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Abstract

The end-of-life phase of a building, which includes demolition and waste disposal, repre-
sents a crucial aspect of sustainable construction. In Europe, construction and demolition
(C&D) waste accounts for approximately 40% of the total waste generated in the EU, mak-
ing its management a global challenge. The EU Construction & Demolition Waste Management
Protocol (2024) emphasizes the importance of evaluating, before proceeding with the de-
molition of a building, whether renovation could be a more efficient solution, considering
economic, environmental, and technical aspects. From an economic perspective, demoli-
tion costs vary depending on several factors, including project size, structural complexity,
techniques employed (conventional or non-conventional), materials to be removed, and
local regulations. In addition to the direct costs of the intervention, it is essential to consider
indirect impacts, such as the management of construction and demolition (C&D) waste, the
removal of hazardous substances, and potential environmental damage to be mitigated.
This study analyzes a case located in Italy, in the municipality of Caivano (Metropolitan
City of Naples, in Campania region), concerning a building that required energy efficiency
improvements and seismic upgrades. The decision to demolish and rebuild proved to be
economically more advantageous than renovation, while also allowing a 35% increase in
volume, enabling the creation of a greater number of housing units. Through the analysis
of this real case study, the aim is to highlight how investments in demolition, if properly
planned, designed, assessed, and managed, can effectively contribute to building redevel-
opment, supporting the transition towards a sustainable construction model in line with
the principles of the circular economy.

Keywords: demolition; cost estimation; sustainable; end-of-life; building; management

1. Introduction
In the current context of urban planning and the management of the existing building

stock, the issue of urban “subtraction”—that is, demolition—is gaining increasing relevance
and is often analyzed as the inverse process of construction [1]. It intersects with the
challenges of urban regeneration, territorial adaptation, and the circular economy. The act
of demolition, traditionally understood as a destructive or residual operation, is now being
reinterpreted as a strategic phase in the life cycle of the built environment, aimed at the
replacement, adaptation, or reconfiguration of urban space in response to new functional,
environmental, and social needs. International literature identifies two main operational
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strategies in this regard. The first concerns traditional mechanical demolition, in which
about 90% of the material is disposed of in landfills and the operation focuses solely on
removing the building [2]. The second concerns deconstruction, through which a building
is dismantled into its valuable structural components [3]. This practice is more common in
Australia, the USA, and Northern Europe, where buildings are predominantly constructed
using steel, wood, or prefabricated systems—unlike in Italy, where most buildings are
made of masonry and reinforced concrete.

In this context, the international and national regulatory framework governing the
service life of buildings and the management of end-of-life phases plays an increasingly
significant role. At the international level, the ISO 15686 series (“Service Life Planning”) [4].
defines methodologies for predicting durability and planned maintenance, while ISO
20887 [5] introduces criteria for design for deconstruction and reuse of building compo-
nents, in line with circular economy principles. At the European level, the Waste Framework
Directive (2008/98/EC) mandates a 70% recycling rate for non-hazardous construction and
demolition waste (CDW) and establishes objectives for prevention, reuse, and recovery [6].
The “Construction and Demolition Waste Protocol” strengthens these requirements by
providing operational guidelines for pre-demolition audits, on-site material separation,
traceability, and improved recycling rates [7]. In parallel, Regulation (EU) 2020/852 (EU
Taxonomy) defines technical criteria for classifying a construction project as sustainable,
requiring selective demolition, high material recovery rates, and controlled CDW manage-
ment [8].

The relevance of these issues is further underscored by European data: the construction
sector is responsible for 39% of global CO2 emissions and 35% of total landfill waste [9],
while CDW accounts for roughly 40% of all waste generated in the European Union, with
projections indicating substantial growth by 2050 [10]. In this context, improving the
circularity of construction materials is considered essential for the transition toward more
sustainable models. In Italy, these principles are reflected in several regulatory instruments:
Legislative Decree 152/2006 (“Environmental Code”) [11], which transposes Directive
2008/98/EC, promotes selective demolition as a means to enhance material separation
and recovery; the Minimum Environmental Criteria for buildings (CAM Edilizia 2022,
Ministerial Decree 256/2022) make demolition planning based on recycling logic mandatory
in public procurement and require the use of Life Cycle Assessment methodologies [12].
Furthermore, Ministerial Decree 127/2024 (“End of Waste”) establishes criteria for the
end-of-waste status of recycled aggregates, expanding their potential use in construction
works [13].

