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Abstract: The rebuilding of deteriorating residential areas is being replicated rapidly throughout
Israeli cities despite limited assessment of the social consequences. This paper presents the findings of
a social impact assessment (SIA) applied to a demolition and reconstruction case study carried out in
a low-income neighborhood in Petah Tikva. The project represents a typical example of developer-led
removal of low-rise, mixed tenure housing replaced by privately owned high-rise housing.
A mixed-methods approach was used to explore the actual and potential social implications from
different points of view held by the various public and private actors in the project. The research was
based on the analysis of official documents, field observations, and semi-structured interviews with
key stakeholders involved in the rebuilding process, and with affected community representatives.
The case study was analyzed with regard to three components: the public engagement process,
financial well-being, and community cohesion and stability. The assessment revealed insufficient
public and municipal involvement, the displacement of the majority of low-income households,
disregard for the provision of community infrastructure, and the weakening of community stability.
The paper suggests various ways to improve the outcomes of the project for all the affected parties,
and argues that incorporating the SIA mechanism in this particular form of urban renewal might
improve strategic decision-making and promote urban sustainability.

Keywords: urban sustainability; urban regeneration; urban renewal; rebuilding; housing demolition;
housing reconstruction; housing policy

1. Introduction

In all of Israel’s largest cities, inner-city revitalization and housing rebuilding associated with
urban renewal has proceeded swiftly throughout the 1990s and the 2000s. Subsequently, these cities
are currently undergoing major changes in character and structure. With a view to the overall goal of
urban sustainability, the growing scope of these transformation processes raises multi-dimensional
questions that must be incorporated into the planning process. In most cases, environmental and
transportation concerns were taken into account, but the social consequences of urban renewal projects
at large, and particularly the impacts associated with the demolition of derelict residential areas and
the reconstruction of high-rise housing, have not been widely studied. Therefore, decision making in
the Israeli context has not been sufficiently informed.

Social impact assessment (SIA) can be used for both ex-ante evaluation of the merits of these
planned interventions, as well as ex-post evaluation of the activities undertaken. Although the
specialized literature states that SIA must be performed before projects become operational [1,2], other
scholars understand ex-post assessment as a section of SIA to be carried out during the monitoring
phase [3–6]. In fact, much of the existing knowledge about social impacts is based on social ‘follow
ups’ and ex-post facto studies of existing projects and policies. In accordance with this second view,
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this paper presents the results of an ex-post evaluation, which demonstrates how conducting SIA before
launching a demolition and high-rise reconstruction project could have alleviated potential undesirable
social impacts on affected communities. Initially, this paper briefly reviews the characteristics of
housing renewal and high-rise projects to clarify the need to perform a specific SIA for each project.

1.1. Housing Renewal and High-Rise Buildings

Over the past two decades, urban renewal has become a major means of increasing the efficiency
of land production in many cities around the globe. The key driving forces behind this course of action
are the prevention of urban sprawl, the avoidance of new soil consumption, the increase of urban
density, and the improvement of neighborhood quality [7–10]. Cities are encouraged to improve their
built up, degraded, or underused parts, rather than to expand.

Since the 1970s, many public projects of urban renewal have been undertaken all over the world,
and their results have been the subject of much criticism [11–14]. Urban renewal varies in context and
form, but each case represents an important opportunity to ensure urban sustainability through the
simultaneous integration of sociocultural, economic, and environmental considerations. Several urban
renewal projects have been implemented with community involvement, while others have considered
eminent domain to achieve results [15]. This course of action may well continue, but, for the demolition
and rebuilding of large areas of decaying housing, public funds are usually unavailable and private
efforts are needed. One of the major problems of private renewal of deteriorating residential areas is
the assembly of a site sufficiently large to be economic. Urban renewal over the past generation has
encountered this problem, in part, through use of the governmental unit’s power of eminent domain
to acquire a substantial site, which is then sold to private developers [16]. To obtain the power of
eminent domain, a private developer might be required to fulfill various conditions, including the
assessment of social impacts. Thus far, however, this requirement has not been incorporated into the
Israeli planning process.

The characteristics of projects involving the demolition and reconstruction of derelict residential
areas differ significantly from those of general construction projects, especially in terms of their high
degree of complexity and uncertainty. The renewal of old residential neighborhoods constitutes a
major social stake. Not only does it reorient people’s primary living conditions, but it also affects
how people of different backgrounds and resources are distributed in spatial terms, raising the
problem of segregation [17]. Due to its short-term nature, the social consequences of the demolition
and reconstruction of housing within a specific area, over a short period of time, and often on a
massive scale, are potentially more acute and therefore more visible than in other housing renewal
contexts. For instance, an overview of housing interventions in regeneration programs in the UK
concluded that one of the biggest challenges facing policy and practice was that ‘demolition can prove
a distressing experience and the process needs intensive management and community support to
minimize disruption’ [18] (p. 30).

