. In 
case 3, the governance was decided in the negotia-
tion of the terms with Verdedig Noord. Throughout 
the process this governance mechanism stayed the 
same. 

In case 1 and 3 we see that the participation is ongo-
ing, spreading over more than 1 phase. In the case 
2 it becomes apparent that participation was merely 
used as an input mechanism, leaving it at one point 
involvement. 

The definition of the participation process takes 
place in 1 phase, herein the most important aspects 
are determined and a participation strategy will be 
made. Then, the actual implementation of partici-
pation will be done according to the strategy and 
herein the techniques and information distribution 
are present. It could be that the process needs to be 
adjusted, then targeting and governance can take 
place in a latter stage. 

4 . 4 . 4  B a r r i e r s 
In the interview several drivers and barriers have 
been mentioned. In table XX these are summarised 
on how many times they have been mentioned. 
However, due to the inherent differences in the par-
ticipation cases, not all barriers have been validated. 
In the expert interview some clarification was need-
ed on the barriers in the participation process. Due to 
the nature of the different methods and involvement 
implemented, some barriers could be relevant, but 
only to that specific type of participation. In the ex-
pert interview, the list of barriers was presented and 
assessed whether they were relevant in the opinion 
of the expert in participation implementation of the 
building process.

The points mentioned in the interviews have been 
divided into several categories. In the process, we 
have to do with project outcomes, success factors 
and barriers. These in turn affect the building pro-
cess in different places. `

For the validation of the barriers, a mention analysis 
has been used. The influences will be compared 
according to 4 points where they could have been 
mentioned: the literature study, in 1 of the 3 cases, 
or validated in the expert interview. See table 20 for 
the validation of the barriers. In order to validate 
these influences, the total mentions should be >2. 

Table 19: Occurcence of participation aspects in all three cases for the cross case analysis based on the results of the case studies
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For the final list of influences the following apply: 

Success factors: 
1. Early involvement in the process contributes to 
success 
2. Implementing digital techniques 

Outcomes: 
1. Development will be better in line with local 
community 
2. Innovation is stimulated through participation 
3. Tender selection criteria shift to more social 
instead of economic 
4. Less objection from local community for project 

Barriers: 
1. Lack of definition in community
2. Hard to incorporate everybody’s wishes 
3. Clear communication is needed 
4. Attitude towards and from developers is determi-
native for success
5. Tokenism leads to a faulty participation process 
6. Herd behaviour can lead to negative attitudes 
7. Keeping participants equally involved through-
out entire process 
8. Resources may not be sufficient in terms of skills 
and time 

Table 20: Overview of barriers of literature, cases, expert interview along with the stages, types and stakeholders 
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The goal of this research was to gain insight in the 
building process and how participation aspects 
impact this process. Through the results generated 
in the previous paragraph several handles can be 
formulated for the synthesis of the research.
The model is based on the research questions that 
are formulated in paragraph 1.2. The findings of sub 
research question 1, 2 and 3 will be integrated in the 
final depiction of the results. The goal of this map 
is to make insightful what steps are added to the 
process through the implementation of participation 
practices. The final model will depict the adaptive 
reuse process, the steps that are taken in participa-
tion, the barriers, drivers and outcomes linked to 
participation and the stakeholders that are involved 
in the process. 

The final model depicts a possible display of the 
impact of participation practices on the adaptive 
reuse process, based on the results from the cross 
case analysis. Important to note is that the following 
points will have to be taken into account in synthe-
sising the results:  

1. The location, context, function and size is most 
influential in the tendering development. In the 
initiative phase, this becomes less and becomes 
more in the development of the sketch design in the 
feasibility phase.  
2. The implementation of participation processes 
should happen as early as possible, meaning in the 
tendering stage, where the main themes for the en-
tire development are being determined. Herein, the 
participation strategy should be made. This in term 
impacts the tendering stage. The initiative stage 
where the developer steps in remains unchanged. 
No participation impact happens here, and depen-
dent on the participation process the feasibility can 
be impacted by participation. However, it’s also 

possible that participation starts in the feasibility 
stage. 
3. The barriers that are found are bound to the point 
where participation practices take place. These are 
dependent on the type of participation process that 
is generated. 
4. The tendering stage is where the tender document 
is made. Herein, the most leading themes of the 
development will be determined. In the feasibility 
stage an elaboration and design is made based on 
this vision/themes. 
5. In the initiative phase, the initial feasibility for 
the project is assessed based on the developers 
resources, in this stage the decision will be made to 
carry on with the project or to terminate the project. 
6. In the feasibility stage the sketch design will be 
made. Herein, the project party is assembled and 
decisions are taken that fall within the boundaries 
of the tender development document. Later on, this 
design, along with the bid for the building will be 
assessed by the municipality based on the selection 
criteria that have been formulated in the tendering 
stage. 

Impact of location and context 
The scale of the case projects differed from a single 
new building in a relatively new neighbourhood to 
an ongoing urban area development. Regarding the 
scale of the projects, it seems that the more exten-
sive the scale is, the more participation was applied 
in the processes. 
The same rule applies to the size of the building, the 
smallest building had the least intensive participa-
tion process and the largest the most extensive. All 
cases had a focus on social sustainability or have 
added social functions in the vision of the project. 
The themes that were developed in the tender 
document have a big impact on the final output of 
the project. The selection criteria turn out to be de-

4 . 5  Sy n t h e s i s
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terminative in the development of a sketch design. 
The timeframe of the tender development is similar 
in the cases, the initiation phase takes less time than 
the feasibility phase. In the case of the Pieter Baan 
centre, the tender phase was extensive, however no 
statement can be made on the tendering phase of 
the other 2 cases, as this information was not ac-
cessible. The literature study and expert interview 
(Expert 1) on the other hand confirmed that the start 
of an adaptive reuse project takes longer than newly 
built projects. 

The process in the cases was largely consistent. The 
process starts with an existing building or empty 
plot. However, the context in which the cases take 
place influences the decision making done by the 
municipality in the tender documents. Each case 
has a focus on different themes that follow from the 
existing context. This is seen in the cases with the 
Pieter Baan centre where participation was needed 
to find out what the building meant in the specific 
context, de Baak where focus was laid on spatial 
integration, meaning the integration of the building 
within the context and Sample, where the entire 
urban area complies with the leading themes. After 
the development of the sketch design, an initiative 
taker is being sought through the tender procedure. 
For the initiator in this stage of the process, it begins 
with an initial assessment of the resources available 
and analysis of the context and tender document. 
This results in a go/no go decision to carry on with 
the project and invest time and money in the de-
velopment of a sketch design to win the tender. In 
the feasibility phase, the main points are to actually 
develop the design. Scoping in on the important 
themes/guidelines provided by the municipality are 
carried out. Decisions on the scoping on functions, 
aesthetics are taken. 

The impact of participation practices on the building 

process turns out to be categorised in 2 things. De-
fining the participation measures and carrying them 
out. In the development of the participation process, 
there are 2 types of aspects: one time and ongoing. 
The ongoing aspects have to be defined in the 
aspects that are one timers. This essentially means 
administration, formulation of objectives and goals, 
stage of involvement, targeting strategy, techniques, 
information distribution and governance have to be 
defined up front and techniques and information 
distribution are ongoing in the process. 

The barriers, drivers and outcomes for participation 
turned out to be the following: 

Success factors: 
1. Early involvement in the process contributes to 
success 
2. Implementing digital techniques 

Outcomes: 
1. Development will be better in line with local 
community 
2. Innovation is stimulated through participation 
3. Tender selection criteria shift to more social 
instead of economic 

Barriers: 
1. Lack of definition in community
2. Hard to incorporate everybody’s wishes 
3. Clear communication is needed 
4. Attitude towards and from developers is determi-
native for success
5. Tokenism leads to a faulty participation process 
6. Herd behaviour can lead to negative attitudes 
7. Equality and involvement during the entire pro-
cess is hard
8. Resources may not be sufficient in terms of skills 
and time  
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Figure 13: Overview of the changes in the tendered adaptive reuse process with steps, stakeholders, impact of location, size and 
functions on the development process as well as barriers, drivers and succes factors in the tendering, initiative and feasibility 
phase(Own work)



Figure 14: Overview of the adaptive reuse development process without participation 
implementation (Own work)
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Following from the synthesis, there are a couple of 
lessons we can extract from the process. 

4 . 6 . 1  A d a p t i v e  r e u s e  d e v e l o p m e n t  p r o c e s s 
All three cases depicted three phases in the devel-
opment process. From initiation until sketch design, 
the process encompasses the tendering stage, the ini-
tiative stage and the feasibility stage. It is important 
to note that these specific cases were all initiated by 

the municipality and therefore have to comply with 
the European Procurement Law, meaning they will 
procure the project through a tendering procedure 
(Chao-Duivis et al., 2013). 