The European Circular Economy Action Plan [14], part of the Green Deal, also identi-
fies the construction and demolition sector as a priority for reducing waste and improving
resource efficiency, promoting more advanced recovery chains, mandatory audits, and
quality standards for recycled materials.

The need for the regeneration of the existing building stock in Europe—and partic-
ularly in Italy—is becoming increasingly urgent. As highlighted by the Buildings Perfor-
mance Institute Europe, a substantial portion of the European real estate stock consists of
buildings constructed more than 50 years ago, while in Italy, the majority of buildings date
back to before the 1970s [15]. The national building stock is largely composed of masonry
or reinforced concrete structures built in periods when seismic design standards and energy
efficiency requirements were not yet in place, resulting in significant issues in terms of
safety, energy performance, and overall sustainability [16]. The issue of demolition there-
fore assumes particular significance, as it should not be regarded merely as an “enabling”
operation for the transformation or regeneration of land—hence as a cost to be incurred
and included in the estimation of the future construction project—but rather in relation to
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other crucial appraisal and evaluative aspects that affect the efficiency and sustainability of
the intervention. These include:

(i) the demolishing action, understood as the final stage in the life cycle of the built
environment and thus capable of generating residual value when considering the
recoverable worth of certain building components;

(ii) the higher market value associated with the reconstruction of a building, compared
to conservative interventions, proportional to both the formal and technological en-
hancement of the structure and the improvement of its energy performance;

(iii) the reactivation of urban land rents previously “inhibited” by low-quality build-
ing fabrics, particularly in light of the increasing use by policymakers of measures
related to the so-called “density bonus,” more commonly referred to as “building
incentives” [17];

(iv) the environmental impact of demolition itself, due to material disposal, which can
be assessed in terms of the building product’s overall “footprint” through Life Cycle
Assessment methodologies.

In light of these premises, this paper aims to analyze and evaluate, among the
economic–appraisal and environmental aspects of demolition, the relationship between
costs and sustainability. The objective is to explore how demolition and reconstruction, as
opposed to simple refurbishment, can represent a design strategy that is advantageous
not only from an economic standpoint but also in terms of energy performance, reduction
in environmental impact, and enhancement of the building stock. Demolition, therefore,
should not be seen merely as a technical alternative to building renovation but rather as a
conscious and strategic design choice, grounded in a careful assessment of the economic,
environmental, and structural factors that characterize the entire life cycle of a building.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Research Methodology

The research framework adopted in this study is articulated through a four-stage
methodological pathway, allowing for a systematic analysis of demolition as a sustainable
design choice. In the first phase, an in-depth review of the scientific literature and the
international, European, and national regulatory framework was conducted, with particular
attention to standards on building service life, policies for the management of construction
and demolition waste (CDW), circular economy strategies, and regulations governing
selective demolition and reconstruction (ISO 15686, ISO 20887, Directive 2008/98/EC, EU
Taxonomy, CAM Edilizia, DM 127/2024). The second phase focused on examining appraisal
aspects related to the end-of-life stage, analyzing demolition costs, waste disposal, material
recovery, site preparation, and reconstruction. This phase also assessed the economic effects
of building replacement, considering the residual value of the structure, the variation in
market value after the intervention, and market differentials between new, regenerated,
and existing buildings, as outlined in recent sector studies. The third phase was dedicated
to analyzing the Caivano case study, through the collection of technical, operational, and
economic data relating to the demolition and reconstruction project. Operational phases,
employed techniques, specific costs (amounting to €455,000), the percentage incidence of
each category of work, and the design motivations supporting demolition as the most
effective solution compared to refurbishment were examined in detail. Finally, in the
fourth phase, the results were discussed and compared with theoretical and regulatory
evidence, in order to draw conclusions on the economic, environmental, and performance
sustainability of demolition–reconstruction and to formulate recommendations useful for
future urban regeneration initiatives.
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2.2. Demolitions and Appraisal Aspects

The end-of-life phase of a building represents a critical stage in the life cycle of the built
environment, as it involves significant economic, environmental, and technical decisions.
Within this phase, demolition activities play a key role, constituting—within the perspective
of territorial economics and planning—one of the main components of idoneizzazione (site
preparation) costs [18]. As is well known, in the classical concept of settlement production,
idoneizzazione costs refer to all preliminary activities required to make a site suitable to
host a new development or future function. These generally include “demolition costs” of
existing structures, estimated according to the extent and typology of the buildings to be
demolished, and “remediation costs.”