The communities themselves are often divided in their views regarding the removal of low-rise,
usually mixed tenure, housing, and its replacement with mid- and high-rise, privately owned housing.
Opposition is usually expressed by individuals or groups of local people, who fear the break-up
of their community and disruption of peoples’ social support networks through a demolition and
redevelopment program [19,20]. In addition, a more critical opposition exists to what some see as the
privatization of social housing and the instigation of what has been termed ‘state-led gentrification’,
wherein physical renewal is seen as a route to the social transformation of areas [21].

In relation to high-rise living, researchers hold contradictory views. A brief review of the large
body of research performed in this area shows that, notwithstanding some examples of studies
identifying positive effects of high-rise living [22–24], the majority of research in this area has sought
to identify and explain its negative health and social impacts [20]. The potentially harmful effects of
high-rise living can be considered in five categories: (a) crime, vandalism, and informal social control,
with several studies having identified building height as one of the most influential features for the
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prevalence of ‘social malaise’ [25,26]; (b) mental health effects, wherein the evidence overall shows that
people living in high-rise flats have more mental health problems [27–29]; (c) social effects, wherein
several studies have reported that high-rise dwellers have a lower sense of community, less familiarity
with their neighbors, and lower levels of social support than other people [28,30,31]; (d) impacts on
families and children, wherein high-rise living is generally viewed as inimical to families, mainly as a
result of inadequate neighborhood facilities, safety concerns, and the difficulties of supervision at a
distance [32,33]; and (e) physical health effects, which are associated mainly with the risk of fatal fires
and the ‘sick building syndrome’, a range of diseases and symptoms such as eye infections, respiratory
problems, and headaches [34].

To address the question of social stakes, the analysis of these renewal projects should therefore be
based on a structured assessment tool for identifying, monitoring, and managing social impacts. This
course of action is followed in this paper by focusing on one specific Israeli housing demolition and
reconstruction project, which represents many similar projects currently being undertaken or planned
in Israel.

1.2. Social Impact Assessment

SIA refers to the processes of analyzing, monitoring, and managing the intended and unintended
social consequences, both positive and negative, of planned interventions (policies, programs, plans,
projects) and any social change processes invoked by those interventions [35–38]. Its primary purposes
are to alleviate developmental impacts, understand different stakeholders’ perceptions, and bring about
a more sustainable and equitable biophysical and human environment. Through this risk-assessment
method, urban planners can develop comprehensive qualitative and quantitative indicators to estimate,
predict, and report any social changes associated with a wide range of planned interventions [36,37,39].

SIA includes the effective engagement of interested and affected parties in participatory processes.
To engage stakeholders in the analysis of social impacts, Lockie [40] suggested that SIA practitioners
should consider conflicting interests and values among stakeholders in the development project.
Furthermore, Vanclay et al. [37] explained that practitioners can (a) provide a better understanding of
the local values and experiences of different stakeholder groups; (b) help affected residents understand
the planned intervention and its implications; and (c) invite affected residents to enhance the design of
the development projects.

Although SIA is commonly used as an impact prediction mechanism to consider the social impacts
in advance of a permitting or licensing decision, equally important is the role of SIA in contributing
to the ongoing management of social issues throughout the whole project development cycle from
conception to post-closure [37,38,41,42].

SIA can be undertaken in different contexts and for different purposes, and can refer to different
types of social impacts, creating difficulties in its definition or evaluation. The nature of an SIA
performed on behalf of an investor, a company, or a multinational corporation as part of its internal
procedures, may differ greatly from an SIA undertaken by a consultant in compliance with regulatory
or funding agency requirements, or from an SIA undertaken by a development agency interested in
ensuring best value for its country’s development assistance. These, in turn, may differ greatly from
an SIA undertaken by staff or students at a local university on behalf of the local community, or from
an SIA performed by a non-governmental organization, or by the local community itself. Each of these
applications of SIA is worthwhile, and none should pretend to be the definitive statement. Therefore,
an evaluation of an SIA needs to consider its intended purpose.

SIA first emerged in the United States in the 1970s and since then has been progressively
introduced in many countries around the world [43–45]. In Israel, however, notwithstanding the
well-established mechanism for environmental impact assessment, a social assessment requirement
regarding development projects is still lacking. At present, no specific governmental, public, or private
mechanism is responsible for conducting SIA and for providing opinions to the planning board.
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In light of the absence of a formal requirement for conducting SIA in Israel, as well as the
lack of specific studies on the social effects of housing demolition and rebuilding projects in Israel,
and considering the limited public availability of SIA reports for similar case studies carried out in
other counties, this article seeks to demonstrate how the use of SIA might contribute to alleviating
the undesirable social impacts of these complex projects. This, in turn, might assist promoters
and managers of similar projects to optimize the allocation of limited resources and advance
urban sustainability.