The process starts with an existing building or 
empty plot. However, the context in which the cases 
take place influences the decision making done by 
the municipality in the tender documents. Each case 

has a focus on different themes 
that follow from the existing 
context. This is seen in the cas-
es with the Pieter Baan centre 
where participation was needed 
to find out what the building 
meant in the specific context, 
de Baak where focus was laid 
on spatial integration, meaning 
the integration of the building 
within the context and Sample, 
where the entire urban area com-
plies with the leading themes of 
circularity and sustainability. 
After the development of the 
tender document, an initiative 
taker is being sought through the 
tender procedure. For the initia-
tor in this stage of the process, 
it begins with an initial assess-
ment of the resources available 
and analysis of the context and 
tender document. This results in 
a go/no go decision to carry on 
with the project and invest time 
and money in the development 
of a sketch design to win the 
tender. In the feasibility phase, 
the main points are to actually 
develop the design. Scoping 

4 . 6  L e s s o n s  l e a r n e d



Figure 15: Participation aspects in timeline divided in the organisation of the project and 
carrying out the project (Own work) 
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in on the important themes/guidelines provided 
by the municipality are carried out. Decisions on 
the scoping on functions and aesthetics are taken. 
These decisions have to fall within the boundaries 
of the tender document, as well as in the financial 
and legal feasibility. 
The timeframe of the tender development is similar 
in the cases, the initiation phase takes less time than 
the feasibility phase. In the case of the Pieter Baan 
centre, the tender phase was extensive, however no 
statement can be made on the tendering phase of 
the other 2 cases, as this information was not ac-
cessible. The literature study and expert interview 
(Expert 1) on the other hand confirmed that the start 
of an adaptive reuse project takes longer than newly 
built projects. 
1.	 The tendering stage is where the tender 

document is made. Herein, the most leading 
themes of the development will be deter-
mined. In the feasibility stage an elaboration 
and design is made based on this vision/
themes. 

2.	 In the initiative phase, the initial feasibility for 
the project is assessed based on the developers 
resources, in this stage the decision will be 
made to carry on with the project or to termi-
nate the project. 

3.	 In the feasibility stage the sketch design will 
be made. Herein, the project party is assem-
bled and decisions are taken that 
fall within the boundaries of the 
tender development document. 
Later on, this design, along with 
the bid for the building will be 
assessed by the municipality 
based on the selection criteria 
that have been formulated in the 
tendering stage. 

4.	 The location, context, function 
and size is most influential in the 
tendering development. In the 
initiative phase, this becomes 

less and becomes more in the development of 
the sketch design in the feasibility phase. This 
impact is used in the definition of the vision 
and leading themes the development should 
incorporate in the design. 

4 . 6 . 2  Pa r t i c i pat i o n  m e a s u r e s
The participation practices were found either 
within the tendering or feasibility phase. However, 
this depended on the project and the goals of the 
stakeholder. The steps that were found in practice 
can be seen as formally administering the plan and 
carrying the plan out. The relevant aspects that have 
been determined in the literature study are divided, 
as can be seen in figure XX. 
It became apparent in the three cases that the par-
ticipation plan was made up before carrying it out. 
A significant notion to the difference in stages is the 
formal administration of the plan of approach. It 
became evident this is to happen in the early stages 
of the project, due to flexibility of the design and 
decisions. In tendered projects, the regulator will 
thoroughly review the site and generate boundaries 
& leading themes for the developers to effectuate 
said vision. Participation measures affect this stage, 
as the administration of the participation process 
will require experience, resources and time
The impact of participation practices on the build-
ing process turns out to be categorised in 2 things. 



Figure 16: Level 4: consultation participation mechanism (Own work) 
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Figure 17: Level 5: Inclusion participation mechanism (Own work) 
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Defining the participation measures and carrying 
them out. In the development of the participation 
process, there are 2 types of aspects: one time and 
ongoing. The ongoing aspects, meaning carrying 
out the participation, have to be defined up front, 
this is done once. This essentially means adminis-
tration, formulation of objectives and goals, stage 
of involvement, targeting strategy, techniques, 
information distribution and governance have to 
be defined up front and techniques and information 
distribution are carried out in the process. 

However, the decisions that need to be made in the 
administration of the participation process define 
the type of participation. In the case studies, three 
types of participation have been examined. These 
types will be most relevant for social participation 
between local communities and private developers 

in large scale mixed-use projects as level 1, 2 and 
3 are not considered social participation and level 
7, 8 and 9 require participants to be responsible for 
decision making, therefore are excluded from the 
scope. 
The main difference between consultation, inclusion 
and shared decision making is the level of input that 
is given by the local communities. In level 4, con-
sultation, input is needed on a specific part of the 
design. This could for instance be an opinion on the 
needed public amenities in the area, or more prag-
matic like the colour of the materialisation or other 
previously determined areas of the design. Level 5, 
inclusion, incorporates participants in the process. 
This type of participation deals with a feedback 
structure. The project party will develop the design 
and participants are able to give feedback on the 
design, where the project party will afterwards alter 



Figure 18: Level 6: Shared decision making participation mechanism (Own work) 
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the design according to input of the local commu-
nities, however this feedback is not mandatory to 
implement. This type of participation is suited for 
risk management and in minimising the chance for 
objection on the environmental permit. The highest 
level of participation examined, level 7: shared 
decision making, deals with the implementation of 
participants in the project party. Participants can 
attend design meetings, making it easy to instantly 
give feedback on the design and facilitate the im-
plementation of social sustainability in all aspects 
of the project. 
According to the interviewees, early involvement in 
the process is a factor that contributes to the success 
of the participation. Not only participants mentioned 
this, a communication advisor specialised in partici-
pation in the built environment as well as developers 
mentioned this as well. This general rule applies to 
all levels of participation, however small nuances 
can be found in the different types of participation. 
Starting with level 4 (consultation), this concerns a 

specific question that is needed. Depending on the 
question, this type can either be implemented in the 
beginning of the stage or later. A question that can be 
answered with this level can for instance be: “What 
are your thoughts on transforming this old church 
into a hotel?” or in the beginning of the tendering 
phase this could be “What does the building mean to 
you in this neighbourhood?”. As level 5 (inclusion) 
binds the initiator to a process, instead of a one time 
consult, this can be implemented in various stages 
of the phase. However, the main difference herein is 
that participants will expect feedback and see what 
is done with their input. Feedback sessions will take 
more time and effort, also from the participants, 
so feedback to the participants on how their input 
is incorporated is then necessary. Level 6 (shared 
decision making) should be implemented as early 
as possible. This type of participation binds the 
initiator to a certain group as partners, meaning that 
if they are involved, they are bound to the rest of 
the process.



Table 21: Final list of validated barriers along with the phase and stakeholder
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4 . 6 . 3  B a r r i e r s 
In table 21 the validated barriers are pictured. These 
have been analysed through a cross case analysis, 
the interviews have been coded and later the 

occurrence in the cases, along with literature was 
compared. 
Among the influences fall the negative influences, 
seen as barriers, positive influences, in the form 
of drivers and outcomes, what participation will 
eventually facilitate in the end-product. 
This eventually led to the following validated influ-
ences: Depending on the nature of the developing 
company, a goal for this stakeholder can be to add 
value to a neighbourhood. During the research, 
several interviewees (D2, D1) mentioned how par-
ticipation can contribute to a plan that will be better 
in line with the local community. This directly con-
tributes to the added value and quality of our built 
environment. Though, specific locations and context 
require tailor made designs, as D2 mentions. LC 4 
and D2 agree that the eventual product success is 
determined by the end user, thereby implementing 
specific preferences of certain target groups, with 
participation input can be given on the needs of the 
district. 
This positive influence does not only come in favour 
of the local community or end user, the developers 
reputation can be affected as well. Project success 
is mentioned to contribute to the reputation of the 
developer’s company (D3), thereby generating 
more credibility and a positive reputation, initiating 

more projects.
Moreover, social sustainability is added to the built 
environment. As mentioned before, the specific 
context and location are highly influential in the 
development of a new project. Innovative and new 

solutions, concerning but not limited to the size of 
social rent apartments for example. Combating the 
negative effects of gentrification, it was shown in 
one case the curation of social housing would be 
done by local communities, preserving local culture 
and going against physical displacement (LC1). 
One case has shown to be able to make renewable 
energy sources accessible for those who rent in 
the social housing sector. These points benefit the 
local community, however it was shown that tender 
selection criteria shift from economic to social 
perspectives (LC1). 
Significant delays can arise in the application for an 
environmental permit, as surrounding residents hold 
the power to go into objection over permits that can 
potentially concern their daily lives and environ-
ment. Participation can be used as a risk assessment 
tool: participants will be less inclined to start an 
objection procedure out of frustration of being left 
out (CE1). Support can be garnered for projects 
if participation measures are applied correctly. 
In order to successfully implement participation 
measures, all cases mentioned early involvement. 
Not only due to the flexibility of the design, but 
also through gathering information in an early stage 
that can be used as input on the genius loci (LC 
4). Especially in adaptive reuse projects, gathering 
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information on the building and what it once meant 
in its original context and what should be preserved 
is important to note here (LC4). LC 1 mentioned 
in more extensive participation measures, input has 
been given and local communities could give input 
on the very capillaries of the project, making the en-
tire end product socially sustainable and embedded 
in the existing local context. Though, not only the 
participants advocated this, CE1, D1 and D3, from 
a developers viewpoint shared such viewpoints. 
However, involving the proper target group remains 
a problem. CE1 mentioned that the same people 
often show up to participation meetings, who are 
generally in the same age group. CE 1 mentions this 
is often due to time and resource constraints of cer-
tain target groups, who normally would contribute 
to valuable input. A solution that was mentioned 
and had good evaluations was the implementation 
of digital techniques such as zoom meetings into 
the participation process (CE1, LC4). 
Though a variety of local communities is advocated 
for, problems arise in participation measures due to 
a lack of definition in the community. Adding more 
target groups will not contribute to stakeholder 
alignment. With a variety in target groups, personal 
statements can become overwhelming (D3) and not 
only add on to the ambitions of local communities, 
but the ambitions of municipalities as well, along 
with the internal goals of the developing compa-
nies. Those who have no previous experience with 
developing large buildings, may want to jump to 
the details of the plan (CE1). Details like materi-
alisation and parking spots are topics that are often 
mentioned (D3), whilst developers and producers 
will start with a vision and identifying themes. 
Separating and incorporating input that actually 
influences the project is an art in the impact of the 
project (LC2). Working with groups can be chal-
lenging, especially if stakeholders are not aligned 
on their goals. Generally speaking in participation 
processes, participants tend to side with the one 
who is being loudest, showing that herd behaviour 
occurs in meetings (CE1, D3). 

