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summary

Urban densification is a growing challenge in cities worldwide, with increasing pressure on limited space.
As cities become more compact, maintaining liveability and accessibility while accommodating growth
becomes increasingly difficult. Cars take up a lot of this valuable space, both in terms of parking
and infrastructure. At the same time, private car use contributes significantly to environmental issues
and urban congestion. Low-car residential developments are an emerging strategy to address these
challenges, aiming to reduce car dependency through urban design and policy measures. However,
much of the existing research on low-car neighbourhoods focuses on cases where residents actively
chose such an environment. This raises an important question: what happens when people who did
not intentionally select a low-car area move into such a neighbourhood? With large numbers of hous-
ing developments being built within cities, a more diverse range of residents will inhabit these areas,
including many who may not have initially sought a car-free lifestyle. Understanding whether non-self-
selected residents also adjust their mobility habits provides insights into the effectiveness of low-car
policies. Which is essential for evaluating the viability of these developments.

This study addresses this research gap by taking a revealed preference approach to investigate how
residents of low-car neighbourhoods perceive and adapt to sustainable mobility measures, and how
their adaptation is influenced by residential self-selection. The main research question guiding this
study is:

How do residents of low-car neighbourhoods perceive and adapt to the sustainable mobility
measures, and how is this influenced by residential self-selection?

This research separates behaviour changes driven by the built environment from those stemming from
pre-existing preferences by distinguishing between self-selected and non-self-selected residents. If
even non-self-selected residents adapt their behaviour in line with the goals of a low-car neighbourhood,
this provides stronger evidence that the built environment itself can influence travel behaviour beyond
individual attitudes.

The research is based on a case study of Cartesius, a newly developed low-car neighbourhood in
Utrecht with 322 households. Cartesius offers a unique opportunity to study residents in a real-world
example of a dense urban low-car neighbourhood, providing insight into the lived experience of resi-
dents. The study employed a survey (N=70) and informal conversations with residents to examine their
mobility behaviour, attitudes, and experiences.

00oomo

Survey results showed that, since moving to Cartesius, residentsi public transport use and shared car
adoption increased, while car use and ownership declined. Specifically, 20% of previous car owners
disposed of their vehicle, and an additional 13% were considering doing so. Every respondent who
got rid of their car mentioned the limited parking spaces as the primary reason, highlighting the ef-
fectiveness of parking policies in reducing car ownership. However, overall satisfaction with mobility
in the neighbourhood was low. More than half of all respondents stated that the neighbourhood did
not meet their mobility needs. The dissatisfaction is largely attributed to temporary infrastructure is-
sues, including a lack of pedestrian and cycling infrastructure and temporary unregulated parking in
the public space. Notably, dissatisfaction with parking was reported equally by car owners and non-car
owners. Also, in conversations with the residents, parking was a dominant subject, with annoyance
widely shared. Frustrations do not solely stem from personal car use but also from issues such as visi-
tor parking, enforcement of parking regulations, and unmet expectations about the car-free public area.
Additionally, residents felt poorly informed about the mobility policies before moving in, with 30% re-
porting feeling insufficiently or incorrectly informed about the parking regulations. The study also found
that incentives for alternative mobility can be effective. More than one third of the residents made use
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of the free shared-car trip minutes offer, and many indicated that this encouraged them to use shared
cars more frequently.

A crucial component of this research was examining the role of residential self-selection. This was done
by dividing residents into self-selected and non-self-selected groups. The non-self-selected group was
identified using two criteria: (1) residents who moved to Cartesius due to limited housing options rather
than a preference for a low-car lifestyle, and (2) residents whose mobility behaviour and preferences
did not align with the neighbourhoodis low-car concept. A significant portion (57%) of residents in
Cartesius fell into the non-self-selected category, highlighting the broader relevance of this study in
the context of large-scale low-car developments. Many respondents explicitly stated they had no other
housing options due to the housing shortage, with comments such as: oIt was the only apartment |
was assigned; if you decline, youire waiting another year.0 Others were identified as non-self-selected
based on survey responses regarding mode preference, ideal living scenarios, and car use frequency,
which revealed that their mobility patterns did not align with the neighbourhoodis low-car concept. The
survey responses of both groups are compared. Table 1 presents an overview, highlighting both no-
table contrasts and variables that show little to no difference. Key findings are discussed below.

Self-selected resi- Non-self-selected res-  Significance

dents (N=30) idents (N=40)
Mobility behaviour adaption after relocation
Percentage of car owners that have gotten rid  50% 28% ns
of car or are considering it
Percentage of people using more PT since 23% 35% ns
moving
Percentage of people using shared cars more  40% 18% p = 0,036
often
Percentage of people who have reduced car 45% 22% ns
use

Perception of neighbourhoodis low-car concept and sustainable mobility measures

How content people are with living in Cartesius, No difference

and how well the neighbourhood meets their

mobility needs

Satisfaction with parking spaces, accessibil- No difference

ity by foot, accessibility cycling, availability of

shared cars, access to train network

Percentage of people that feel well-informed  70% 55% p =0,035
about parking policy

Socio-demographic characteristics

Percentage of car-free households 80% car-free 30% car-free p < 0,001

Socio-demographics (education level, age, No difference
gender, household composition)

Previous residential area No difference

Table 1: Comparison of groups of self-selected and non self-selected residents

In both groups, car ownership and car use declined, while public transport and shared car use in-
creased. However, self-selected residents were significantly more likely to adopt shared cars as they
were less likely to own a private vehicle. Self-selected residents were also significantly more likely to
feel well-informed about the parking policy than non-self-selected residents. Satisfaction levels were
similarly low across both groups, particularly concerning different mobility aspects. Interestingly, no
socio-demographic differences were found between the groups, largely due to the homogeneous pop-
ulation living in Cartesius. Which consists of young, highly educated individuals without children. The
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study also found no differences based on previous residential location, suggesting that mobility adap-
tation in the neighbourhood was not directly linked to where people had lived before.

Ooooioonod

The study demonstrates that low-car neighbourhoods can facilitate sustainable mobility behaviours
even among residents who did not initially choose this mobility concept. Despite not actively selecting
a car-free environment, many non-self-selected residents adapted their behaviour in line with the neigh-
bourhoodis mobility measures, reducing car ownership and usage while increasing public transport and
shared car use. This finding reinforces the idea that well-designed low-car policies can influence be-
haviour beyond self-selection effects, reinforcing their role as a strategy for managing space scarcity
in dense cities while supporting more sustainable mobility patterns.

The research also highlights challenges that must be addressed. Overall satisfaction with mobility in
Cartesius was low, largely due to temporary infrastructure issues and a lack of clear communication
about mobility policies. Dissatisfaction was not confined to non-self-selected residents, indicating that
negative perceptions were more related to implementation challenges than to the low-car concept itself.
Issues such as incomplete infrastructure, temporary parking arrangements, and inadequate communi-
cation about mobility policies contributed to dissatisfaction. To improve future low-car developments,
policymakers should prioritise clear communication with residents about mobility policies before move-
in, actively manage temporary infrastructure to prevent early-stage dissatisfaction, and provide visible
benefits from parking reductions.