2. Methods

SIA is a community of practice with its own paradigm of theories, methods, case histories,
expected understandings, and values [37,42,46,47]. Furthermore, the methodology of SIA can be
undertaken on behalf of a wide range of actors and not merely within a regulatory framework.
This paradigm is embodied and articulated in the International Principles for Social Impact
Assessment [36,37]. The reflections of international principles pertaining to development provide
insights for this study to evaluate the nature of the social impacts, how the demolition and
reconstruction of a housing project dealt with affected residents’ needs, and whether conducting
an ex-post SIA could have provided more effective planning outputs. For development-induced
displacement, a strong international understanding of the principles that SIA practitioners should
consider is emerging and includes the following main principles: (1) avoid or minimize displacement
by exploring alternative project designs; (2) avoid forced eviction by using negotiated agreements;
(3) anticipate adverse social, economic, and human rights impacts; and (4) provide appropriate
disclosure of information and allow for the informed participation of those affected [37] (p. 25). It is
noteworthy that in the absence of defined SIA procedures, methods, and report formats in Israel, there
is room for individual researchers to interpret the principles and guidelines of SIA according to their
values and judgment.

2.1. Case Study: Yosefsberg Demolition and Reconstruction Project in Petah Tikva

In recent years, tall buildings and high-rise apartment blocks have featured prominently in
redevelopment projects in the city of Petah Tikva in central Israel. The SIA analysis relates to two
adjacent demolition and reconstruction projects, which occupy a total area of 13,500 square meters in
the Ahdut neighborhood in the south-eastern part of the city (Figure 1). The first project (Local Planning
Scheme No. PT/1238/16) was initiated in 1998, approved in 2011, and is currently in an advanced
stage of construction, with one out of two buildings already built and inhabited (Figure 2), whereas
the second project (Local Planning Scheme No. 410-0118299) was initiated in 2015 and was recently
put on hold at the planning stage. The neighborhood is characterized by low socioeconomic status,
with the local populace frequently suffering from considerable social and economic precariousness.
Nonetheless, its close proximity to main roads and to sought-after neighborhoods has drawn the
attention of developers.

Due to the proximity of the projects in terms of space and time, the similarity of their characteristics,
and their location in the same local community, the study refers to them as one project divided into
two sections. The community in the adjacent projects consisted of six run-down four-story tenement
blocks, built in the 1950s and 1960s, with a total of 146 relatively small and low-cost dwellings. About
60% of the units were occupied by low-income renters, another 10% by inhabitants of public housing
(Amidar and Heled companies), and only 30% by owners. In other words, most of the dwellings were
occupied by vulnerable households with multiple social needs. Consequently, the projects’ initiators
and developers were faced with issues such as disadvantaged social groups, deteriorating public
fabric, and declining environmental quality. Nevertheless, the redevelopment projects focused mainly
on improving the area’s attractiveness to new residents by tearing down the deteriorating buildings
and constructing four 25–35-story high-rise buildings, with a total of 630 relatively large and expensive
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dwellings. Additionally, during the planning and construction processes, there was a lack of formal or
informal evaluation to consider the projects’ social impacts.Sustainability 2017, 9, 1076  5 of 19 
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Figure 2. The first completed building (Local Planning Scheme No. PT/1238/16).

Although the Ministry of Construction and Housing defined the area for these projects as fit for
demolition and reconstruction, no renewal policy or program existed for the inner city. As a result,
the planning and implementation processes were developer-led with very limited municipal and
public engagement.

2.2. Data Collection Methods

The SIA referred to the project’s current stage, which includes one section that is already partially
built and inhabited, and another section that has not yet been approved. An ex-post SIA can be
performed for the first section to assess some of the actual social impacts, and an ex-ante SIA for the
second section can assess the potential impacts. Thus, this case study provides an opportunity to
examine impacts during various stages of the project. However, due to the similarity of the project’s
sections and their proximity in time and space, much of the ex-ante SIA could be based on the findings
from the ex-post SIA. Therefore, the author refers to this study as an ex-post SIA.
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The fieldwork for the study was carried out in mid-2016. A mixed-methods research combined
demographic, social and economic data, field observations, archival data, and interview data,
to establish a picture of the local revealed and perceived social impacts of the project under study.