As another stakeholder is involved in the process, 
additional steps and paperwork is added into the de-
velopment process. An example of this is the clear 
communication that is needed in the process. Espe-
cially in far reaching participation measures, where 
participants are to be treated equally, involvement 
and lack of experience in the development process 
poses a barrier (D1). Communication can be hin-
dered by the use of jargon, then again this has to 
do with the little experience participants have in 
managing the built environment (CE1). But clear 
communication is not limited to a higher level of 
participation, several interviewees mentioned the 
added value of clear communication, especially in 
giving feedback on what is done with their input, 
along with a bigger attachment to honest clarifica-
tion on why something cannot be done rather than 
the actual implementation of their ideas (LC3). 
Transparency in the process is mentioned to be one 
of the most important things, in several types of par-
ticipation. Examples of facilitation on transparency 
is having the same developer during the process; 
being able to talk to the developer directly; giving 
unambiguous information on the development; 
limited or no use of jargon and being prepared for 
the meetings. 
Personal factors influence the process and percep-
tion of the participants. Developers seem to have a 
negative reputation, being seen as greedy and only 
there for the revenue (D2). Interviewees mentioned 
that character traits in the process influence the 
success of the meetings. Mentioned were coming 
across as trustworthy and honest (LC3, LC4). Fur-
ther substantiated is that an open attitude contributes 
to the success of participation practices (LC1), as 
well as taking the process seriously and avoiding 
tokenism (CE1). 
The results showed the tendering and feasibility 
stage to be most prevalent in the analysis, as the 
initiation stage is solely for the initiator to assess 
internal feasibility for the project. One could 
argue the tendering stage consists of an initiation 
and feasibility stage, but executed by a regulating 



Figure 19: Number of barriers per stage, including the 
tendering, initation and feasibility stage as defined previously 
(Own work)

Figure 20: Number of barriers per stakeholder in the tendering 
stage as defined previously (Own work)
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party. However, the barriers that have been found 
are repeated within the participation process. The 
occurrence of barriers is highly dependent on the 
decisions made in the first phase, or where par-
ticipation definition occurs. Municipalities in the 
Netherlands are currently working on developing 
guidelines, and are more obliged to implement 
mandatory participation measures. Their role as 
delegate of citizens aligns with this approach. 

4 . 6 . 4  Pa r t i c i pat i o n  m e a s u r e s  i n  t h e  a d a p -
t i v e  r e u s e  d e v e l o p m e n t  p r o c e s s

When combining the processes and the influences it 
becomes apparent that the tendering and feasibility 
phase is impacted the most. This is due to the added 
steps of integrating social participation in the adap-
tive reuse development process that are inherently 
bound to the barriers that come with it. 

1.	 Tendering stage 
As these projects were all tendered by the municipal-
ity, the tendering stage is included in this research. 
In the tendering stage, the main goal is to develop a 
tender document. In this document the main vision 
and programme of requirements has to be laid out. 
The results indicated that participation can either 
begin in the tendering stage or in the feasibility 
stage, however this is dependent on the goals and 

decisions of the initiators. In the tendering stage the 
municipality is responsible for a proper tendering 
document. A part of the responsibilities of the mu-
nicipality is advocacy in favour of the citizens of 
the city. Assigning and planning urban development 
in the form of environmental visions, legally bound 
with the zoning plan in order to create high quality 
living environments fall under the responsibilities 
of the municipality. With this position in mind, the 
municipality as initiator for a redevelopment is able 
to implement social participation in the tendering 
stage as a part of creating projects that align with 
the local communities in a specific area. 
In this stage, the formal administration of a plan 
has to be carried out. Decisions on the goal of 
the participation and stage of involvement have 
to be taken first. Following these decisions, the 
involvement of local communities can be defined, 
along with techniques to obtain opinions and a way 
to distribute information. The stakeholders need 
to be mapped out, defining what type of residents 
would have what type of input. However, this also 
depends on the type of participation and the goal 
of the project. If social participation is seen as risk 
management and to minimise objections from the 
local community, then the municipality could opt 
for more influence for direct neighbours of the 
project for instance. 
The formal administration of the participation plan 



Figure 21: Number of barriers per stakeholder in the feasibility 
stage as defined previously (Own work)
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is to be done in the beginning of the tendering 
phase. The tender document will define the bound-
aries for the rest of the development and will greatly 
influence the end-product. As the flexibility of the 
design is maximised in the beginning of this stage, 
the formal administration of participation practices 
should be defined in the beginning of the tendering 
stage. The results showed that early involvement of 
participants is considered a success factor, as well 
as implementing digital techniques such as zoom 
meetings or online surveys. 
Next to the formal administration, the participation 
protocol has to actually be carried out. The impact 
of these steps in the tendering phase mostly have 
to do with the barriers that are mentioned by the 
participants. Most prevalent in this stage, specifi-
cally for the municipality as initiator could be a lack 
of definition in the community; implementing clear 
communication and feedback; avoiding tokenism; 
avoiding herd behaviour; overcoming insufficient 
resources and maintaining level of involvement and 
equality. 

2.	 Initiative stage 
The initiative stage is where the developer as ini-
tiator starts with the process. This stage is internal 
to the developers firm, where resources will be 
assessed, the tender document will be analysed and 
the decision to take on the project will be made. 

3.	 Feasibility stage 
The feasibility stage is carried out by the developer 
as initiator, along with producing stakeholders in 
favour of giving input for the design. The main goal 

of this phase is to develop a sketch design. 
Participation practices in this stage are dependent 
on the tendering stage and the formal administration 
plan. Due to the nature of the tendering procedure, 
in this stage several designs will be admitted, 
meaning that multiple stakeholders are working 
on the same project. In this stage it’s important 
to have defined how participation is to be defined 
for tendering parties and how they can implement 
feedback in the design if the municipality already 
made a formal participation plan. 
Another observed situation in this phase is that here-
in the first participation measures are taken. These 
are inherently bound to a design of the developer as 
a single party initiates the participation process and 
carries it out as a part of their design routine. In this 
case, the steps to be taken in the tendering phase will 
be transferred to this feasibility phase. However, as 
tendering procedures have a set deadline, adding 
steps in a specified timeframe will require a more 
intensive sketch design procedure. The barriers in 
carrying out the participation procedure are largely 
the same, with the exception of the attitude of the 
developer towards the participants. The interviews 
have shown that the personal traits and attitude of 
the developer are influential on the success of the 
participation process. Traits like honesty and trust-
worthiness were mentioned as influential. 

Though not only barriers have been explored. As 
mentioned in the interviews, early involvement 
influences successful participation as well as imple-
menting digital techniques in order to reach a more 
diverse and extensive stakeholder group. 