Future research should build on these findings by conducting longitudinal studies to assess long-term
behavioural adaptation and policy effectiveness over time. Additionally, research should expand to
include a more diverse population, as the residents of Cartesius, while offering a valuable first step
beyond traditionally self-selected low-car communities, still represent a relatively homogeneous group.
Understanding how low-car policies affect a broader demographic will be key to scaling up these de-
velopments successfully.

Overall, this is promising news for the future of large-scale low-car developments. Despite possible
dissatisfaction from the residents, low-car neighbourhoods can be effective in altering individual travel
behaviour in a desired way, which is the central planning goal. If well-executed, these neighbourhoods
have the potential to support sustainable mobility even among those who did not initially choose a
car-free lifestyle.
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Introduction
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Urbanisation is rapidly accelerating worldwide, with an estimated 55% of the global population already
living in urban areas (United Nations 2023). This trend is expected to continue, placing immense
pressure on cities to accommodate growing populations while maintaining quality of life. The demand
for housing and services is driving densification, particularly in European cities where space is inherently
scarce. This scarcity intensifies competition for land use, with private cars often dominating the urban
landscape despite being stationary 96% of the time (Kennisinstituut voor Mobiliteitsbeleid 2022). The
infrastructure for cars consumes up to 50% of public space in Dutch cities, and car users demand 3.5
times more physical space than non car users, underscoring the inequities imposed on the broader
population by car dependence (Creutzig et al. 2020; Zijlstra, Witte, and Bakker 2022).

Beyond space constraints, private cars contribute significantly to environmental pressures. Their im-
pact has been widely studied across various disciplines, with research highlighting their role in air pol-
lution, greenhouse gas emissions, and urban heat effects (Banister 2008; EEA 2020; Seto, G¢neralp,
and Hutyra 2012; Newman and Kenworthy 1998). In dense urban areas, vehicles further contribute to
congestion, noise pollution, and a reduction in green space & all of which undermine efforts to create
safe, healthy, and liveable cities (Gehl 2013; Nieuwenhuijsen et al. 2019).

Despite these well-documented negative impacts, traditional policies have long prioritised private car
use. The dominance of car-based planning has deep roots in what Urry (2004) and Manderscheid
(2014) describe as the system of automobility, which historically structured urban environments around
car use, embedding car dependency deeply into both city forms and behaviour. However, there is grow-
ing recognition that this approach is unsustainable. Over the past several decades, urban development
has shifted, moving towards models that prioritise sustainability, liveability, and human-centred design
(Jones 2014; Selzer and Lanzendorf 2019; Borges and Goldner 2015). Central to this transformation
is the integration of land use and transportation planning, where streets and public spaces are recon-
ceived as multifunctional areas serving communities rather than primarily facilitating vehicle traffic. As
cities become denser, the need for innovative urban mobility solutions becomes clear. Reducing car
dependency is increasingly seen as essential not only for environmental sustainability but also for re-
claiming urban space for people (Selzer 2021; Borges and Goldner 2015; M¢ller and Reutter 2022).

This shift is best captured by former Bogot§ mayor Enrique Pefalosa, who stated:

{The first step to reducing car dependency is designing our streets as though people
matter more than vehicles.

O Enrique Pefalosa, former mayor of Bogot§, Colombia
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In response to the growing challenges of urbanisation, climate change, and space scarcity, cities are
increasingly adopting new approaches to urban mobility and land use. Low-car, high-density neighbour-
hoods are emerging as a key strategy to accommodate urban growth while reducing car dependency.
Unlike traditional car-free areas®often shaped by historical, cultural, or geographical constraints (Melia
2009; Nies 2020)®modern low-car developments are intentionally designed to prioritise active and pub-
lic transport. These neighbourhoods integrate mobility strategies that discourage private car use while
aiming to enhancing accessibility and quality of life.

By limiting or excluding private cars, these developments promote a shift toward sustainable mobility
patterns and reclaim urban space for alternative uses, such as parks, pedestrian zones, and social
spaces. Research highlights several benefits of this model, including improved air quality, reduced
noise pollution, improved safety, and greater community engagement (Borges and Goldner 2015; Gehl
2013; Nieuwenhuijsen et al. 2019). They also contribute to public health by encouraging active travel
modes such as walking and cycling. Given these benefits, it is tempting to view low-car neighbourhoods
as a comprehensive solution to urban mobility challenges.

However, transitioning to low-car urban living presents significant challenges. The success of these
neighbourhoods depends not only on their physical design but also on how residents perceive and
adapt to mobility restrictions (Nieuwenhuijsen et al. 2019). This is particularly relevant given that most
people do not want to give up their cars or be restricted in parking. The car remains a highly conve-
nient and flexible mobility option, and the removal or restriction of cars cannot be done without careful
consideration. Studies by Borgers et al. (2008) and Borges and Goldner (2015) indicate that the ma-
jority of residents of four Dutch cities prefer to live in areas without car restrictions. Despite these
preferences, large-scale urban low-car developments are rapidly emerging, reflecting a broader shift in
urban planning (Baehler and R®at 2022; Kuss and Nicholas 2022). Driven by the need to build more
housing within cities while maintaining liveability and accessibility, policymakers and urban planners
increasingly conclude that there is little to no room for private vehicles in these new developments.

This highlights a potential misalignment: car-reduced housing being developed, but no residents want-
ing to reduce cars. One could simply say that these low-car neighbourhoods will then be inhabited by
people that do want to reduce cars. Which is what has happened in the past, where car-free commu-
nities and neighbourhoods can be observed across Europe. People that want to live car-free find the
right circumstances to do so in these areas. This alignment of peopleis residential location and their
travel preferences is the concept of residential self-selection. People usually choose a neighbourhood
that fits their travel pattern. But with the pressing challenges of cities, low-car neighbourhoods might
outgrow their status of niche residential places for people that support the concept. Large-scale devel-
opments are planned, often with mixed housing options, including rental and social housing. In these
cases, residents may not have the luxury of choosing a neighbourhood based on their preferences,
which could create challenges in adapting to low-car environments. The growing pressure on the hous-
ing market, especially in larger cities across the Netherlands, makes securing housing a higher priority
than finding an ideal living situation.

As low-car neighbourhoods are increasingly being developed, understanding their impact becomes cru-
cial. These developments have the potential to contribute to more liveable, accessible, and sustainable
cities, but much remains uncertain about their broader applicability and success. While transportation
models can offer projections, the actual impact on residentsi mobility behaviours and quality of life is still
to be fully understood. This thesis aims to contribute to the understanding of how people experience
and adapt to living in such environments, focusing on the human dimension of low-car neighbourhoods,
rather than just their spatial and environmental impacts.