For the purpose of the study, planning documents relevant for the demolition and reconstruction
project were critically analyzed. Semi-structured face-to-face interviews with key stakeholders involved
in the planning process and with local affected community representatives were then conducted.
Stakeholders were selected for their involvement and influential roles in this project, and community
members were selected for their potential to be affected by the project. The main goals of the interviews
were to understand the needs, interests, and values of the various actors involved in the demolition
and reconstruction project; to reveal if and how social concerns were integrated within the planning
and implementation stages; to determine the actual direct and indirect influences of the project; and to
expose its perceived impacts.

The author adjusted the set of prepared questions to the subject’s position and expertise.
Interviewees included the city mayor; heads of the city’s Strategic Planning Department and the
Welfare Department; representatives from the Ministry of Construction and Housing, the planning
agencies (Local and Regional Planning Committees), public housing companies, project directors, civil
activists, tenants of old buildings set for demolition (renters, owners, public housing inhabitants),
neighboring residents, and newcomers moving in. Another stakeholder group, which was impossible
to identify and interview, but nevertheless was considered in the assessment, is the future high-rise
occupants. The interviews were carried out by the author, with the assistance of three graduate
students in urban planning, who had gained substantial experience in the field.

The author supplemented the interviews with a review of the available official documents,
including plans, protocols from the local and regional planning committees, and policy documents.
Descriptive demographic and property data were supported by informal observations of neighborhood
conditions in and around the project area.

2.3. The Analysis Process

The assessment of social impacts followed the International Association for Impact Assessment
(IAIA) guidance of assessing and managing the social impacts of projects [37] and was conducted in
six main phases, as follows:

(a) Gaining understanding of the project, including the various stages in its lifecycle (as listed along
the Y-axis in Table 1).

(b) Identifying the preliminary ‘social area of influence’ of the project and the potential impacted and
beneficiary communities and stakeholders at the various planning and implementation phases
(as listed along the X-axis in Table 1).

(c) Understanding the socioeconomic backgrounds of the affected residents and the roles of all
affected parties involved in or associated with the project.

(d) Assessing the differing needs, interests, values, and aspirations of the various actors.
(e) Determining the nature (none, positive, or negative, as presented in Table 1) of the actors’ potential

impact according to various planning and implementation phases and assessing the relative
influence power of each of the actors (on a scale of 1 to 4, as presented in Table 1). This implies
the likelihood of their concerns being addressed.

(f) Predicting, analyzing, and assessing the impact pathways. For this purpose, a set of social
parameters for impact assessment of the project was established based on the literature review
and document analysis, and was finally determined through the interview process, relying on
the inputs of stakeholders and affected residents (as listed along the X-axis in Tables 2 and 3).
The analysis concerns the nature (positive or negative) and the character of each social impact
from the affected stakeholder’s point of view. In so doing, the study does not purport to be a
systematic evaluation of all relevant impacts, but is an exploratory investigation into real and
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perceived local circumstances in lieu of longitudinal data, which the author acknowledged would
be valuable.

(g) Suggesting means to enhance the desirable impacts and alleviate the adverse impacts on affected
communities (as presented in Tables 2 and 3 in the next section).

Table 1. Evaluation of the actors’ potential impact on the planning and implementation process.
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Project
Formulation

Site Identification

Impact + + + + +

Influence
Power 4 2 2 2 4

Feasibility Check

Impact + + + + + + − + − −
Influence

Power 2 4 4 4 4 4 1 4 2 3

Obtaining
Owner’s

Agreement

Impact + + + − + −
Influence

Power 4 4 4 1 4 2

Planning

Plan Preparation

Impact + + + + + +

Influence
Power 4 2 2 4 4 4

Plan Approval

Impact + + + + + −
Influence

Power 4 4 2 4 4 3

Licensing

Signing Contracts
with Owners

Impact + + + − + −
Influence

Power 4 4 4 2 4 3

Obtaining
Building Permit

Impact + + + + + − + −
Influence

Power 4 2 4 4 4 1 4 1

Implementation

Tenant Eviction

Impact + + + + − + −
Influence

Power 3 4 4 4 2 4 2

Demolition

Impact + −
Influence

Power 4 2

Construction

Impact + −
Influence

Power 4 2

Operation

Building
inhabitation

Impact + + +

Influence
Power 4 4 4

Building
operation

Impact

Influence
Power

(+) Positive influence; (−) Negative influence; ( ) Not relevant; (1) Low; (2) Medium; (3); High; (4) Very High.
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Essentially, urban demolition and reconstruction projects involve various stakeholders or
stakeholder groups with different interests and entail a high degree of interaction among them.
As a result, these projects have high uncertainty and complexity factors, which might affect
successful completion.