4 . 6 . 5  Pa r t i c i pat i o n  f o r  s ta k e h o l d e r s 
Overall, the barriers that have been found seem to 
impact the initiator of the (participation) process 
most. These include the regulator as initiator in 
the case of a tender development and the client in 
the feasibility stage, when developing the sketch 
design. 
Though, not only barriers have been found. Following 
the interviews participation leads to the following:  



Table 23: Barriers found in the current adaptive reuse process that may be solved by implementing participation practices

Final list of outcomes Stakeholder
Development will be a better plan in line with the local community Regulator, client, local community
Less objection from local community for project Regulator, client
innovation is stimulated Regulator, client, local community
Tender selection criteria shifts to more social instead of economic Regulator, client, local community 

Legal
No clear rules/measurements on how to implement social 
sustainability in buildings Golic et al., 2023 Feasibility, use Initiator, regulator, user 

Political
Lack of knowledge on social sustainability measures among 
legislators and regulators Golic et al., 2023 Feasibility Initiator 

Social Difficulty in establishing a sense of place and identity Yung and Chan, 2012 
Feasibility, preparation, 
use  

Initiator, producer, 
regulator, user 

Social Lack of or limited participation, low willingness to participate Pintossi et al., 2023 Preparation Initiator, regulator, user 
Social Lack of or limited representation of certain groups Pintossi et al., 2023 Use Initiator, user 

Social
Difficulties in maintaining or generating a sense of place and 
identity Yung and Chan, 2012 Use Initiator, regulator, user 

Social Too little community enagement in the building process 
Pintossi et al., 2023; Yung and 
Chan, 2012 Feasibility, preparation Regulator, user

Social
Hard to maintain lives of local community through new 
developments 

De Silva & Perrera, 2023; Yung and 
Chan, 2012 Use Regulator, user

Table 22: List of outcomes and who benefits from the implementation of participation 
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1.	 Development will be a better plan in line with 
the local community

2.	 Less objection from local community for 
project 

3.	 Innovation is stimulated 
4.	 Tender selection criteria shifts to more social 

instead of economic

These outcomes can be allocated to stakeholders 
who will benefit and this allocation can be seen in 
table 22. Overall the regulator and client benefit 
from all outcomes. The development will fit better 
in its existing environment, and from the viewpoint 
of regulator - who is responsible for the quality of 
living - this can be seen as a benefit. The client will 
add this project to their portfolio, potentially im-
proving their reputation as developer, as mentioned 
by Verheul et al. (2021). The local community are 
left with an environment that suits their needs and 
values. 
More process related is the objection of the local 
community in the environmental permit. This 
prevents time loss in the development process and 
benefits the client mostly, but also the regulator as 
more housing will be delivered on time. The benefit 
of stimulated innovation eventually benefits the 

regulator, client and local community and the ten-
der selection criteria shifting towards social instead 
of economic mostly benefits the local community, 
and the client as the costs for the purchase of the 
building may be lower. However, this does mean 
that the client will have to implement participation, 
maybe even far reaching which will inevitably also 
cost resources. 
The tender selection criteria shifting towards social 
practices fits with the goal of the regulator to con-
tribute to high quality living environments, though 
the income of the regulator may be diminished. 

Not only these benefits may come from participa-
tion, several existing barriers in the adaptive reuse 
process may be lifted as well. As can be seen in table 
23, participation has the potential to lift barriers in 
the legal, political and social domain. Most barriers 
that are lifted fall in the use phase, contributing to 
a more high quality living environment. The feasi-
bility phase comes next, and lastly the preparation 
phase. 
The stakeholders that will have less barriers, not 
counting new barriers, are the initiator and the 
regulator, though the user also benefits from having 
these barriers lifted in the development process. 
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All three cases were tendered by the local munic-
ipality where the project took place. This means 
a difference in the process compared to privately 
initiated development projects. When looking at 
the findings and comparing them to the generalised 
adaptive reuse process in the literature study it ap-
pears the tendering stage done by the municipality 
matches the initiative and feasibility phase of the 
adaptive reuse process. In the initiative phase in the 
literature study, the most important goal is to decide 
whether to take on a project or forfeit. This is done 
through an analysis of the building, a first feasibility 
study and generating a concept plan of requirements 
and the first ideas of a function. In the feasibility 
phase according to the literature study, the financial 
and legal feasibility is assessed, as well as functional 
definition and the preservation of the building. This 
phase ends with the concept development or a vi-
sion. As is seen in the tender document the concept 
has been laid out, along with a functional definition 
and boundaries on the preservation of the building. 
This part is in line with the existing literature, Arfa 
et al. (2022), though tendered projects are a specific 
type of process. 
It was unanimously decided by almost all interview-
ees that early involvement of the local community 
was regarded as a success factor for the implemen-
tation of participation in the development process. 
This was mostly due to the flexibility of the design 
in the beginning stages as opposed to the latter stag-
es. In all three cases it became evident that there are 
three distinct phases in the development of a sketch 
design in a tendered procurement. The tendering 

phase was done by the local municipality in all three 
cases. The influence of the location, local culture or 
specific context were seen back in the main vision 
of all three tender documents. Early involvement 
in this stage is highly recommended, as this is one 
of the points that interviewees agreed on most, 
this is in line with the findings of Geesing (2015). 
However, in order to involve local communities, 
first needs to be determined who to involve, when 
to involve, how to involve, how to give information 
and the goal of participation. This can be seen as 
formally designing the process. Time and resources 
should be adequately allocated in order to facilitate 
early involvement and formal administration of 
the participation plan. All aforementioned aspects 
developed by Brody et al (2003) have been found in 
the results, though the timing and internal coheren-
cy of the aspects has been further developed in this 
research. 
Since all cases examined were part of a tendered 
development, one question that needs answering 
is how to effectively implement participation 
during the development of a sketch design. When 
contending with multiple parties, it would be very 
inefficient to have local communities be involved 
with all those that are interested in redeveloping 
the building. Municipalities are able to decide their 
own winning criteria through the most economi-
cally advantageous tender, implementing a citizens 
panel could be an option, however this is not yet 
implemented and literature on the topic in the built 
environment is missing.

5 . 1  P r o c e s s

D i s c u s s i o n  &  r e c o m m e n d at i o n
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In the cases examined, three different levels have 
been investigated. Consultation with the local com-
munities was done in the form of a survey. In this 
case, a specific question was posed and implemented 
in the design during the development of the sketch 
design in a tender. Overall, the developer received 
a lot of reactions, unanimously voting for a public 
living room on the ground floor in the first building. 
A consultation on a very specific or demarcated 
part of the design was used and proven to have 
generalised an opinion amongst local communities. 
Interviewees mentioned it’s hard to incorporate a 
mix of stakeholders, however when using a survey, 
it’s easier to reach several target groups due to easy 
information spreading and limited time that is need-
ed to give an opinion. 
Inclusion can be implemented as a feedback struc-
ture on multiple parts of a design or the design as a 
whole. Methods that fit this type of participation are 
meetings, however these types of methods are more 
time-intensive and less accessible for diverse stake-
holders. Motivation is needed in order to actively 
participate in this type of governance. As the partic-
ipants are more involved, the expectancy of being 
informed goes up as well. Information management 
should be applied, as well as carefully updating local 
communities and giving unambiguous information. 
Due to the feedback nature, participants should also 
be kept up to date on why their input is not being 
used or how the input is implemented in the design. 
If the initiator fails to do this, risks of having the 
participation seen as tokenism are improved. 
Shared decision making is the most intensive level 
of participation in this research. It’s important to 
note that no decision making powers are transferred, 

but local communities are able to give input when a 
decision is made through close collaboration on the 
design. In this type of participation, it’s important to 
keep the participant equally involved in all stages, 
or at least to do some expectation management if 
participation will be done in 1 stage or will become 
less as the design progresses. Then again, this 
should be formulated in the formal administration 
of the participation process.  

In the formal administration of the participation 
type, the goal of the participation should be 
assessed in order to choose the right type of gov-
ernance form. All developers mentioned that one 
of the goals of implementing participation was to 
make it easier to gain an environmental permit, or 
to win the tender. However, through the in-depth 
case study it became apparent that all projects were 
also focussed on implementing social sustainability 
in the project. Social participation can be consid-
ered to be embedded in the risk management of the 
project. In order to assess possible opinions against 
the project, participation can be implemented in 
the development process in order to anticipate and 
mitigate the risks in not getting an environmental 
permit. However, the extent to which the focus is 
placed on implementing social sustainability is 
probably more important in choosing a governance 
form. All participation types have been seen to 
gain a support base from the local communities, 
but the difference in the governance decides how 
much the local culture is embedded in the project, 
with consultation and inlcusion mostly seen as risk 
management and shared decision making for imple-
menting social sustainability. 

5 . 2  Pa r t i c i pat i o n

D i s c u s s i o n  &  r e c o m m e n d at i o n
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As it turns out, the initiator of the project faces most 
barriers. As the initiator is owner and organiser of 
the participation process, responsibilities are trans-
ferred to the initiator. Most barriers have to do with 
avoiding tokenism, communication and personal 
traits and attitudes. Managing and extending the 
developers role to social participation comes with 
barriers. It has been mentioned several times that 
-especially- developers deal with more barriers 
than the regulator as initiator. Mentioned were the 
reputation of developers that is disadvantageous 
when implementing social participation with local 
communities. Most barriers found have to do with 
taking participation seriously. Participants want to 
know what happens to their input, why something 
can’t be done, being taken seriously, and being 
communicated clearly and understandably to. This 
is largely in line with the found literature, though 
most literature on the topic of participation focusses 
on shared decision making, where decision making 
powers are actually transferred to participants. 
Though, barriers in articles of Wilcox (1994) seem 
to touch upon the same topics as the barriers that 
were found in this research. 

Implementing digital techniques into the par-
ticipation process was conceived as successful 
by the participants. The communications expert 
interviewee also mentioned one of the barriers they 
encountered was involving the proper target group, 
as not all relevant stakeholder groups have the 
resources to give time to participation initiatives. 
Further substantiated by Renteria & Varela Castro 

(2023), found that online collaboration in partici-
pation practices can facilitate involving a diverse 
group of stakeholders, as well as reducing the costs 
of participation and aid in interaction among partic-
ipants. Further barriers that have been explored fall 
under the interpersonal relationship between devel-
oper and participant. Personal traits and attitude are 
influential in the success of participation practices. 

The role of the developer is to align stakeholders 
and manage the process in terms of communication, 
legal and financial feasibility. However, with the 
implementation of social participation a new type 
of communication. 