000 OOooboo tooodo

Utrecht offers a pertinent example of a city actively addressing the challenges of densification and car
dependency. As one of the largest cities in the Netherlands, Utrecht is experiencing significant popula-
tion growth and has ambitious plans to build thousands of new homes in the coming years. However,
this growth comes with the challenge of maintaining the cityis liveability amidst limited space and high
density. The city has already taken steps to address these challenges through various initiatives aimed
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at reducing car usage. These include the implementation of low parking norms and the expansion of
cycling infrastructure, a key component of Utrechtis mobility strategy.

One of the cityls most notable projects is the Merwedekanaalzone, which will involve the development
of a low-car residential area for approximately 10,000 residents. This project is still in the planning
stages, but it highlights Utrechtis commitment to reducing car dependency on a large scale.

Utrechtis efforts to reduce car usage, coupled with its need for more housing, make it a fitting con-
text for exploring the potential of low-car urban environments. While the Merwedekanaalzone is not
yet developed and inhabited, Utrecht offers other examples of low-car and high-density urban areas.
Neighbourhoods such as Wisselspoor and Cartesius, while smaller in scale, already feature low park-
ing norms, shared mobility options, and a focus on walking and cycling. Studying these areas can
provide valuable insights into the real-world effects of such strategies.

000 0ooooooo bog

There is limited research on how residents with no initial intention of living without cars adapt to low-car
neighbourhoods, a key gap this research aims to address. With large numbers of housing develop-
ments being built within cities, a more diverse range of residents will inhabit these areas, including
many who may not have initially sought a car-free lifestyle. Much of the existing research is limited
to eco-villages or communities where residents already embrace car-free living, failing to capture the
experiences of diverse populations (Selzer and Lanzendorf 2022). Future projects will attract a broader
population, not just those with pre-existing low-car lifestyles, making it essential to evaluate the effects
on a larger scale (Sprei et al. 2020).

Additionally, many studies on existing low-car neighbourhoods focus on best-practice examples, often
overlooking the complexities and challenges faced by residents in their daily lives (Freytag et al., 2013).
Marsden (2006) stress that evaluations based on observed behaviours, rather than stated preferences,
are crucial for understanding the real impact of low-car policies. With many studies relying on stated
preference data rather than observed behaviours, this leaves a need for ex-post evaluations to as-
sess the real impact of low-car policies. Understanding these lived experiences is crucial to find out
if dense, low-car urban areas can truly reduce car dependency, promote alternative transport modes,
and maintain high levels of accessibility and liveability for residents. Minimal research exists on how
low-car developments influence mobility patterns or on the preferences of residents in Dutch low-car
areas (Nieuwenhuijsen et al. 2019). The availability of revealed preference data, observing actual be-
haviours and patterns in real-world contexts, remains scarce. But looking at this from a residents per-
spective is really important (Dijk, Givoni, and Diederiks 2018; Kuss and Nicholas 2022). Many different
studies highlight this, with Nieuwenhuijsen et al. (2019) calling for in-depth assessments of residentsb
experiences, and Selzer and Lanzendorf (2019) stressing the importance of looking at residentsi lived
practices to assess the real-life impact of such developments.

With the most important knowledge gap remaining: what happens when people who did not actively
choose to live in a low-car environment move to such an area, particularly in the context of large-scale
low-car developments attracting diverse populations. To the best of the authoris knowledge, this aspect
has yet to be thoroughly investigated.

0000 00000000 bolooio bUb oooogoa

Drawing from the problem definition of limited knowledge about the effects and implications of mobility
strategies on residents in low-car neighbourhoods, this study seeks to make a contribution by evalu-
ating these developments. The main objective of this research is to gain insights into how residents
in low-car neighbourhoods experience and adapt to the mobility strategies implemented in these areas.

Using a case study approach, the research draws on the experiences of current residents to provide
lessons for future low-car developments, both within Utrecht and globally. The ultimate aim is to support
the transition towards sustainable liveable cities by offering insights for the design and implementation
of neighbourhoods that reduce car dependency.
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The research aim is translated into a main research question and additional sub-questions. The main
research question is formulated as follows:

How do residents of low-car neighbourhoods perceive and adapt to the sustainable mobility mea-
sures, and how is this influenced by residential self-selection?

Sub-questions are formulated to approach the main research question step by step. The sub-questions
focus on the proposed neighbourhood for the case study: Cartesius.

1. What factors shape residentsi perceptions of a low-car neighbourhood?

This question involves both a theoretical and empirical component. First, a literature review is con-
ducted to identify factors that influence residentsi perceptions of low-car neighbourhoods. This
includes examining behavioural studies and evaluating findings from similar low-car neighbour-
hoods in different contexts. By identifying common factors that shape perceptions, the study
creates a foundation for understanding these dynamics. The findings from the case study of
Cartesius then supplement this theoretical base, providing insights into the specific factors that
influence residentsi perceptions in this context.

2. Who are the residents of low-car neighbourhoods in terms of socio-demographics, attitudes, and
travel behaviour, and how do these compare to residents of other neighbourhoods?
This question aims to profile the residents of low-car neighbourhoods, combining insights from
both literature and the case study of Cartesius. The literature review examines socio-demographic
characteristics, attitudes, and travel behaviour patterns commonly observed among residents of
low-car neighbourhoods. Subsequently, the characteristics and behaviours of Cartesius residents
are analysed and compared with these broader findings and with residents from other neighbour-
hoods. This dual approach provides insights into the role of residential self-selection and helps
to better understand the practical implications of low-car neighbourhoods in different contexts.

3. What mobility strategies or policy measures have been implemented in Cartesius to create the
low-car residential area, and how effective are they?
This question seeks to identify and evaluate the specific strategies and policy measures imple-
mented in Cartesius to create a low-car environment. The first step is to document the mea-
sures adopted, such as parking restrictions, shared mobility services, and infrastructure for ac-
tive modes of transport. After establishing this foundation, the study assesses the effectiveness
of these measures by examining residentsi experiences and travel behaviour. Understanding
which strategies have been successful and which have encountered challenges provides valu-
able lessons for the design and implementation of similar future developments.

4. How do residents of Cartesius perceive mobility options and the implemented car-reducing policy
measures?
This question focuses on understanding residentsi perspectives regarding the available mobility
options and the car-reducing measures implemented in Cartesius. While models and policy docu-
ments can provide objective data on accessibility and modal options, only residentsi perceptions
can reveal how these measures are experienced in everyday life. The findings help to identify
strengths and weaknesses in the mobility concept and offer insights into the factors contributing
to a positive or negative perception of the neighbourhoodis car-free design.