3. Findings and Implications

3.1. The Planning and Development Process

According to the interviews and the documents, the project was privately initiated. As stated
by the representatives of the planning agencies and the urban designers who spearheaded the
project, the focus was on the built environment. The main vision was to enhance the quality of
the neighborhood, to modify its image, and to improve its attractiveness to middle-class households.
This population change also relies on a shift in the balance between housing units of different statuses
within this area. Accordingly, demolition and reconstruction must necessarily lead to a decrease in the
proportion of social housing and private renting and an increase in property ownership.

Therefore, the renewal project was concerned mainly with property development, and, at that
time, social sustainability was not specifically identified as a priority. The interviewed social worker
pointed out that no assessment procedure of social impacts was performed before and during the
planning process, and no ongoing assessment was conducted during and after the implementation of
the first section of the project (no. PT/1238/16).

The findings evidently show that no clear mechanisms were incorporated early on in the process
to prevent the displacement of low-income groups. This means, for instance, that the interests of the
renters, who occupied about 60% of the units, were not considered, and they had little influence on
the planning process. Consequently, in the first section, the renters had to be relocated out of the
project area. In addition, the plans were launched without holistically evaluating the interrelationships
between the project area and its surrounding neighborhoods. Moreover, according to the interviews,
adequate community services in the neighborhood are still greatly lacking.

The growing awareness of the lack of comprehensive land-use planning of the wider area and the
disregard by the developers for the provision of suitable community infrastructure for both sections of
the project, has led the regional planning committee to stall the second project’s approval processes
until the municipality and the local planning committee submit a sound policy paper for further
redevelopment of the wider area.

The interviewees indicated also that the public engagement process has included only the key
stakeholders, i.e., the owners and public housing companies, whereas the underprivileged groups
(mainly renters and public housing inhabitants) had limited power and were not sufficiently organized
to have an impact on urban planning decisions. Moreover, even the key stakeholders were not heavily
involved in the decision-making process during the preparation of the planning schemes.

3.2. Project-Related Social Impacts

As a practical policy, demolition and reconstruction affects the lives of the local community and
of the surrounding residents in many ways, some of which will be presented here. Other effects will
not be explored or will be referred to only for background information, such as the consequences of
the project for households’ economic resources or the project’s impact on residents’ careers. Instead,
the SIA focus will be on three key categories of social impacts that are central to demolition and
reconstruction consequences: the public engagement process, the impacts on financial well-being, and
the impacts on community cohesion and stability (including relocation complications). The analysis
concerns the nature (positive or negative) and the character of each social impact from the affected
party’s point of view. To address these impacts, the SIA suggests particular measures to ameliorate the
project’s outcomes. The key findings and suggested measures are summarized in Tables 2 and 3.
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Table 2. Desirable social impacts and suggested means for their enhancement.

Social Issue Affected Group Impact Suggested Means to Enhance the Impact

Public
Engagement
Process

Owner Occupants Involvement during project formulation phase,
as their agreement was a prerequisite for planning

Involving owners in the full planning process in order to adequately
address their various needs regarding dwelling mix and provision of
neighborhood public spaces, public services, and transportation

Landlords Involvement during project formulation phase,
as their agreement was a prerequisite for planning

Involving landlords in the full planning process in order to adequately
address their preferences and concerns regarding rental potential

Public Housing Inhabitants -

Renters -

Public Housing Companies Involvement during project formulation phase,
as their agreement was a prerequisite for planning

Involving companies in the planning process in order to adequately
address their preferences and concerns regarding dwelling mix and
provision of community infrastructure

Neighboring Residents and
Wider Community - -

Financial
well-being

Owner Occupants

Provision of new, larger, and more expensive dwellings;
enhanced neighborhood quality;
receiving rental fees for alternative accommodation during
construction without providing proof of actual renting

Involving owners in the detailed planning process in order to
maximize their capital gain (not at the expense of developers’ profit)

Landlords

Provision of new, larger, and more expensive dwellings;
receiving higher rental fees;
fewer maintenance worries;
receiving rental fees during construction with no tenant
management issues and maintenance worries

Involving owners in the detailed planning process in order to
maximize their capital gain (not at the expense of developers’ profit)

Public Housing Inhabitants

Provision of new and larger dwellings;
receiving rental fees for renting alternative accommodation
during construction;
fewer maintenance worries

Involving public housing inhabitants in the planning process to better
meet their specific needs

City/Municipality

Economic advantages due to increased urban density;
privately-funded enhanced neighborhood quality;
modified neighborhood image;
a trigger to additional privately initiated renewal of
deteriorating neighborhoods;
increased city property tax revenues;
decreased socioeconomic spatial segregation;
increased socioeconomic status of the city;
local economic activation

Holistically evaluating the interrelationships between the
project area and its surrounding neighborhoods and conducting
long-term planning
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Table 2. Cont.