Particularly today, in urban centers—often affected and transformed by development
dynamics—and in peripheral areas, frequently characterized by disused industrial sites,
unfinished buildings, or abandoned properties, the issue of making the existing building
stock suitable for reuse has re-emerged. This process entails re-idoneizzazione costs, which
are complex to assess and difficult to generalize. One may consider, for instance, the
estimation of remediation costs [19]: several stages must be taken into account for such
an evaluation (including site characterization plans, field and laboratory investigations,
risk analysis, remediation design, and execution), as well as multiple variables that come
into play, such as the quantity of material to be treated and the nature and concentration of
contaminants to be removed.

With regard to demolition and its associated costs, it is first important to note that the
demolition process generally consists of three main phases: pre-design, design, and opera-
tional. The pre-design phase involves data collection and analysis of the existing condition
of the building and its context through surveys, audits, and structural assessments, with
the aim of identifying constraints, interferences, and potential critical issues.

The design phase focuses on identifying and evaluating the most appropriate demoli-
tion techniques, taking into account factors such as safety, structural stability, scheduling,
and intervention costs, as well as environmental and acoustic impacts. Finally, the op-
erational phase concerns the implementation of the executive procedures, including the
actual demolition, the management of materials and waste, remediation operations, and
the preparation of the site for subsequent construction phases [20].

Among the most significant aspects of demolition processes is the assessment of costs,
which must be preceded by an accurate analysis of the residual value of the building.
This evaluation takes into account variables such as size, geographical location, state of
conservation, construction materials, and the intrinsic value of the structure—all elements
that directly affect operational complexity and, consequently, the economic estimation
of the intervention. The preliminary cost assessment constitutes the starting point of
any demolition project and requires the collection of essential technical and contextual
data, including the type and size of the building, the materials used, site accessibility
conditions, and structural stability. Various methodological approaches can be adopted for
cost estimation, including unit-based estimates (e.g., per square meter or cubic meter of
material removed), time- and labor-based estimates, complexity-based evaluations, and
comparative estimates derived from previous contracts.

To support these methods, the use of automated estimation software enables the
development of more accurate forecasts by integrating economic, technical, and regulatory
parameters. A thorough cost analysis must also account for additional complexity factors
such as the presence of hazardous materials (e.g., asbestos), the need for environmental
remediation and site preparation, as well as the impact of environmental and safety regula-
tions. These factors can significantly influence both operational procedures and the overall
cost of the intervention. Finally, the variability of demolition costs is strongly influenced by
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external factors such as geographical location, the availability of specialized contractors,
the demolition technique employed, and local regulatory requirements. An integrated
understanding of these factors is therefore essential to develop reliable economic estimates
and to plan demolition strategies that are sustainable and optimized from both technical
and financial perspectives [21,22].

From an appraisal perspective—prior even to the evaluative stage—the choice be-
tween demolition and conservative intervention has a significant impact on the market
value of a building once it has been reconstructed or transformed. Recently, in Italy, several
studies have examined the differences in market values between newly built, renovated,
and existing properties. According to the Rapporto sull’Abitare 2024 published by Scenari
Immobiliari, the price gap between new and used properties in major Italian cities ranges
between 30% and 40%. Moreover, Scenari Immobiliari has introduced into its Real Value
database data concerning real estate development projects (including both new construc-
tions and conservative regenerations), from which a difference in market value between
“new” and “regenerated” properties can be observed, ranging from 10% to 20%.

This differential directly affects the choice of intervention, particularly if one
considers—as already highlighted in the seminal studies of C. Forte [18], still highly
relevant today—the relationship between urban renewal policies (in this case referring to
the selective choice between demolition and reconstruction or other categories of building
intervention) and the economic pattern of urban land values.

In this perspective, the paper aims to analyze, through the presentation of a case study
concerning a building intervention in Caivano, within the Metropolitan City of Naples,
the role of demolition as a sustainable design choice, demonstrating how, under certain
conditions, it can prove more advantageous than the renovation or refurbishment of the
existing building.

2.3. The Case Study

The case under analysis concerns a complex building project carried out in the Mu-
nicipality of Caivano, located within the Metropolitan City of Naples, in the Campania
Region. Caivano is a particularly degraded municipality in the Neapolitan hinterland
which, since 2023, has been placed under government receivership and subjected to an
Extraordinary Plan of Infrastructural and Functional Redevelopment Interventions aimed
at territorial regeneration [23]. Within this broader urban regeneration framework lies the
existing building that is the focus of the present study.