5. Has the mobility behaviour of residents of Cartesius changed since moving, and how do their
current mobility patterns compare to their previous habits?
Understanding whether living in a low-car neighbourhood has led to changes in residentsi travel
behaviour is key to evaluating its impact.

6. What lessons can be drawn from residentsi experiences to inform the implementation of future
low-car developments?
This question aims to derive practical insights from the case study. It provides concrete rec-
ommendations for the municipality of Utrecht, aligning with their main objective: to apply these
lessons to guide and improve larger upcoming developments.

Including residential self-selection in the analysis is essential to distinguish between behaviour changes
driven by the built environment and those resulting from residents{ pre-existing preferences. Under-
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standing the presence of non-self-selected residents, those who did not actively choose Cartesius for
its mobility concept, is particularly important for evaluating the effectiveness of the low-car policy and
the effect of residential self-selection.

001 J00000 bit0ooood

This report is structured as follows: Chapter 2 outlines the methodology, linking the research methods
to the sub-research questions and explaining the methods used. Chapter 3 presents the literature
study, addressing some of the sub-research questions directly and providing the theoretical foundation
for the case study and the overall research. Chapter 4 introduces the case study area, Cartesius,
describing the neighbourhood, its socio-demographic characteristics, and the local mobility framework.
Chapter 5 presents the data analysis and results of the case study. Chapter 6 provides the conclusion
by answering the main research question and outlining policy recommendations. Chapter 7 concludes
the report by providing a discussion of the findings, ending with recommendations for future research.



Methodology

0

The core of the project consisted of a case study of the low-car neighbourhood Cartesius. The main
component for data gathering was a survey among residents. Besides a residents survey, familiarity
with the case was also gained through on-site observations, talking to different people from the munic-
ipality and other organisations involved in the neighbourhood, as well as informal conversations with
residents.

The research was guided by a theoretical background developed through a literature review. This re-
view explored various car-reduced neighbourhood concepts and the policy measures used to achieve
them. It examined the complex relationship between travel behaviour, the built environment, and per-
sonal attitudes and characteristics. A key focus was on how low-car policy measures are perceived by
residents and the factors that shape these perceptions. Additionally, significant attention was given to
case studies of other low-car neighbourhoods, providing insights into residentsi behaviour and charac-
teristics. The findings from the survey, combined with insights from the literature, informed the answers
to the research questions and ultimately shaped the conclusions and policy recommendations.

Table 2.1 gives an overview of the sub-questions and methods used for answering them.



2.2. Contextual meetings and expert input

Sub-question Corresponding method Chapter
1. What_ factors shape residentsi Literature review of travel behaviour studies and  Chapter 3
perceptlons of a low-car case examples of low-car neighbourhoods
neighbourhood? Supplemented by survey data and conversa- Chapter 5
tions with residents from the Cartesius case
study
2. Who are the residents of low-car  Literature review of existing low-car neighbour- Chapter 3
neighbourhoods in terms of hood case studies to examine resident profiles and
socio-demographics, attitudes, and  mobility patterns
travel behaviour, and how do these  c4rtesjus case study:  Analysis of socio- Chapter 4,5
compare to re5|d9ents of other demographic data from the Municipality of Utrecht,
neighbourhoods? and insights into residentsi attitudes and travel
behaviour obtained through the survey and
conversations with residents
3. What mobility strategies/policy Case study analysis through on-site observa- Chapter 4
measures have been implemented  tions, meetings with municipal stakeholders in-
in Cartesius to create the low-car volved in Cartesius, and evaluation of policy doc-
residential area, and how effective uments
are they? Survey and conversations with residents to Chapter 5
assess the perceived effectiveness of the imple-
mented measures
4. How do residents of Cartesius Survey questions on resident satisfaction with Chapter 5
perceive mobility options and the im-  various mobility aspects, complemented by con-
plemented strategy/policy? versations with residents to gather more detailed
perceptions and experiences.
5. Has the mobility behaviour of res-  Survey questions comparing residentsi travel be- Chapter 5
idents of Cartesius changed since haviour before and after relocation to Cartesius
moving, and how do their current
mobility patterns compare to their
previous habits?
6. What lessons can be drawn from  Synthesis of findings from the literature review, Chapter 6, 7

residentsi experiences to inform the
implementation of future low-car de-
velopments?

survey results, and case study to derive practical
recommendations

Table 2.1: Sub-questions and corresponding methods and chapters
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At an early stage of the thesis, interviews with experts were conducted to guide the research direction
and inform the selection of suitable methods. These interviews contributed to the development of the
survey questions for residents. The participants included employees from the municipality of Utrecht in-
volved in the policy development of car-free neighbourhoods, as well as specialists in mobility concepts
related to the car-free mobility strategy, such as professionals from the Parking department. These dis-
cussions also provided an introduction to the cases of Wisselspoor and Cartesius and offered prelimi-
nary insights into how the municipality approaches the implementation of such projects. Wisselspoor
was initially explored as a case study area as well, but later omitted. Practical advice on reaching and
engaging residents for the study was another topic addressed in these meetings. These interactions,
while often informal and open-ended, complemented desk research and offered a practical perspective.
Table 2.2 gives an overview of the meetings and type of takeaways.
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Date Function Title Expertise Summary Knowledge Obtained
04-10 Policy  Advisor/  Mobility con- Cycling tour highlighting parking Case selection + gen-
Project Manager - cept, Cartesius issues in Cartesius and differ- eral knowledge on low-
Mobility Strategy planning ences with Wisselspoor. car mobility strategies
04-10 Resident of Carte- Broad Mobility Af- Shared residentsi issues and Case selection + case
sius fairstrainee atmu-  provided practical help for case insights + practical tips
nicipality study access.
23-10 Strategic Project Wisselspoor Tour of Wisselspoor, shared Wisselspoor  experi-
Manager project car arrangements, history/evalu- ence + shared car
ation. knowledge
31-10 Policy Advi- Parking strategy, Explained various parking Knowledge on park-
sor/Project Man- shared cars strategies in Utrecht, including ing concepts and
ager - Parking car-sharing. strategies
12-11 Advisor for Cartesius living Discussed Cartesius as a living Case background infor-
Healthy Living lab, healthy urban lab and Blue Zone with focus on  mation
Environment living healthy living.
27-11 Community Advi- Community man- Shared insights on engaging Case insights + practi-
sor ager Cartesius with residents, invited to commu-  cal tips
nity activity.
12-12 Neighbourhood Wisselspoor, resi- Explained municipal-resident in- General municipal-
Advisor dent interactions teractions, common complaints, resident interaction
and initiatives. knowledge + practical
tips
09-01 Hospitality Busi- Wisselspoor Shared experiences  work- Wisselspoor expe-
ness Owner business and ing with municipality during rience + business
planning planning phase. perspective
15-01 Community Advi- Wisselspoor Discussed parking problems Wisselspoor  experi-
sor and surrounding caused by Wisselspoor resi- ence

areas

dents.