Social Issue Affected Group Impact Suggested Means to Enhance the Impact

Financial
well-being

Project Proponents and
Developers Capital gain

Provision of new or upgraded community infrastructure can boost the
amenity of the project and might make the project more attractive to
residents or for further development

Public Housing Companies

Enhanced public housing stock quality and value;
receiving rental fees during construction for vacant dwellings
without maintenance worries;
fewer repairs and maintenance costs of new social
housing dwellings

Involving the companies in the detailed planning process in order to
maximize affordable public housing stock

New and Future Occupants

More housing options;
high quality dwellings at relatively affordable prices
(compared to nearby sought-after neighborhoods);
dwelling values are likely to rise quickly in the short-term

Neighboring Residents and
Wider Community

For owners: increased property value and rental fees;
for all: improved neighborhood image

Community
Cohesion and
Stability

City/Municipality

Transformation of deteriorating public spaces;
treatment of environmental hazards;
enhancement of environmental and social equity as mixing
tenures will automatically bring some level of social mix
enhanced integrated social housing estates, which promote
socially and economically integrated communities;
greater community diversity in terms of age profile,
income levels, employment profile, household size,
and household type

Owner Occupants

Enhanced neighborhood safety and social interactions
(the more secure people feel in their neighborhoods, the better
the level of social cohesion and neighborhood interaction);
increased usage of commonly shared spaces;
strengthening occupants’ sense of place;
increased population density can meet the thresholds for
additional and high quality public services, facilities and
neighborhood retail

Landlords Attraction of higher income and more reliable tenants

Public Housing Inhabitants

Enhanced neighborhood safety;
increased usage of commonly shared spaces;
strengthening occupants’ sense of place;
increased social interactions
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Table 2. Cont.

Social Issue Affected Group Impact Suggested Means to Enhance the Impact

Community
Cohesion and
Stability

Renters -

New and Future Occupants

New households residing in the neighborhood usually have
higher incomes and more stable employment situations than
the original occupants;
improved maintenance of commonly shared spaces;
increased neighborhood influence power on local
decision makers

Neighboring Residents and
Wider Community

Enhanced neighborhood safety;
potential trigger for neighborhood renewal;
increased population density can meet the thresholds for
additional and higher quality community infrastructure

Table 3. Social stakes and suggested mitigation measures.

Social Issue Affected Group Impact Suggested Mitigation Measures

Public
Engagement
Process

Owner Occupants

Insufficient involvement in the full planning process reduced
their ability to maximize profits and to ensure catering for their
specific needs;
insufficient involvement led to lack of sufficient amenities and
public services

Involving owners in the planning process in order to tailor dwelling
characteristics and community infrastructure to their needs;
local decision makers should encourage and assist owners to organize and
exercise their collective power to determine the future design of the
development plan;
conducting consultation and information dissemination about the project

Landlords Insufficient involvement in the full planning process reduces
their ability to maximize profits

Involving landlords in the planning process in order to adequately address
their preferences and concerns regarding rental potential;
local decision makers should encourage and assist landlords to organize and
exercise their collective power to fulfill their choices

Public Housing Inhabitants Lack of involvement in all project phases

Involving public housing inhabitants in the planning process in order to
adequately address their needs regarding dwelling characteristics and
community infrastructure;
local decision makers should encourage and assist public housing inhabitants
to organize and exercise their collective power to determine their future
in the project;
conducting consultation and information dissemination about the project

Renters Lack of involvement in all project phases Engaging renters to understand their needs

Public Housing Companies Insufficient involvement in the full planning process reduces
their ability to maximize affordable public housing stock Involving the companies in the detailed planning process

Neighboring Residents and
Wider Community

Limited involvement of the low-income groups in the
planning process

Local decision makers should encourage and assist neighboring residents to
organize and exercise their collective power to be involved in the
planning process
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Table 3. Cont.

Social Issue Affected Group Impact Suggested Mitigation Measures

Financial
Well-Being

Owner Occupants

Limited accommodation options for lone persons and couples
without dependent households;
receiving the bottom, usually cheaper, floor units;
a considerable increase in housing costs, which are likely to
continue rising;
expensive maintenance of new buildings

Involving owners in the detailed planning process in order to maximize their
capital gain (not at the expense of developers’ profit);
local decision makers should develop and encourage the development of
innovative housing designs which address diverse needs;
planning controls to enable, encourage, or require a mix of dwelling types

Landlords Difficulty finding new tenants during planning and licensing
phases (which can take years) Setting terms for adequate compensation in the agreement

Public Housing Inhabitants

Increased difficulty in finding alternative low-rent dwellings in
the area until the completion of the construction; public and
privately rented dwelling options are particularly limited for
low-income households, and those households might even be
driven out of the city to find more affordable housing;
limited accommodation options for lone persons and couples
without dependent households;
a considerable increase in housing costs, which are likely to
continue rising