The outcomes for implementing participation prac-
tices in the development process seem to benefit the 
regulator, client and the local communities. It’s easy 
to assume that participation is implemented in fa-
vour of only the local community, but this research 
showed that benefits for other stakeholder groups 
are very plausible. This is in line with the findings 
of Verheul et al. (2023), who drew the same conclu-
sion. Participation may solve some of the barriers 
that have been found in the adaptive reuse process. 
These barriers have to do with implementing social 
sustainability; maintaining the genius loci; and 
implementing participation. These barriers mostly 
affected the initiator and the regulator. Most prev-
alent occuring phases were the use and feasibility 
phase. 

5 . 3  B a r r i e r s

D i s c u s s i o n  &  r e c o m m e n d at i o n
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Ultimately, participation is a tool in order to involve 
and align the stakeholders involved in a develop-
ment project, in particular the local citizens. In 
order to align these goals, the main objectives of the 
different stakeholder groups need to be identified. 
According to previous analysis early involvement 
is important, as well as using digital techniques. 
When implementing developments in an existing 
area, changes occur in the daily lives of partici-
pants. In order to manage participation tools in 
development processes the following points are 
recommended. 

When choosing a participation type or types for the 
development, several factors have to be included. 
Indications on when to implement what type of 
participation are elaborated upon below: 

Consultation: consultation is a feedback mecha-
nism on a demarcated part of a design. Whether this 
would be the initial assessment whether a function 
would be accepted to a quiz on the material of the 
design. The main advantage of implementing con-
sultation is that it’s very time efficient and several 
target groups can be targeted, thereby creating a 
generalised opinion of a large group in the area 
of a new development. Downsides of this are that 
this method can be considered non-participation 
due to the sheer involvement in the development. 
This method can be preferable in early stages of de-
veloping the vision for the end-product. This form 
of participation can be especially suitable for risk 
management, where specific feedback is needed 
quickly and efficiently. 

Inclusion: Inclusion is probably seen as the most 
standard form of participation. Herein, citizens are 
involved in either an advisory board or in meetings 
with a large amount of participants of a feedback 

mechanism that requires long term commitment 
between parties. In this type of participation, more 
feedback on several parts of the design can be 
explored, however this type costs more time and 
resources compared to the consultation participa-
tion practice. In addition are the stakeholders more 
involved and with that comes the expectancy to be 
kept up to date on developments as well as being 
part of the process. This means that information 
distribution channels should be kept up to date 
and careful information management regarding 
unambiguous data should be implemented. For this 
type of participation, involvement can be done in 
thinking along with the project party on the types 
of functions, preservation of a building but also 
generating input on the local identity of the area. 
Early concerns about the development, such as for 
example parking and direct impact on houses of the 
local citizens can be explored and heard in an early 
stage. This type of participation is ideal for detailed 
feedback on multiple design aspects. This provides 
the decision makers with material to make a strat-
egy to mitigate the risk of locals going into appeal 
against the application of an environmental permit. 

Shared decision making: Though the name of this 
type of participation is misleading as no actual 
responsibility for decision making is transferred 
to local communities, shared decision making can 
be implemented as a way to incorporate social 
sustainability into the roots of a project. In this type 
of participation a small group of representatives are 
involved in the development process as developers. 
Unique insights can be shared, as local ideology is 
implemented in discussions on different parts of the 
design. Shared decision making is no form of risk 
management, the project party has to be willing to 
really involve citizens in this type of participation, 
as the involvement requires a lot of time of the 

5 . 4  R e c o m m e n d at i o n s  f o r  p r a c t i c e
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participants as they will be working alongside the 
developer. Though this type of participation is not 
ideal to generalise the opinion of a large group of 
stakeholders, for projects that are situated in areas 
where participation fatigue occurs and tokenism 
has arised on multiple occasions, shared decision 
making may be an option to involve citizens and 
make real impact. 

Though these mechanisms come with an inherent 
set of barriers. According to Kurkula et al. (2023) 
the model for participation management comes 
down to three main pillars. Enabling organisational 
structures, supportive organisational culture and 
adequate resources. This approach leads to a change 
in the roots of the company, not only affecting the 
development process, but overall company work 
structure. 
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1.	 Difference in context
The cases that have been studied are situated in G4 
cities. In smaller towns, people are inclined to be 
more involved in what happens around them, the 
life in the city is overall more high paced. There 
could be a difference in the need for participation 
in cities and towns. This point can extend to the 
further research recommendations, to see what the 
difference is in participation in the building process 
in cities and towns.   

2.	 Transferability to other forms of procurement 
In this research, the case studies that were used all 
were initiated through a tender. This specific type 
of initiation may not be transferable towards other 
types of initiation. It would be a recommendation 
point towards further research to compare the dif-
ferent types of procurement and how this impacts 
the implementation of participation in building 
processes

3.	 Research on different participation methods 
and typology of buildings 

Though an indication is given, different techniques 
can be further researched. In this research, 3 case 
studies with different participation techniques were 
examined. Research on a specific type of participa-
tion practice can be further researched to create a 
coherent picture of the specific drivers and barriers 
per type of participation. 

4.	 Extend research to urban area development 
In cities, we see that old urban areas are being 
redeveloped. For example, in the last 2 decades the 
ongoing development of NDSM in Amsterdam, 
office area Amstel III in Amsterdam and Office area 
Merwede in Utrecht are currently being redevel-
oped. Extending the scope of the research towards 
the interaction between urban area’s is a point that 
could be further examined. 

5.	 Research in communication strategies be-
tween business and personal stakeholders 

Finally, integrating social sciences with the man-
agement of the built environment is to scope in on 
the research. Strategies in order to deal with the bar-
riers could be very beneficial in the future, where 
participation practices will become increasingly 
important.

5 . 5  R e c o m m e n d at i o n s  f o r  r e s e a r c h
D i s c u s s i o n  &  r e c o m m e n d at i o n
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1.	 Time, resource and skill constraints
Writing this research is a first acquaintance with 
conducting academic research. Conducting this 
type of research needs proper training and with the 
time and skill constraints led to pressurised decision 
making. In hindsight, this research could have had 
more value if determinative decisions were taken 
with more skills. 

2.	 Same developer for case studies 
The cases that have been examined were initiated by 
the same developer. This may have influenced the 
results, as the process for example largely overlaps 
due to overlapping project members that worked on 
the project. This developer is in favour of participa-
tion processes. However, including cases by other 
types of developers would have been interesting to 
create a more general line on participation practices, 
for example a developer who is not in favour could 
generate different boundaries or highlight different 
outcomes in the research. 

3.	 Lack of interest of participants 
It was hard to come into contact with some inter-
viewees, some didn’t respond at all or didn’t show 
up to the meeting and didn’t respond to messages. 
No public parties were interviewed, though this 
research focuses on the developer, it would have 
been good to involve public party stakeholders in 
the interviews in order to generate a more complete 
picture of the entire process.

5 . 7  L i m i tat i o n s
D i s c u s s i o n  &  r e c o m m e n d at i o n
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5 . 6  R e s e a r c h  q u e s t i o n s

The initial hypothesis that participation would 
minimise the effects of gentrification in the are still 
proves to be inconclusive. As has been shown from 
the results, the project party decides on what and 
how the participants will be involved. In 1 case, the 
effects of displacement were minimised through the 
involvement of local communities and the intention 
of letting them curate the social housing dwellings. 
Also the direct needs from the current residents were 
implemented in the design, as there was a big need 
for big social housing dwellings. However, many 
types of participation practices are available, so 
the initial answer is that the hypothesis is rejected. 
However, effects of gentrification can be combated 
through specific implementation of participation 
practices. 
Another hypothesis was that the impact on partici-
pation processes would impact the building process 
greatly. This hypothesis was confirmed. The imple-
mentation of participation practices adds extra steps 
to the building process. These steps come with new 
stakeholder dynamics, extra work and potentially 
with extra knowledge to be obtained by the devel-
opers. 
The outcomes of the research are mostly in line 
with findings in the field. One conclusion was that 
participants should be involved as early as possible, 
this is in line with the research of Geesing (2015). 
The themes on the barriers that have been found 
in literature and practice tend to take on the same 

themes, most barriers fell into the interpersonal 
communication category and the results showed the 
same outcome. 

A difference in results is found in the barriers of 
participation. In the literature review, several bar-
riers have been identified, however some of these 
were not validated through the cross case analysis. 
These mostly have to do with co-creation practices 
such as the need for participants to be skilled in 
complex decision making. In the co-creation pro-
cess, the participants were involved in the design 
teams, but had no decision making authority. These 
results therefore differ and can be explained. 

The contribution of this research consists of a visual 
representation of the participation practices per 
phase. No formal guidelines on participation have 
yet been formulated and this research contributes 
to the formulation of these guidelines in terms of 
moment of involvement and process mapping. 

This research focused on adaptive reuse. However, 
2 cases were implemented that contained newly 
built projects. Through the synthesis of the results, 
the most important difference in AR vs newly built 
processes highlighted that the tendering phase takes 
longer and needs more input, as the local culture 
around the building already exists.