Policy Advi-
sors/Project Man-
agers - Broad
Mobility Affairs

Mobility data

Provided information on avail-
able data and Utrechtis resident
survey.

Data availability in-
sights

Table 2.2: Overview of contextual meetings and takeaways

Besides the meetings listed in Table 2.2, being an intern at the municipality Utrecht involved participa-
tion in various organisational activities. Many colleagues expressed interest in the research, leading
to valuable discussions. Participation in different project meetings provided additional insights into on-
going work. Attending internal meetings also offered a deeper understanding of planning processes,
decision-making structures, and the translation of broader strategies and visions into tangible projects.
These experiences contributed to a better understanding of the context in which the municipality oper-

ates.
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The literature review aimed to explore existing low-car concepts and developments to understand how
they operate. This review also helped identify gaps in the existing knowledge. Specifically, whether and
how low-car neighbourhoods have been evaluated, and from which perspective. In addition to creating
an overview of the state of the art knowledge on low-car developments and finding knowledge gaps,
the literature review directly informed the main research question and some of the sub-questions.
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The first sub-question concerns what factors shape residents{ perceptions of a low-car neighbourhood.
To address this, the review explored how various car-reducing policies and measures are perceived
by residents. The literature provided an overview of different low-car measures and their reception
by residents in various contexts. Additionally, through analysing previous low-car development case
studies, it identified key aspects that can contribute to the success of low-car neighbourhood.

The second sub-question examines who the residents of low-car neighbourhoods are. To address
this the literature review looked into case studies of existing low-car neighbourhoods, focusing on the
profiles of their residents.

The fourth and fifth sub-question explore how peopleis mobility patterns have changed since mov-
ing to Cartesius and residentsi perception of the neighbourhood. These questions were not directly
addressed through the literature review. But a theoretical foundation for understanding how travel be-
haviour evolves in response to relocation was built through literature findings. It looked at how travel
behaviour, attitudes, and the built environment interact to shape residentsi mobility patterns, providing
insight into the factors contributing to the success or challenges of such measures. Finally, the literature
review examined the role of residential self-selection: How do the residents of low-car neighbourhoods
select their residences, and how does this influence their travel behaviour? The review looked into the
theory of self-selection and investigated whether this factor has been considered in other case studies.

(10007 Dooooboood bdoood doodoo

A variety of sources was used for conducting the literature search. First, the TU Delft repository was
consulted, as car-free cities are a popular research topic and previous student work may provide use-
ful insights. Grey literature, such as conference proceedings and governmental reports, were also
reviewed to understand the current situation and historical context of car-free developments both glob-
ally and in the Netherlands. Scientific databases like Scopus and Google Scholar were also utilised
to find peer-reviewed literature, with keyword searches serving as the primary search strategy. In ad-
dition to traditional keyword searches, snowballing techniques were employed, encompassing both
backward and forward snowballing, whereby relevant publications were identified through references
and citations. Table 2.3 presents the overview of used search terms divided into different categories.

Category Keywords

Core concept in different forms of writing carfree, car-free, low-car, car-low, car reduc*, car-light, car-lite

Spatial scope neighbourhood*, residential area*, housing, city, cities, district,
developments, Netherlands, Dutch, Europe

Case study case study, evaluat*, analys*, case, implement*

Parking parking management, parking norm, limit*

Residential self-selection self-selection, self selection, built environment, relocation

Attitudes and preferences attitude*, behaviour, preference*, choice, stated, motivations

Evaluation challenge*, benefit*, percept*, perceiv*, impact, effect*, indicator,
aspect, factor, success, &

Travel behaviour travel behaviour, travel pattern*, practice*, car use, car usage,
car owner*

Examples: a specific search for more case  Vauban, Florisdorf, Groot Merwede, Merwedekanaalzone, Carte-
studies or evaluations of the found car- sius Utrecht, Wisselspoor Utrecht, GWL
reduced examples

Dutch search terms autoluw, autovrij, auto arm, parkeernorm*

Table 2.3: Literature search topics and keywords

The core concept was initially used as a search term. Keywords from other categories, such as spa-
tial scope, case study, and evaluation, were then combined with the core concept using AND. The
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literature search uncovered important case study areas, such as Vauban and Florisdorf. A specific
search on these low-car neighbourhood examples was also conducted, including the case of Groot
Merwede/Merwedekanaalzone. Only the most prominent case studies searched for are listed in the
table; however, this is not exhaustive. Chapter 3 includes additional case examples. Finally, a search
using Dutch terms was conducted to better understand the context in the Netherlands.

Oi0l D000 bibod tboitbood

The case study focuses on a neighbourhood analysis of Cartesius, integrating both primary data col-
lection and contextual understanding. A survey was utilised to gather information about the residents
mobility patterns and attitudes. The survey aimed to collect factual information regarding car ownership
and usage, as well as revealed travel behaviour, reasons for relocation and socio-demographics, and
residentsb perception and satisfaction. To complement the survey findings, informal conversations with
a subset of residents were held. This qualitative method enriched the data with personal narratives
and deeper contextual understanding.
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Case studies, as described by Stake (1995) and Yin (1994), among others, are valuable for exploring
complex, real-world situations where context is critical. This approach allows for an in-depth investiga-
tion, making it particularly suitable for analysing low-car neighbourhoods. In this study, the focus on
residentsi experiences and adaptations to mobility strategies requires a method capable of capturing
the nuances of individual and collective behaviours within a specific setting. The case study approach
facilitates a detailed examination of how specific mobility strategies are implemented and experienced,
which is valuable for evaluating their outcomes. Moreover, it supports the integration of diverse data
collection methods, including surveys, on-site observations, interaction with residents, and document
reviews, to build a comprehensive understanding.

There are limitations to the case study approach. The findings may be highly specific to the selected
neighbourhood, potentially limiting their generalisability to other contexts. To address this, the results
are linked to existing literature. Another challenge is the substantial time and resources typically re-
quired to conduct a thorough case study. While this thesis project aimed to provide a rich and in-depth
evaluation of the selected case, the limited time frame means it was not possible to explore every as-
pect in exhaustive detail or conduct a larger comparative study. Instead, the focus was on capturing
key insights from the unique and relevant case of Cartesius while ensuring the analysis is as compre-
hensive as possible within the constraints of the project.

00l dboooo

The survey was designed to address sub-questions 2 (who are the residents?), 4 (how do residents
perceive the neighbourhood?), and 5 (how have residents adapted to the neighbourhood?), as well
as directly addressing the main research question. With the goal of understanding residentsi mobility
behaviour, revealed preferences, and demographic characteristics. As a method, surveys are less time-
intensive for participants and provide an efficient way to collect the data necessary to answer these
research questions. The quantitative data obtained from the survey also facilitated straightforward
analysis and the development of clear conclusions.