In particular, the assessment of demolition timeframes and costs represented a cru-
cial step in determining the most appropriate intervention strategy when compared to
a potential refurbishment of the existing structure. Specifically, the project involves the
demolition and reconstruction of a residential building under the measures provided by
the Superbonus 110%, introduced by the Relaunch Decree (Decreto-Law No. 34/2020) [24].
This fiscal incentive granted a 110% tax deduction on expenses incurred for specific en-
ergy efficiency and seismic improvement interventions, with the goal of promoting the
sustainable redevelopment of the existing building stock, reducing pollutant emissions,
and revitalizing the construction sector [25].

However, the sperimentation does not take into account the tax benefits deriving from
the aforementioned 110% Superbonus measure; instead, it includes the benefits deriving
from building incentives that fall within the concept of the so-called “density bonus”. In
fact, the decision to proceed with the complete demolition of the existing building rather
than opting for renovation was motivated by two main factors. First, the opportunity
to benefit from the 35% volumetric increase allowed under the “Piano Casa”, a regional
regulation aimed at revitalizing the construction industry and promoting the upgrading of
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the existing real estate stock while addressing housing needs. This measure permits, within
specific limits and in compliance with urban planning, environmental, and landscape
regulations, a volume increase of up to 35% in the case of demolition and reconstruction,
thereby encouraging more efficient land use and an increase in available housing units [26].

Second, the greater economic and performance advantages associated with a new
construction, capable of ensuring compliance with current seismic regulations (seismic
zone S9) and achieving significantly higher energy performance standards compared to a
mere refurbishment of the existing building.

The demolition operations were carefully planned and structured in multiple phases,
calibrated to the building’s structural conditions and urban context. The process began
with the manual removal of interior flooring, partition walls, and existing installations.
Subsequently, a perimeter safety scaffolding was installed, and the upper floors were
demolished using low-vibration tools (such as saws and pneumatic hammers) to minimize
noise and vibration impacts. The lower portions of the building were removed using
mechanical equipment, except for the masonry wall adjacent to the neighboring structure,
which was dismantled manually to prevent structural damage to adjoining properties.

The new project involved the construction of a multi-level building, comprising a
semi-basement housing technical rooms and storage spaces, and five above-ground floors
designated for residential use. Additionally, the design included a communal staircase
core with a double-access elevator and an equipped courtyard area featuring non-slip and
permeable pavements, rainwater drainage systems, and outdoor lighting installations.

On the flat roof, a photovoltaic system was installed to supply electricity to the
entire building, thereby contributing to the reduction of overall energy consumption and
enhancing the project’s environmental sustainability. From Figures 1–3, the three phases of
the project implementation can be observed.

 

Figure 1. Plan of the first construction phase.
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Figure 2. Plan of the second construction phase.

 

Figure 3. Plan of the third construction phase.
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Based on estimates made, followed by careful checks, the total cost of the works
amounted to €900,000, of which €455,000 (approximately 50.5%) was attributable solely
to the demolition and reconstruction phases (Figure 4). In addition to meeting safety and
sustainability requirements, the project represents a significant example of how planned
demolition can serve as a strategic lever for urban regeneration and the optimization of the
existing building stock.

Figure 4. Demolition and reconstruction costs.

3. Results
The economic analysis of the demolition and reconstruction of the residential building

under study made it possible to highlight the distribution and impact of the main cost items,
enabling an integrated assessment of the project’s operational and structural components.
A classification of the main construction materials considered in the analysis is reported in
Figure 5.

Figure 5. Main categories and types of materials used in the building.

The cost of the demolition and reconstruction works, amounting to €455,000, was
broken down into several functional categories. Among these, the superstructure accounts
for the largest share, representing 61.7% of the total, followed by demolition and waste
disposal at 16.6%, foundation works at 9.5%, and expenses related to scaffolding and site
setup at approximately 7%. This distribution is consistent with the average parameters
observed in comparable demolition and reconstruction projects in urban contexts, where
structural operations absorb the majority of financial resources, while demolition costs—
though significant—remain contained within percentage values below 20% of the total.
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The average unit cost of demolition, including disassembly, transport, and material
disposal phases, was approximately €32/m3. This figure aligns with the reference values
reported in technical literature for projects in high-density urban areas, which generally
range between €25 and €45/m3, depending on operational complexity and distance from
treatment facilities.