D i s c u s s i o n  &  r e c o m m e n d at i o n
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This research focused on effectively implementing 
participation in the adaptive reuse development 
process by researching the adaptive reuse develop-
ment process, finding structure in the participation 
process and discovering timing and barriers of 
integrating these processes. This was done through 
a cross case analyis and lessons learned approach of  
3 non-monumental tendered cases in inner G4 cities 
in The Netherlands.

The research revealed that the local context such as 
the specific location, function and scale are important 
considerations, especially during the development 
of the tender document. Early involvement of 
participants is highly recommended, as the projects 
core themes can be influenced in an early stage. The 
process analysis shows that participation must be 
well defined and consider the participation aspects 
to be formalised in a plan. These entail goals; stage 
of involvement; methods to be used; stakeholder 
targeting; information distribution and the gover-
nance form. Later, in carrying out the participation, 
the aspects of information distribution and methods 
are relevant. The success of these participation 
practices can be endorsed by involving the citizens 
early and to implement digital techniques in order 
to reach a wider and more divers stakeholder group. 
Though, barriers have also been found in the 
research. These can be categorised in stakeholder 
alignment, involvement, attitudes and resources. 
Most barriers are appointed to the initiator of the 
participation process, whether that would be the 
regulator or a developer. However, developers have 
2 specific barriers that the regulator as initiator does 
not deal with. 

The benefits of implementing participation are 
allocated to several stakeholders, among who the 
regulator and client with most benefits, followed 

closely by the local community in terms of plans that 
better correspond with community needs, promote 
innovation, less objection from local citizens and 
shift tender selection criteria toward social rather 
than economic reasons. Next to that, the research 
indicated that several barriers in the adaptive reuse 
process may be lifted as well. These barriers mostly 
occur in the use and feasibility phase, with the ini-
tiator having most barriers solved, closely followed 
by the regulator and the user. 

Different participation mechanisms have been dis-
tinguished, each for a specific situation dependent 
on the choice of implementing risk management 
practices or implementing social sustainability. 
These mechanisms have shown that different 
methods involve a different number of stakehold-
ers, meaning that the least intensive participation 
measure reaches a broader spectrum of citizens and 
the most intensive participation methods includes 
the least local communities. The typology of the 
participation levels are mostly dependent on the 
type of feedback structure, where level 4 deals with  
efficiently dealing with specific feedback on a small 
part of the design, level 5 personal and detailed 
feedback on multiple parts, however more time 
consuming and creates long-term commitment and 
level 6 deals with the involvement of a small group 
of locals, letting them give continuous feedback on 
the design and thereby the opportunity to implement 
social sustainability exists.   

The results largely overlap with the found literature,  
highlighting the need to take participation process-
es seriously and focusing on clear communication, 
proper attitudes and avoiding tokenism. Though, 
in the implementation of participation practices, 
the developer is bound to answer to a new type 
of stakeholder. This new stakeholder group is not 

c o n c l u s i o n
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a professional workgroup and possibly requires a 
different management approach. 

Though this research focused on the moment of in-
tegration of the two processes, no conclusive results 
were found: merely indications, though a strong 
commonality among all interviewees was that par-
ticipation practices should be implemented as early 
as possible. In the specific scope of tendered proj-
ects this would be in the development of the tender 
document. Yet, the pragmatic limitation occurs on 
dealing with multiple contenders and being able to 
properly carry out the participation process without 
having to opiniate every design that is contending 
for the option agreement. 

Future projects should consider the participation 
mechanisms for each phase. A mix of different par-
ticipation methods can be used, depending on the 
stage, local importance of the building and the goal 
of the design. A strong focus on clear communica-
tion and transparency is advised. 

In conclusion, implementing participation in 
adaptive reuse projects proves to benefit more 
stakeholders than solely the local community. This 
research highlights the need for early involvement, 
digital techniques and formally creating a partici-
pation plan tailored to the local context. Whilst 
challenges still exist in the forms of stakeholder 
alignment; attitude of stakeholders; involvement 
and resources, barriers can still be overcome by 
the initiator of the participation process and de-
velopment. Next to that, there is an indication that 
participation practices can lift some of the barriers 
in the adaptive reuse process. 

Moving forward, a participation plan that is taken 
seriously with proper implementation of different 
participation methods along with clear communica-
tion and transparency will be essential in realising 
sustainable and socially inclusive urban environ-
ments.  
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Academic Reflection 

Danielle van Wijk 
4460316 
Q. Qian & H. Remøy 

1. What is the relation between your graduation 
project topic, your master track (A, U, BT, LA, 
MBE), and your master programme (MSc AUBS)? 
The relation between this research topic, the master 
programme and the graduation project mostly lies 
in the improvement of processes in the built envi-
ronment. The MSc in Architecture focuses on urban 
landscaping and the built environment. Within this 
master, the track management in the built environ-
ment deals mostly with the process of developing 
the market side of the built environment. 
This research aims to contribute to creating an in-
cluding, high quality built environment for all who 
live there. This is done through researching devel-
opment processes and see where the gaps are for 
more inclusiveness in terms of citizen engagement. 

2. How did your research influence your design/
recommendations and how did the design/recom-
mendations influence your research? 
The recommendations section directly derives from 
the conclusion of the research. However, backtrack-
ing and adjusting the research question so that the 
results overlap with the posed questions was a part 
of this process. In a perfect world, you make a plan 
and you execute it. I found out through this process 
it’s not always as easy and straightforward as it 
looks. You’ll never know what comes out of such a 
process. In the end, this graduation thesis proved to 
be an interactive process. 

3. How do you assess the value of your way of 
working (your approach, your used methods, used 
methodology)? 

For me, I had a personal fascination for both 
adaptive reuse projects and a philanthropic need 
to investigate co-creation practices. This has led to 
an unstable process. I was unable to let go of my 
initial ideas and already had formed a hypothesis. 
This was proven to get me stuck multiple times. 
I should have killed my darlings in the beginning 
of the process and see where the literature study 
would have taken me. Instead, during the research, 
I had difficulty scoping down, as I wanted to have 
my story remain the same. This led to some faulty 
decisions in the process, such as the case study 
choices. Eventually it worked, but the process of 
getting there was tiresome and could have been 
made a lot easier if I would have been able to let go 
of my initial ideas. 
Prematurely drawing conclusions has been proven 
to not be effective. When one does this, it influences 
the design strategy and the results. 

4. How do you assess the academic and societal 
value, scope and implication of your graduation 
project, including ethical aspects? 
The methodology may not have been optimal, this 
was mostly due to the reason to implement high 
societal and academic insights. This research is 
very relevant, as it is in line with the discussions 
and regulations that are being spoken of right now. 
Starting in January 2024, applying for an envi-
ronmental permit requires participation measures. 
However, this law has been pushed back multiple 
times. Not only this, gentrification of big cities is 
a theme that should be talked about more. Housing 
prices have risen enormously over the past 7 years 
and this leads to exclusion of certain target groups. 
With this research I hope to draw attention towards 
this point and open new paths through the recom-
mendation section to encourage other researchers to 
investigate this matter further.      
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5. How do you assess the value of the transferability 
of your project results? (how can it be extrapolated 
in other cases? Is it generalised enough?) 
The research was carried out through a multiple case 
study and a cross case analysis. This would have 
to generate transferable results. However, the cases 
were initiated by the same developer, so it could be 
that the transferability of the results is not optimal. 
Then again, the analysis of the cases was done in 
a structured manner and general conclusions were 
drawn out of this. 

6. How do you assess the extent of the environment 
during the graduation that influenced your research? 
I did an internship at Kondor Wessels Vastgoed. 
This naturally led to having easy access to devel-
opers on the matter, along with other parties they 
worked with. However, every company has a certain 
attitude and company culture. At Kondor Wessels 
Vastgoed, participation was considered a good 
thing. I think this may have led to speaking with 
individuals who thought along the same line. There 
are also developing companies who just organise a 
meeting and then throw the input in the garbage. 
The influence of the company may have generated 
assumptions on the need to implement participation 
in the building process. 

7. What is your overall takeaway over the past year?
First of all, the overall takeaway is that processes 
never are linear. We cannot possibly take everything 
into account and then devise a plan and stick to it. 
Academic research has no road map to success, ev-
ery research is different and what works for another 
student doesn’t necessarily work for your research. 
Next to that I enjoyed talking to people that I usu-
ally don’t come across, the new viewpoints were 
inspiring to me, sparking my motivation to carry on 
with the project. 
I learned that most decisions can be justified, how-
ever some key decisions that I have made cannot 
be undone. I learned that sometimes you have to 
accept that you took a wrong turn somewhere, and 

decisions have to be made especially considering 
time pressure. Furthermore I learned through the 
reorganisation at Kondor Wessels Vastgoed that you 
should enjoy good things while they last, nothing is 
permanent and no company is the same. 

8. What lessons can you take from the bankruptcy 
of the project developer? 
From the redevelopment game we learned how to 
anticipate and respond to unforeseen circumstances. 
During my internship, I encountered one of these 
first hand: my graduation company had terminated. 
It really showed me a peek inside the mechanisms 
of a business culture. Also, the projects that were in 
a beginning stage with a lot of risk were terminated. 
This also included the 3rd case: Sample.
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Participants:

Algemeen:
Kunt u zichzelf even voorstellen?