Surveys have certain limitations. They restrict participants from fully expressing their thoughts in their
own words and can inadvertently guide their responses. This can lead to varying interpretations of
guestions, reducing the reliability of the answers. Furthermore, surveys do not provide opportunities
for participants to elaborate on their responses. To address these challenges, the survey was comple-
mented by conversations with residents. This mixed-method approach ensured a more comprehensive
understanding of the data and mitigated the risk of misinterpretation that could arise from relying solely
on survey responses. Despite its limitations, a survey is a suitable and effective method for this case
study when paired with conversations with residents.
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This section outlines the design of the survey. First, the overall structure is explained, followed by a
discussion of the different topics and types of questions included. Additionally, the rationale for their
inclusion and the reasoning behind their formulation are provided. The full survey can be found in Ap-
pendix B.

The survey was an online structured closed-ended survey. The survey was constructed in Qualtrics,
under a license of Delft University of Technology. The survey consisted of 25 closed questions. The
survey was designed to be quick to complete to encourage participation, with the survey taking no
longer than 10 minutes to complete. This goal was achieved by avoiding open-ended questions, making
it easier for respondents to participate. The decision to omit open-ended questions was justified, as
additional qualitative insights were gathered through conversations with residents. The survey was
available only in Dutch.

The questions asked in the survey can be divided into five different topics as shown in Figure 2.1.
Adaption is linked to mobility behaviour and thus part of the Mobility characteristics block. Perception
is a distinct category with questions regarding satisfaction of the neighbourhood and its mobility concept.
Each category is elaborated on in the next few sections.

Adaption

Preferences and
residential relocation

Social demographic
charcteristics

Mobility

charcteristics Attitudes

Perception

Figure 2.1: Survey topics

The first type of data collected were different socio demographic characteristics of the participants. This
was done for two reasons; first to check the representativeness of the sample. Second, to be able to
find out how socio demographic characteristics influence the results. These questions were placed
at the end of the survey to build trust with participants before asking personal questions, which might
otherwise make them hesitant to complete the survey. As explained by Tourangeau (2000) and Dillman,
Smyth, and Christian (2014), placing these questions towards the end, the likelihood of participants
filling them out is increased.

Social demographic characteristics

Type of data

Survey question

Background

Age, income, gen-
der, education level,
household composi-
tion

To check representativeness of the sample. Different socio-
demographic characteristics can influence travel behaviour
and attitudes. Important to compare with literature (are the
case study residents different or the same as in previous stud-
ies). And also important to know to what extent behaviour can
be explained by socio-demographic factors, and what can be
explained by the built-environment.

Previous residential

area

Did people live in
Utrecht already, in
another big city, in a
rural area

To assess the influence of prior living environments on mobility
preferences and behaviour. If travel behaviour has changed
a lot since moving, this could be due to big differences in ur-
banity. Mobility options in rural areas are really different than
in the case study area. This information is used to check if
changed travel behaviour is only caused by this difference.

The second category was questions regarding residentsi mobility characteristics.

Table 2.4: Survey topic 1 - Social demographic characteristics

Ownership of a
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driversi license, car ownership and changes in car ownership were asked. Residents were asked
about their pre- and post-relocation travel behaviours. Two measurements were used: 1) frequency of
use per modality, and 2) use of modality per trip purpose. These questions were asked both prior to
and after relocation to Cartesius. Frequency per mode excluded walking and cycling, as the number
of trips would likely be too high for people to make an accurate estimation, which could affect data
reliability. Residents were first asked about their current travel patterns, as it is easier for people to
recall their present behaviour. Asking about previous travel patterns afterward enhances the accuracy
of the responses. This approach follows best practices in travel behaviour survey design. The ques-
tion regarding peopleis use of shared modality was directly taken from the inwonersenqu®te Utrecht,
allowing for easy comparison.

Mobility characteristics

Type of data

Survey question

Background

Driveris license

Having a driveris license is a precondition for car ownership
and use.

Car ownership

Number of cars in the
household

To compare with the rest of Utrecht, other car-reduced areas,
per age category (socio-demographically comparable group)
to see if development is actually low-car.

Car disposal

Did people get rid of
a car after moving
to Cartesius (includ-
ing reasons)

To assess whether and why residents reduced car ownership.
To see if people have adapted.

Modal split (before
and after move)

Frequency of using

different transport
modes
Which modes are

used for different trip
purposes

To get insight into the residents) travel behaviour. To see if
and how people have adapted.

Use of shared mobil-
ity

Use of shared mobil-
ity options in the past
year (e.g., e-bikes,
car-sharing)

To identify the adoption of shared mobility services. Use of
more shared modes can indicate a certain openness towards
shared modality, and new concepts. This might show a more
multi-modal traveller.

Use of free trip min-
utes

Were people aware
of the offer and have
they used it

To explore engagement with shared mobility incentives and
their effectiveness in encouraging adoption.

Table 2.5: Survey topic 2 - Mobility characteristics

The survey question regarding mode frequencies was used for calculating the modal split before and
after relocation to Cartesius. Since the possible answers were categorised into five different options,
weights needed to be applied to calculate the modal split. The answer categories and corresponding
weights are presented in Table 2.6.

Category Range Applied weight
5 or more times a week 5+ 5

3-4 times a week 3-4 3,5

1-2 times a week 1-2 1,5

1-3 times a month ~0,25 - 0,75 0,5

less than once a month ~0-0,25 0,15

Table 2.6: Weights used to calculate modal split
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The third block of questions aimed to cover peoplefs perception of the neighbourhood and the mobility
options. A simple 4-point Likert scale seemed most suitable for assessing respondentsi satisfaction
with various aspects. With the 4 point scale, respondents were forcedi to choose between favourable
and unfavourable responses, excluding peopleis tendency to select a neutral response (Preston and
Colman 2000). Another question that was directly taken from the inwonersenqu® te Utrecht is the sat-
isfaction with the neighbourhood.

Perception

Type of data Survey question Background

Satisfaction with liv-
ing in Cartesius

To determine overall satisfaction with living in the neighbour-
hood

Satisfaction with
different mobility
aspects (like park-
ing, shared vehicles,
cycling infrastructure)

To determine which aspects are functioning well, and what
can be done better. What are residents (un)happy about? To
uncover sources of frustration or unmet needs in the mobility
ecosystem.

Satisfaction with total
mobility

Does the neighbour-
hood meet residentsi
mobility needs

To assess how well the provided mobility options meet the
mobility needs of residents. Perceived alignment of the neigh-
bourhood with mobility needs. When people have answered
that the neighbourhood does not satisfy their mobility needs,
this might be a sign of misalignment between the built envi-
ronment and preferred mobility style.

Info about parking

Perceived sufficiency
of information about
parking policies be-
fore moving

To evaluate the adequacy of pre-move communication about
the parking policy.