The following graphs illustrate (Figures 6 and 7), according to the various phases of
the demolition and construction process, the total project cost of €900,000 and the costs
associated with each operational phase, amounting to a total of €455,000—equivalent to
50.5% of the overall expenditure.

 

Figure 6. Graph Showing the Final Stage of Work Progress.

 

Figure 7. Graph depicting the contract value of the works.

From a management perspective, the demolition phase represents a critical stage
not only in economic terms but also from an environmental standpoint, as it involves
the separation, recovery, and controlled disposal of construction and demolition waste
(CDW). Compliance with these requirements helps to reduce environmental impact and
optimize the flow of recoverable materials, thereby contributing to the overall sustainability
of the project. The cost analysis thus confirms that careful planning of the demolition
and reconstruction phases constitutes a fundamental tool for ensuring a balance between
technical efficiency, environmental sustainability, and economic feasibility throughout the
building’s life cycle. The operations began with the manual demolition of the slabs and
walls of the uppermost floor, followed by the successive lower levels. The use of mixed
manual and mechanical equipment (such as electric hammers, trucks, chutes, and telescopic
props), together with the adoption of advanced safety measures (including wall wetting to
minimize dust, restricted site access, and independent service platforms), influenced the
overall costs of demolition and waste disposal.
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The demolition phase required meticulous management of risks and potential inter-
ferences with the urban surroundings, with particular attention to adjacent structures and
the residual stability of the building, monitored through shoring systems and movement
indicators. Waste disposal activities involved the controlled transport of debris and the
separation of recoverable fractions, in compliance with Ministerial Decree No. 127/2024
“End of Waste” and the Minimum Environmental Criteria for Construction (CAM Edilizia
2022) [12].

The analysis of the results provides several operational indications that can guide
similar interventions. The breakdown of costs highlights the importance of accurate
planning of the demolition phase, as it significantly affects the overall economic balance of
the project. The case study also confirms that selective demolition and careful management
of Construction & Demolition Waste (CDW) can reduce disposal costs and increase material
recovery. Finally, the comparison between refurbishment and demolition–reconstruction
shows that, in the presence of significant structural and energy deficiencies, building
replacement represents a more efficient and sustainable solution over the entire life cycle.

From a management standpoint, demolition costs represent a strategic component not
only from an economic perspective but also from an environmental one, as they directly
affect the potential for the reuse and recycling of construction and demolition waste (CDW).
In the present case, the combination of controlled demolition, partial material reuse, and
high-performance structural reconstruction made it possible to contain costs while ensuring
compliance with current regulations on safety, efficiency, and sustainability. The assessment
of energy performance, carried out during both the design and implementation phases,
confirmed consistency with the efficiency and sustainability requirements established
by current legislation. The intervention complies with national regulations on energy
consumption reduction, as set forth in Legislative Decrees No. 192/2005 and No. 311/2006,
as well as Law No. 10/1991, and meets the obligations concerning the integration of
renewable energy sources pursuant to Article 11 of Legislative Decree No. 28/2011.

4. Discussion
In the contemporary construction sector, there is a growing and urgent need to limit

land consumption and regenerate the existing building stock, which is responsible for
approximately 36% of global greenhouse gas emissions [27]. Building retrofitting represents
a complex and multidimensional process that encompasses not only energy and structural
aspects but also environmental, landscape, and architectural dimensions [28]. However,
while the principles of the European ecological transition promote the extension of the
life cycle of existing buildings, in the case of outdated, deteriorated, or non-compliant
structures—particularly with regard to seismic and energy regulations—demolition and
reconstruction may constitute a more sustainable strategy than deep refurbishment.

In light of the findings emerging from the scientific literature and the Caivano case
study, the choice between restoration and demolition must be addressed through an in-
tegrated approach capable of simultaneously considering economic costs, environmental
impacts, and long-term performance. Numerous international studies demonstrate that,
within a building’s life cycle, the operational phase (use and energy consumption) accounts
for the majority of total environmental impacts [29]. From this perspective, newly con-
structed buildings—realized using high-efficiency technologies and recycled materials—are
able to offset the initial impacts associated with construction and demolition phases, while
ensuring enhanced energy performance and greater durability.