Providing grants to assist eligible persons to access or maintain private
rental housing;
providing advice regarding the location of housing opportunities;
offering financial assistance to displaced residents, such as cash contribution
or relocation costs;

City/Municipality

Decrease in affordable housing stock and the disappearance of
a large number of low-cost housing units;
community infrastructure requirements were not taken into
account in the planning

Plan may be approved if the proponent replaces existing affordable housing
with an equivalent supply of affordable housing on the site, or in close
location;
create planning scheme amendments that facilitate affordable housing supply;
develop a clear local policy for demolition and construction projects that
considers the provision of supportive infrastructure to meet the needs and
demographic of the area’s population;
controls to protect low-cost housing supply;
planning controls to encourage the provision of affordable housing in
designated areas;
development of bonus systems that offer the prospect of more intense or
higher value development if the proponent is prepared to include affordable
housing in the project;
greater involvement of the municipality in the provision of public housing,
including via partnerships with public housing companies
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Table 3. Cont.

Social Issue Affected Group Impact Suggested Mitigation Measures

Financial
Well-Being

Project Proponents
and Developers

The second section of the project was stalled at the planning
stage until the municipality prepares a comprehensive policy
for further redevelopment of the wider area

Including community infrastructure needs in demolition and
reconstruction plans

Public Housing Companies
Increased pressure on the social housing system due to
increased housing costs within the private housing market
stock of affordable housing

Plan may be approved if the proponent replaces existing public housing with
an equivalent supply of affordable public housing on the site or
in close location

Renters

Displacement of lower income households;
increased difficulty in finding alternative low-rent dwellings in
the area as privately rented dwelling options are particularly
limited for low-income households and those households
might even be driven out of the city to find more
affordable housing;
the displacement of lower income households might affect
their ability to participate in the workforce

Providing funding for low-income households in private rental
accommodation;
supporting investment in private rental housing;
providing advice regarding the location of housing opportunities;
advocating government funded rental schemes;
offering financial assistance to displaced residents, such as cash contribution
or relocation costs;
maintaining a proportion of the new development at a fixed rent for
a defined period

New and Future Occupants Lack of sufficient amenities and public services leads to higher
spending on mobility

Including community infrastructure needs in demolition and
reconstruction projects

Neighboring Residents and
Wider Community

For renters there are increased rental fees;
greater pressure on existing lower income renters to pay higher
rents or move to lower rent locations

Providing advice regarding the location of housing opportunities;
advocating government funded rental schemes

Community
Cohesion and
Stability

City/Municipality Lack of sufficient amenities and public services on estates

Developing housing advisory committees/reference groups involving
community stakeholders and the welfare department;
educating developers about socially sustainable housing types;
identifying and monitoring housing needs within the local area;
monitoring housing outcomes;
developing a Social Impact Management Plan to consider potential impacts
holistically, including dispensation of harms and benefits, mitigation
strategies, governance structure, and ongoing monitoring procedures;
negotiating between the developers and affected residents on the
development plan, procedures, impacts, and expected benefits and harms
after the development;
improving public transport access to make living costs more affordable
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Table 3. Cont.

Social Issue Affected Group Impact Suggested Mitigation Measures

Community
Cohesion and
Stability

Owner Occupants

Neglect of commonly shared spaces during the planning and
implementation process;
lack of sufficient amenities and public services on estates;
increased polarization due to concentration in the bottom
floor units;
oppressive environment due to number and size of towers;
difficulty in getting to know neighbors and in exercising
informal social control;
social mix between locals and newcomers tends to transform
local forms of coexistence in unpredictable ways;
spatial proximity of households from different social classes,
with different norms and different residential ambitions, might
exacerbate social tensions among inhabitants;
‘enforced communality’ in use of facilities;
lower income residents were no longer adequately catered for
as a result of changing communities and service infrastructures

Encouraging owners to take an active role in maintenance of commonly
shared spaces;
ensuring appropriate mix of locals and newcomers’ dwellings throughout
each building;
ensuring the provision of the proper services for lower income households;
planning a mix of apartment building types

Landlords Neglect of commonly shared spaces during planning and
implementation process

Ensuring that renters continue proper maintenance of commonly
shared spaces

Public Housing Inhabitants

Lack of sufficient amenities on estates;
oppressive environment due to number and size of towers;
difficulty in getting to know neighbors and in exercising
informal social control;
less social interaction;
feeling of social exclusion;
lower income residents were no longer adequately catered for
as a result of changing communities and service infrastructures.