Table 2.7: Survey topic 3 - Perception

The next category focused on residentsi attitudes. One of the questions assessed how important sus-
tainability is to residents, providing insight into how this influences their mobility behaviour. Another
guestion asked residents to rank five transport modes from most to least preferred, helping to deter-
mine if they favour sustainable or car-free modes, and to identify how many car-oriented individuals
live in Cartesius. Respondents were asked to rank the modes regardless of distance, this is done in
the same wording as used by Bohte (2010) in her study into residential self-selection.

Attitudes

Type of data

Survey question

Background

Sustainability
tance

impor-

To understand how sustainability-oriented residents are and
how this influences their mobility behaviour.

Mode preference

Ranking 5 different
modes from favourite
to least favourite (re-
gardless of distance)

To explore whether residents prefer more sustainable or car-
free modes of transport, indicating alignment with Cartesius}
mobility goals. To find out if and how many car-oriented peo-
ple are living in Cartesius.

Table 2.8: Survey topic 4 - Attitudes

The questions on preferences and residential relocation aimed to explore the reasons for moving to
Cartesius and the factors that played a role in this decision. One question asked residents to rank
different living scenarios, with two opposite options and a middle ground. The middle option highlighted
the benefits of a car-free public space while not requiring residents to give up their private car. This
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option was designed to appeal to skeptics or those not inclined toward a car-free lifestyle. If they still
preferred a traditional neighbourhood, it may indicate a strong preference against the low-car concept.

Preferences and residential self-selection

Type of data

Survey question

Background

Preference living sce-
nario

Ranking 3 different
living scenarios from
favourite to least
favourite

Asking people to rank three different types of living scenarios
could reveal residential dissonance if the preferred scenario
is (very) different from their current residence in Cartesius.

Preference urbanity

Do people prefer to
live in a city or in a
suburb

Cartesius is a highly urban environment. People indicating
that they would prefer to live in a suburb with more space
rather than a highly urban area with many amenities, shows
dissonance.

Residential choice

What was important
when moving to
Cartesius (including
perceived alignment
with the concept of
car-free public space)

To assess whether residents actively chose the neighbour-
hood because of its low-car concept or despite it.

Reason for moving

What were the rea-
sons for moving to
Cartesius

When people say that the reason for moving was that this
was the only available place at the time, that they did not
have other options, etc. that would be an indicator for non-

self-selected residents.

Table 2.9: Survey topic 5 - Preferences and residential relocation
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The survey targeted all current Cartesius residents aged 18 and over, approximately 390 individuals in
total.

The survey process began with an initial message in the Cartesius app on December 10, 2024. The
Cartesius app serves as the official communication channel for residents. To increase the response
rate, a reminder was sent out in the form of a flyer with a scannable QR code to access the online survey.
The flyers were distributed to residentsi mailboxes on December 18, followed by personal reminders
given to some residents during a Christmas event on December 20. A final reminder was sent via the
Cartesius app on December 21, and the survey closed on December 23.

Residents participating in the survey had the option to reach out to the researcher voluntarily if they
wished to discuss their responses further. One participant chose to do so.

It should be noted that the data collection method, relying on voluntary participation, introduces the
potential for selective bias. As the survey was distributed online and through mail flyers, self-selection
is occurring. People who have strong opinions about cars, whether they oppose them or highly value
them, might be more likely to participate in the survey to share their views on the low-car characteristics
of the neighbourhood.
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Before conducting the analysis, the data was prepared by checking for responses with missing or
incorrect entries, which were subsequently removed from the sample. The precise criteria for data
cleaning are outlined in Chapter 5.

The data analysis primarily involved descriptive statistics, conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics and
Excel. Sample representativeness was assessed by comparing the sample data to data from the target
population, obtained from the municipality of Utrecht. Additionally, some comparisons were made with
data from Utrecht and the Netherlands to provide reference points for certain statistics.



2.6. Conversations with residents 15

Cross-tabular analysis was used to examine relationships between different survey questions. Chi-
square tests were performed to assess the statistical significance of these relationships, with a threshold
of p<0,05. For cases where expected cell counts were small (with 20% of cells having fewer than 5
cases), and for 2x2 tables of categorical variables with two categories each, Fisheris Exact Test (as
provided by SPSS) was used instead of the Chi-square test to determine statistical significance.

The data was also grouped based on residential self-selection to analyse differences in mobility styles,
behaviour, adaptation, and perceptions. Chi-square tests were used to test differences between these
groups. The criteria for grouping residents are elaborated on in Chapter 5.
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Participation in the survey was entirely voluntary. The survey began with an opening statement ex-
plaining the implications of taking part, including the potential risk of identity being revealed due to the
combination of socio-demographic characteristics and the small target group size. Participants were
informed that they could skip any question they did not wish to answer. For more sensitive questions,
such as those about income, a iprefer not to sayb option was provided, although this was somewhat
redundant since participants could also choose to skip the question. This resulted in a slight reduction
in available data.

The research did not involve any harmful activities or require participants to act outside their normal
behaviour, and therefore can be classified as minimal risk. Apart from the data collected through survey
responses, no personal data such as IP addresses or contact information was gathered from partici-
pants.
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Informal conversations with residents were conducted during a neighbourhood Christmas gathering,
which provided a valuable opportunity to engage with residents in a relaxed setting. This informal
environment encouraged residents to speak freely about their experiences and concerns, with topics
related to parking and mobility often arising spontaneously without direct prompting. In some instances,
the role of a passive observer was adopted, blending in with residents and overhearing discussions,
which led to candid and honest accounts being shared. This approach also helped mitigate response
bias, as residents were not influenced by a formal interview setting or the perceived need to provide
socially desirable responses.

While these conversations were not recorded, detailed notes were taken immediately afterward. All
information gathered from these conversations has been anonymised to ensure that individual residents
cannot be identified.

Although it may be more difficult to draw concrete conclusions from these qualitative insights, the infor-
mation provided a better understanding of the neighbourhood and its residents. The results were not
quantified; however, key issues and opinions expressed during these conversations were considered
when analysing survey data and forming conclusions. Interacting with the residents has proven to be
a really valuable addition to the survey.



Literature study on the effect of
low-car neighbourhoods on residents
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The literature search for the core concept car-free highlighted some of the most influential works. A key
source is Crawfordis book Car-Free Cities (Crawford 2000), along with the widely cited work by Steve
Melia, Parkhurst, and Barton (2010), whose definitions of low-car and car-free developments have
become the most widely adopted. Another significant source is Nieuwenhuijsen et al. (2019), featured
in the book Integrating Human Health into Urban and Transport Planning, particularly the chapter titled
Implementing Car-Free Cities: Rationale, Requirements, Barriers and Facilitators. These works have
played a crucial role in shaping this research.