1. Kunt u wat vertellen over uw rol bij [NAAM BEDRIJF/ORGANISATIE]
a. Wat was uw rol tijdens het project?
b. Wanneer bent u betrokken geraakt bij dit project?
c. Bent u nog steeds betrokken bij het project?

2. Heeft u eerdere ervaring met participatie?
3. Wat was de aanleiding om mee te doen aan een participatieproject?
4. Hoe bent u in aanraking gekomen met het project?

Participation Process
1. Kunt u mij vertellen hoe het hele proces is verlopen?

Zou u dit proces kunnen opdelen in fases?
2. Kunt u mij vertellen welk soort samenwerkingsmethoden werden gebruikt?

Hoe zag 1 zo’n workshop/meeting/andere interventie eruit?
Wat vond u fijn aan deze vorm van interactie?
Wat vond u minder fijn aan deze vorm van interactie?

3. Hoe is de samenwerking verlopen in dit participatie proces?
Wat waren de aspecten aan de samenwerking die u fijn vond?
Wat waren aspecten die u minder fijn vond?

4. Op welke gebieden heeft u inspraak gehad?
Welke van deze gebieden vond u het belangrijkst, en waarom?
Welke van deze gebieden vond u het minst belangrijk, en waarom?
Zou u de inspraak kunnen rangschikken van meest relevant naar meest
irrelevant?

Goals
1. Bent u tevreden over de uitkomsten, en waarom?
2. Zijn er gebieden waar u inspraak in gehad zou willen hebben, die niet aan de orde

zijn gekomen?
3. Wat zou u in de toekomst aanpassen aan het proces?
4. Wat hoopte u te bereiken door mee te doen aan de participatie?

Heeft u uw doel behaald?
Waarom wel/niet?



Initiators:

Algemeen
1. Kunt u wat vertellen over uw rol bij [NAAM BEDRIJF/ORGANISATIE]

a. Wat was uw rol tijdens het project?
b. Wanneer bent u betrokken geraakt bij dit project?
c. Bent u nog steeds betrokken bij het project sinds de oplevering?

2. Heeft u eerdere ervaring met participatie?
3. Wat was de aanleiding om mee te doen aan een participatieproject
4. Hoe bent u in aanraking gekomen met het project?

Participation Process
1. Kunt u vertellen hoe het hele proces is verlopen?

a. Zou u dit proces kunnen opdelen in fases?
2. Kunt u mij vertellen welk soort samenwerkingsmethoden werden gebruikt?

a. Hoe zag 1 zo’n workshop/meeting/andere interventie eruit?
b. Wat vond u fijn aan deze vorm van interactie?
c. Wat vond u minder fijn aan deze vorm van interactie?

3. Hoe is de samenwerking verlopen in dit participatie proces?
a. Wat waren de aspecten aan de samenwerking die u fijn vond?
b. Wat waren aspecten die u minder fijn vond?

4. Op welke gebieden heeft u inspraak gehad?
Welke van deze gebieden vond u het belangrijkst, en waarom?

a. Welke van deze gebieden vond u het minst belangrijk, en waarom?
b. Zou u de inspraak kunnen rangschikken van meest relevant naar meest

irrelevant?

Goals
1. Bent u tevreden over de uitkomsten, en waarom?
2. Zijn er gebieden waar u inspraak in gehad zou willen hebben, die niet aan de orde

zijn gekomen?
3. Wat zou u in de toekomst aanpassen aan het proces?
4. Wat hoopte u te bereiken door mee te doen aan de participatie?

a. Heeft u uw doel behaald?
b. Waarom wel/niet?

5. Denkt u dat participatie iets toevoegt in uw werk?



Regulators

Algemeen
1. Kunt u wat vertellen over uw rol bij [NAAM BEDRIJF/ORGANISATIE]

a. Wat was uw rol tijdens het project?
b. Wanneer bent u betrokken geraakt bij dit project?
c. Bent u nog steeds betrokken bij het project sinds de oplevering?

2. Heeft u eerdere ervaring met participatie?
3. Wat was de aanleiding om mee te doen aan een participatieproject?
4. Hoe bent u in aanraking gekomen met het project?

Participation Process
1. Kunt u vertellen hoe het hele proces is verlopen?

a. Zou u dit proces kunnen opdelen in fases?
2. Kunt u mij vertellen welk soort samenwerkingsmethoden werden gebruikt?

a. Hoe zag 1 zo’n workshop/meeting/andere interventie eruit?
b. Wat vond u fijn aan deze vorm van interactie?
c. Wat vond u minder fijn aan deze vorm van interactie?

3. Hoe is de samenwerking verlopen in dit participatie proces?
a. Wat waren de aspecten aan de samenwerking die u fijn vond?
b. Wat waren aspecten die u minder fijn vond?

4. Op welke gebieden heeft u inspraak gehad?
a. Welke van deze gebieden vond u het belangrijkst, en waarom?
a. Welke van deze gebieden vond u het minst belangrijk, en waarom?
b. Zou u de inspraak kunnen rangschikken van meest relevant naar meest

irrelevant?

Goals
1. Bent u tevreden over de uitkomsten, en waarom?
2. Zijn er gebieden waar u inspraak in gehad zou willen hebben, die niet aan de orde

zijn gekomen?
3. Wat zou u in de toekomst aanpassen aan het proces?
4. Wat hoopte u te bereiken door mee te doen aan de participatie?

a. Heeft u uw doel behaald?
b. Waarom wel/niet?

5. Denkt u dat participatie iets toevoegt in uw werk?



Producers

Algemeen
1. Kunt u wat vertellen over uw rol bij [NAAM BEDRIJF/ORGANISATIE]

a. Wat was uw rol tijdens het project?
b. Wanneer bent u betrokken geraakt bij dit project?
c. Bent u nog steeds betrokken bij het project sinds de oplevering?

2. Heeft u eerdere ervaring met participatie?
3. Wat was de aanleiding om mee te doen aan een participatieproject?
4. Hoe bent u in aanraking gekomen met het project?

Participation Process
1. Kunt u vertellen hoe het hele proces is verlopen?

a. Zou u dit proces kunnen opdelen in fases?
2. Kunt u mij vertellen welk soort samenwerkingsmethoden werden gebruikt?

a. Hoe zag 1 zo’n workshop/meeting/andere interventie eruit?
b. Wat vond u fijn aan deze vorm van interactie?
c. Wat vond u minder fijn aan deze vorm van interactie?

3. Hoe is de samenwerking verlopen in dit participatie proces?
a. Wat waren de aspecten aan de samenwerking die u fijn vond?
b. Wat waren aspecten die u minder fijn vond?

4. Op welke gebieden heeft u inspraak gehad?
a. Welke van deze gebieden vond u het belangrijkst, en waarom?
a. Welke van deze gebieden vond u het minst belangrijk, en waarom?
b. Zou u de inspraak kunnen rangschikken van meest relevant naar meest

irrelevant?

Goals
1. Bent u tevreden over de uitkomsten, en waarom?
2. Zijn er gebieden waar u inspraak in gehad zou willen hebben, die niet aan de orde

zijn gekomen?
3. Wat zou u in de toekomst aanpassen aan het proces?
4. Wat hoopte u te bereiken door mee te doen aan de participatie?

a. Heeft u uw doel behaald?
b. Waarom wel/niet?

5. Denkt u dat participatie iets toevoegt in uw werk?
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Participation implementation: a research into the barriers of
implementing participation practices in adaptive reuse
projects

0. Administrative questions

1. Name of data management support staff consulted during the preparation of this plan.

Diana Popa

2. Date of consultation with support staff.

I. Data description and collection or re-use of existing data

3. Provide a general description of the type of data you will be working with, including any re-used data:

Type of data File format(s)
How will data be
collected (for re-used
data: source and terms
of use)?

Purpose of processing Storage location
Who will
have
access to
the data

Audio and
video
recordings 

.mp4 files
generated
through teams 

Interviews
In order to transcribe interviews.
Video will only be used when
meeting takes place online 

Designated project
drive in organisation's
server

Main
researcher
and
supervisors 

Anonymised
Interview
transcripts 

.docx files,
derived from
aforementioned
.mp4 files

Gathered from interviews  
Designated project
drive in organisation's
server, personal drive 

Main
researcher
and
supervisors

Signed
consent
forms 

.pdf Gathered from interviews Control the consent of
interviewees

Designated project
drive in organisation's
server

Main
researcher
and
supervisors

Pll data,
employer,
name, email
job title

.cvs From company database To contact people from the case
projects 

Designated project
drive in organisation's
server

Main
researcher
and
supervisors

Project data .pdf, .csv Company's database server Case study data 
Designated project
drive in organisation's
server

Main
researcher
and
supervisors

4. How much data storage will you require during the project lifetime?

< 250 GB

II. Documentation and data quality
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5. What documentation will accompany data?

Data will be deposited in a data repository at the end of the project (see section V) and data discoverability and re-usability will
be ensured by adhering to the repository’s metadata standards
Methodology of data collection

III. Storage and backup during research process

6. Where will the data (and code, if applicable) be stored and backed-up during the project lifetime?

OneDrive

Data will be stored on drive provided by organisation. However, a copy of the interview transcripts will be on the personal drive of
the main researcher for analysis. 