Engaging affected residents to understand their needs;
ensuring the provision of the proper services for lower income households;
requiring mixed construction types on redevelopment site.

Renters

Experience the greatest levels of housing stress;
heightened anxiety about the increasingly competitive rental
market;
unwanted moves that take residents away from local social
support and friendship networks and weakens them (in
comparison with other social milieus, working-class social
capital tends to be strongly rooted in a given territory);
unwanted move to other areas, including to unfamiliar and less
accessible locations, might decrease the access to employment
and education opportunities and force higher mobility

Considering alternative project designs or avoiding
project-induced displacement;
ensuring an appropriate supply and mix of affordable housing options;

New and Future Occupants Low-income households’ housing demand does not align with
the new dwelling stock mix Ensuring an appropriate supply and mix of affordable housing options

Neighboring Residents and
Wider Community

Exposure to nuisances from construction works;
neighborhood polarization ‘Demolition controls’ to address nuisances during construction
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4. Discussion

To date, no formal requirement exists for conducting SIA in Israel, and studies of the specific
social effects of the demolition of derelict low-rise residential areas and the reconstruction of high-rise
buildings are lacking. This paper argues that carrying out this particular form of urban renewal is not
merely a technical issue or an isolated item. The way it is managed, especially in the context of urban
sustainability, must respond to sensitive social issues. The paper demonstrates how conducting an
ex-post SIA can highlight the challenges and contradictions between the aims of these initiatives and
affected residents’ needs, and how the planning and implementation processes could have been better
targeted to benefit the existing and future community. By using two adjacent developer-led projects of
low-rise demolition and high-rise reconstruction, one of which is already partially inhabited, whereas
the other has not yet been approved, in a low-income neighborhood in Petah Tikva as a case study,
this paper provides a clear assessment of the major social consequences from the different perspectives
of the various public and private actors in the projects (referred to as one project).

Although the SIA study focuses on specific projects within a particular setting, it presents a typical
case of inner-city revitalization and housing rebuilding that has proceeded swiftly since the 1990s
throughout many cities around the globe, as in all of Israel’s largest cities.

Since the case study project focuses mainly on enhancing the area’s attractiveness to new residents,
the SIA questions its social sustainability for the affected local communities. The study provides a
summary of the expected desirable and adverse social impacts from the affected party’s point of view,
referring to three major components that are central to demolition and reconstruction consequences:
the public engagement process, financial well-being, and community cohesion and stability.

The study shows that the renters and public housing inhabitants, who comprise about 70% of
the households, as well as neighboring residents and the wider community, were not involved in the
planning and implementation processes, and their actual needs were not considered. Moreover, even
the involvement of property owners, i.e., owner-occupants, landlords, and public housing companies,
was limited only to the formulation stages of the project and was not used to its full potential to
ensure that their housing and community infrastructure needs and concerns are adequately met.
The main consequences of this limited involvement are likely to be inadequate characteristics and
mix of new dwellings for property owners, and a lack of sufficient amenities and public services on
estates for existing and future households. The study also reveals that, whereas financial benefits
have been confined to property owners who receive high-quality and larger dwellings, the impacts of
accommodation loss and the lack of affordable housing on existing low-income tenants have already
resulted in the displacement of poor households and the alteration of the existing social mix, and might
also lead to neighborhood polarization. These impacts are closely linked to the fact that the renewal
projects are strictly market-driven and were not based on any understanding of the state and the actual
needs of the community or of the project’s potential impacts on that community. However, it should
be noted that the social outcomes of this type of project are context-specific with respect to issues such
as culture, socioeconomic status, housing tenure, ownership pattern, and the locality within a city.

Based on these findings, the author suggests various means of improving the outcomes of this type
of demolition and reconstruction project for all the affected actors. The recommendations emphasize
the proactive role that the municipality should take in the process. This ought to include, inter
alia, incorporation into the planning process of an ex-ante SIA, which will be based on the effective
involvement of all affected actors; the development of a Social Impact Management Plan to consider
various potential impacts, including the dispensation of harms and benefits, mitigation strategies,
governance structure, and ongoing monitoring procedures; addressing local housing affordability
issues by various strategies; offering financial support to low-income households; ensuring the
provision of supportive and adequate community infrastructure; and designing ‘demolition controls’
to address nuisances during construction. The fact that the second section of the project was stalled
at the planning stage by the regional planning committee, only reinforces the approach that, rather
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than perceiving SIA as a cost to the project’s initiators, it should be perceived as an appropriate, useful
management process that reduces risk and brings benefits to developers and communities.

Finally, as the project under examination is still in progress, the findings presented here must be
considered with some caution. It is too early to establish a definitive, overall picture of the project’s
social consequences, and it will need to be subjected to further empirical research.

Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflict of interest.
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