Although structural and energy-efficiency improvements can extend the service life
of existing buildings, they cannot achieve the overall durability of new constructions. At
the same time, newly built structures are designed according to updated performance
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standards, employing high-strength, low-impact materials and advanced construction
systems that ensure lower maintenance costs and higher efficiency throughout the entire
life cycle. In this context, several studies have shown that construction and demolition
waste can be effectively reused as recycled aggregates for concrete or as secondary build-
ing components, providing mechanical and functional performance equivalent to that of
traditional materials, and significantly contributing to reducing the ecological footprint of
the construction sector.

The demolition and reconstruction project in Caivano represents a concrete example of
sustainable building regeneration, in which the design decision was guided by an integrated
evaluation demonstrating that the complete demolition of the pre-existing structure was
economically and technically more advantageous than refurbishment. This approach
enabled the creation of an energy-efficient, seismically safe building consistent with the
principles of the circular economy. Therefore, it emerges that consciously planned and
managed demolition can serve as a strategic lever for ecological transition and sustainable
urban regeneration, fully aligned with European objectives for decarbonization and the
promotion of a circular economy within the construction sector.

5. Conclusions
Interventions on the existing building stock require careful consideration of the appro-

priate category of building intervention to be implemented (extraordinary maintenance
or full-scale building renovation). This choice depends not only on cost factors but also
on potential variations in market value that such a decision may generate, particularly
where urban planning conditions and market dynamics allow for land valorization and
sustainable densification [30,31]. The positive effects of this choice are more pronounced in
metropolitan contexts or in areas characterized by active real estate markets, whereas they
are more limited in smaller or low-demand residential areas. In the case of Caivano, the
project demonstrated how the combination of regulatory incentives (such as the “Super-
bonus 110%” and the “Piano Casa”) [24,26] and strategic planning can produce significant
effects in terms of urban regeneration and increased property value. This was achieved
through the overall increase in building volume and the improvement of both energy
and seismic performance, contributing to the mitigation of building decay and functional
obsolescence.

Further analysis may include a more detailed assessment approach increasing the
number of variables taken into consideration (cleanup costs, energy efficiency, seismic
performance) which may significantly affect market value [17]. Even more, the assessment
of the type of action of buildings that have been abandoned for a long time can be con-
sidered for further improvements; this case presents multiple options (which depend on
the level and type of deterioration of the abandoned building, as well as any conservation
restrictions) on which the financing of the initiative depends and which therefore require
further improvements of the research topic addressed in this work.

From an environmental standpoint, the research highlights that the end-of-life phase
of a building—including demolition, material management, and recovery—represents
a crucial stage for the overall assessment of sustainability throughout the building life
cycle. In this regard, the application of the Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) methodology
could prove essential for integrating environmental evaluation with economic assessment
throughout the entire process, from demolition to reconstruction. This methodology, which
currently constitutes one of the most widely adopted tools for evaluating environmental
impacts in the construction sector, enables the objective quantification of all resources used
and emissions generated over a building’s entire life cycle—from the extraction of raw
materials to its end of life. By analyzing input flows (raw materials, energy, water) and
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output flows (emissions, waste, effluents), LCA provides a comprehensive measure of the
sustainability of building products, processes, and services [29].

Although, according to the scientific literature, the end-of-life phase does not repre-
sent the stage with the highest environmental impact over the entire life cycle—impacts
that are often more significant during the production of materials and the use phase of
the building—the end-of-life stage, which includes demolition, waste management and
material recovery, nonetheless plays a strategic role in shaping the overall environmental
footprint of the construction sector. It is in fact the moment when material circularity can
be maximized and the environmental burdens associated with disposal can be reduced.
This allows for an objective quantification of the impacts related to the management of Con-
struction & Demolition Waste (CDW) and supports the identification of solutions capable
of reducing emissions, improving material recovery, and optimizing the financial resources
employed [32]. In addition to the economic and environmental aspects, the construction
of a new building also generates significant social benefits, as a replacement intervention
makes it possible to improve the quality of living through safer, more comfortable, and
more accessible spaces, equipped with higher energy performance and compliant with
seismic safety standards. Moreover, in areas affected by degradation or marginalization,
such as the case of Caivano, such transformations represent an opportunity to rebuild social
capital, enhance livability, and promote greater equity in access to housing.

In conclusion, the results confirm that consciously planned demolition, when sup-
ported by integrated analytical tools such as LCA, can serve as an effective lever for
sustainable urban regeneration, contributing both to the economic enhancement of the built
heritage and to the reduction in environmental impacts associated with end-of-life manage-
ment.
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