IV. Legal and ethical requirements, codes of conduct

7. Does your research involve human subjects or 3rd party datasets collected from human participants?

Yes

8A. Will you work with personal data?  (information about an identified or identifiable natural person)

If you are not sure which option to select, first ask your Faculty Data Steward for advice. You can also check with the
privacy website . If you would like to contact the privacy team: privacy-tud@tudelft.nl, please bring your DMP. 

Yes

8B. Will you work with any other types of confidential or classified data or code as listed below? (tick all that apply)

If you are not sure which option to select, ask your Faculty Data Steward for advice.

Yes, confidential data received from commercial, or other external partners

9. How will ownership of the data and intellectual property rights to the data be managed?

For projects involving commercially-sensitive research or research involving third parties, seek advice of your Faculty
Contract Manager when answering this question. If this is not the case, you can use the example below.

The intellectual property rights produced by the intern during this internship shall be vested to the internship host

10. Which personal data will you process? Tick all that apply

Other types of personal data - please explain below
Telephone numbers
Signed consent forms
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Photographs, video materials, performance appraisals or student results
Email addresses and/or other addresses for digital communication
Names and addresses

Job role and description 

11. Please list the categories of data subjects

Developers, architects, users and participation experts

12. Will you be sharing personal data with individuals/organisations outside of the EEA (European Economic Area)?

No

15. What is the legal ground for personal data processing?

Informed consent

16. Please describe the informed consent procedure you will follow:

All participants will be asked to sign a form before the interview 

17. Where will you store the signed consent forms?

Same storage solutions as explained in question 6

18. Does the processing of the personal data result in a high risk to the data subjects? 

If the processing of the personal data results in a high risk to the data subjects, it is required to perform a Data
Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA). In order to determine if there is a high risk for the data subjects, please check if
any of the options below that are applicable to the processing of the personal data during your research (check all
that apply).
If two or more of the options listed below apply, you will have to complete the DPIA. Please get in touch with the
privacy team: privacy-tud@tudelft.nl to receive support with DPIA. 
If only one of the options listed below applies, your project might need a DPIA. Please get in touch with the privacy
team: privacy-tud@tudelft.nl to get advice as to whether DPIA is necessary.
If you have any additional comments, please add them in the box below.

None of the above applies

22. What will happen with personal research data after the end of the research project?

Personal research data will be destroyed after the end of the research project
Anonymised or aggregated data will be shared with others

23. How long will (pseudonymised) personal data be stored for?
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24. What is the purpose of sharing personal data?

25. Will your study participants be asked for their consent for data sharing?

Yes, in consent form - please explain below what you will do with data from participants who did not consent to data sharing

Personal data will be deleted after processing 

V. Data sharing and long-term preservation

27. Apart from personal data mentioned in question 22, will any other data be publicly shared?

All other non-personal data (and code) produced in the project

29. How will you share research data (and code), including the one mentioned in question 22?

My data will be shared in a different way - please explain below

30. How much of your data will be shared in a research data repository?

< 100 GB

31. When will the data (or code) be shared?

At the end of the research project

32. Under what licence will be the data/code released?

Question not answered.

VI. Data management responsibilities and resources

33. Is TU Delft the lead institution for this project?

Yes, leading the collaboration - please provide details of the type of collaboration and the involved parties below

34. If you leave TU Delft (or are unavailable), who is going to be responsible for the data resulting from this project?
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First mentor, Queena Qian

35. What resources (for example financial and time) will be dedicated to data management and ensuring that data will
be FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, Re-usable)?

Question not answered.
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Domain Barrier Mentions Reference Bulle
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00
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01
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Initiative Feasibility Preparation Execution Use Initiator Producer Regulator User

Social Difficulty in establishing a sense of place and identity 1
Yung and Chan, 

2012 1 1 1 1

Social Lack of or limited participation, low willingness to participate 1
Pintossi et al., 

2023 1 1 1

Social Lack of or limited representation of certain groups 1
Pintossi et al., 

2023 1 1

Political
Lack of knowledge on social sustainability measures among 
legislators and regulators 1

Golic et al., 
2023 1 1

Political
Lack of inclusive and participatory urban planning and 
management 1

Golic et al., 
2023 1 1

Economic Social measures can't be expressed in monetary values 1 Golic et al., 2023 1 1

Legal
No clear rules/measurements on how to implement social 
sustainability in buildings 1

Golic et al., 
2023 1 1 1

Social
Difficulties in maintaining or generating a sense of place and 
identity 1

Yung and Chan, 
2012 1 1

Environmental Possible chance of contamination of land 1
De Silva & 

Perrera, 2023 1 1

Technological 
Lack of accurate information on defects or dimensional and 
material inconsistencies and drawings of  heritage buildings  1

De Silva & 
Perrera, 2023 1 1 1 1

Legal Letting project fit into the requirements of the building code and zoning plan 1
De Silva & 

Perrera, 2023 1 1 1

Social Too little community enagement in the building process 2

Pintossi et al., 
2023; Yung and 

Chan, 2012 1 1 1 1 1

Political
Support from government needed for developing socially 
sustainable urban areas 2

Golic et al., 
2023; Yung and 

Chan, 2012 1 1 1

Social
Hard to maintain lives of local community through new 
developments 2

De Silva & 
Perrera, 2023; 

Yung and Chan, 
2012 1 1 1

Management
Shortcoming of resources regarding, materials, skills and 
expertise 2

Pintossi et al., 
2023; De Silva 

& Perrera, 2016 1 1 1 1 1 1

Technical Physical structure may not be adequate for adaptive reuse 2

Bullen, 2007; 
De Silva & 

Perrera, 2016 1 1 1

Technical
Innovative installations needed in order to match performance 
of new building 2

Bullen, 2007; 
De Silva & 

Perrera, 2016 1 1 1

Management Not enough expertise in the process of adaptive reuse 2

Pintossi et al., 
2023; De Silva 

& Perrera, 2016 1 1 1 1 1

Environmental
On average less focus on sustainability for adaptive reuse 
projects 3

Bullen, 2007; 
De Silva & 

Perrera, 2016; 
Yung and Chan, 

2012 1 1 1 1

Economic On average higher costs in adaptive reuse 3

Bullen, 2007; 
Pintossi et al., 

2023; De Silva 
& Perrera, 2023 1 1 1 1 1

Economic Less return on adaptive reuse projects 4

Bullen, 2007; 
Golic et al., 

2023; De Silva 
& Perrera, 

2016l Yung and 
Chan, 2012 1 1 1 1 1 1


	Introduction
	1.1 Problem statement

	Literature study
	2.1 Building in the Netherlands
	2.1.1. Defining the scope
	2.1.2 Adaptive reuse 

	2.2 Adaptive reuse Process and decision making 
	2.2.1. adaptive reuse process 
	2.2.2 Decision making moments 

	2.3 Participation
	2.3.1. Levels of participation
	2.3.2. Aspects of participation 

	2.4 stakeholders
	2.4.1 Initiators 
	2.4.2 Regulators 
	2.4.3 Producers
	2.4.4 Users 

	2.5 barriers
	2.5.1. Barriers in the adaptive reuse 
	process
	2.5.2. Barriers in the participation 
	process

	2.6 Conclusion 

	Methodology
	3.1 Types of research
	3.2 Research Design
	3.2.1 Data collection
	3.2.2. Data management 
	3.2.3. Ethical considerations 
	3.2.4. Research methods 

	3.3 Research output
	3.3.1 Social and academic goals
	3.3.2 Dissemination and audiences 
	3.3.3 List of contents 

	3.4 Case selection 
	3.4.1 Case selection criteria
	3.4.2 Stakeholder interviews
	3.4.3 Data analysis

	3.4 Case introduction
	3.4.1 Former pieter baan centre
	3.4.2 De Baak
	3.4.3 Sample


	results
	4.1 Former pieter baan centre
	4.1.1 Tender development 
	4.1.2 Developing the sketch design
	4.1.3 Barriers and drivers
	4.1.3 Theory vs practice 
	4.1.5 Main line 

	4.2 The Baak 
	4.2.1. Tender development
	4.2.2 Developing the sketch design
	4.2.4 Barriers and drivers
	4.2.4. Theory vs practice
	4.2.5 Main line

	4.3 Sample
	4.3.1 Tender development
	4.3.2 Developing the sketch design
	4.3.3 Barriers
	4.3.3. Theory vs practice
	4.3.4. Main line 

	4.4 Cross Case Analysis
	4.4.1 Project details
	4.4.2. Development process 
	4.4.3 Participation Process
	4.4.4 Barriers 

	4.5 Synthesis
	4.6 Lessons learned
	4.6.1 Adaptive reuse development process 
	4.6.2 Participation measures
	4.6.3 Barriers 
	4.6.4 Participation measures in the adaptive reuse development process
	4.6.5 Participation for stakeholders 


	Discussion & 
	recommendation
	5.1 Process
	5.2 Participation
	5.3 Barriers
	5.4 Recommendations for practice
	5.5 Recommendations for research
	5.7 Limitations
	5.6 Research questions

	Conclusion