A targeted literature search was conducted to identify case studies and evaluations of low-car neigh-
bourhood implementations, using the search terms presented in 2.3. Only European examples were
considered, as they provide a more relevant comparison to the case study area. While there are no-
table car-reduced areas in regions such as Asia, differences in physical, topographical, political, and
cultural contexts®such as public acceptance of policies®make them less comparable (Gonzalez et al.
2021).

Some of the most well-documented European examples include Florisdorf in Vienna and Vauban in
Freiburg, Germany. Vauban, one of the largest and oldest car-reduced projects in Germany with ap-
proximately 2,300 households, is recognised for its parking-free concept rather than being entirely
car-free. Florisdorf, a neighbourhood in Vienna with 244 rental apartments, is notable for being one of
the first low-car developments in a major city. These two examples are frequently cited in research on
low-car residential areas, though many other case studies exist. A comprehensive search into case
studies and low-car residential implementations resulted in an overview of key studies, as listed in Table
3.1

16
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Type of research Research Cases included Reference
Multiple case study Critical review of successes and fail- Vauban (Germany), (Scheurer 2001)
ures in low-car areas. Survey resi- Florisdorf (Austria),
dents across five neighbourhoods GWL (Netherlands),

Case study

Casei control study

Comparative analy-
sis

Case study

Multiple case study

Case study

Case comparison

Multiple case study

Comparative analy-
sis

Multiple case study

Case study

Survey (N=422) and interviews with
residents

Evaluated sustainable lifestyles in
car-free housing projects, comparing
residents of Florisdorf (N=42) to con-
trol group (N=46) of Vienna residents
Comparison of multiple European
low-car developments. A complete
document with data from all cases
and lessons for future implementa-
tions

Focus Group Interviews (10 focus
groups of 5-8 participants), compari-
son to other low-car areas
Interviews with residents
reduced areas

Focus on parking policy and residen-
tial satisfaction. Survey (N=295) and
interviews with residents (N=15)
chapter from the book turban sustain-
able transitionsb

Interviews with residents (N=54) and
survey (N=571) across 9 different
neighbourhoods

Review of 16 low-car areas with low
parking norms, based on secondary
data

in car-

Interviews (N=22) on mobility prac-
tices from residentsb perspectives

Survey (N=339) among residents of
car-reduced area. Study looks at
effect of residential self-selection on
travel behaviour

Torup (Denmark), Bo90
(Denmark)

Vauban

Florisdorf

Vauban, GWL, Stell-
werk60 (Germany),
Greenwich  Millennium

Village (England), Ham-
marby Sj° stad (Sweden),
Houten  (Netherlands),
Sihlcity (Switzerland),
Vastra Hamnen (Swe-
den)

Brf3set (Trondheim, Nor-
way)

Vauban, GWL, Zermatt
(Switszrland)

Porslinsfabriken
den)

(Swe-

Vauban, Florisdorf

9 developments incl.
Stellwerk60, Saarland-
strasse (Germany)

16 areas incl. Vauban,
Florisdorf, =~ Hammarby,
Stellwerk60, Viva (Swe-
den), Porslinsfabriken

K6 (Germany), Lincoln
(Germany)

Lincoln

Nobis (2003)

Ornetzeder et al.
(2008)

Foletta and Field
(2011)

Thomsen and L°f-
strom (2011)

H°jemo (2015)

Antonson, Hrelja,
and P. Henriks-
son (2017)

Sp?th and Ornet-
zeder (2017)

Baehler (2019)

Sprei et al. (2020)

Selzer and
Lanzendorf
(2022)

Klein, Klinger,

and Lanzendorf
(2024)

Table 3.1: Summary of research on low-car neighbourhoods

The work by Scheurer (2001), despite being over two decades old, provides a comprehensive and thor-
ough critical review of several low-car areas, with findings that remain relevant today. Nobis (2003) was
among the first to conduct an extensive case study, including interviews and a survey of 422 residents,
making it a pioneering study of low-car developments on such a scale. Additionally, Ornetzeder et al.
(2008) offered early insights into the differences between residents of low-car areas and those living
in more conventional neighbourhoods through a case-control study. Comparative analyses by Foletta
and Field (2011), Baehler (2019), and Sprei et al. (2020) examined multiple low-car residential areas,
with Baehler (2019) in particular providing valuable insights from extensive surveys and interviews with
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numerous residents.

In reviewing these case studies, the focus was on evaluating how these low-car developments have
been assessed and identifying gaps in the existing research. The following sections highlight key
findings from the literature, including lessons learned for future low-car developments. These findings
are based on the studies listed in Table 3.1, as well as other studies. Including scientific articles as
well as documents reporting about low-car neighbourhoods and other grey literature. The next section
presents the main findings on the factors that shape residentsi perceptions of low-car neighbourhoods.
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The success of low-car neighbourhoods depends on effective information dissemination and expec-
tation management (Nieuwenhuijsen et al. 2019). Toersche (2023) emphasises that fit is crucial to
provide a user-friendly and effective, interactive communication medium, and the language should be
simple.i A prime example of best practices can be seen in Greenwich Millennium Village, where new
residents receive comprehensive information on sustainable living, resulting in car use being half that
of surrounding areas (Foletta and Field 2011).

Other cases have been less successful. In Stockholm, Hammarby Sj° stad was originally planned as
an eco-village with limited parking. However, the apartments were marketed as standard housing,
without promoting the environmentally conscious concept behind the development. As a result, many
residents moved in expecting to continue using their cars for daily transport. Frustration over the lack of
parking led to protests, and over time, the number of parking spaces in the area increased significantly
(Thomsen and L° fstr° m 2011). This example highlights the importance of providing clear information
in advance. Similarly, in Viva, pre-survey data revealed that 66% of respondents intended to keep
their cars despite the absence of residential parking (Sprei et al. 2020). This underscores the need
for transparent communication about parking policies, which is not always done effectively. The case
of K6 in Darmstadt further illustrates this issue. There, residents parked their cars illegally within the
neighbourhood because they were unaware of the designated parking areas at its periphery (Selzer
and Lanzendorf 2019). Cities like Oslo and Copenhagen, however, have successfully implemented
car-reduction measures. According to Doheim, Farag, and Badawi (2020), transparent communication
about the expected benefits played a key role in their success.
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Public participation is another critical factor in the success of car-reduced neighbourhoods. Studies em-
phasise the need for governments to engage citizens in the planning process of low-car areas through
accessible and effective communication (Thomsen and L°fstr®m 2011; Nieuwenhuijsen et al. 2019).
Through interviews with residents, H° jemo (2015) found that community involvement played a signifi-
cant role in the success of car-reduced areas such as Zermatt, Vauban, and GWL-Terrein. Sp2th and
Ornetzeder (2017) explain this by stating that tinvolving future residents in the planning process fos-
ters emotional attachment, co-determination, and active community-building.i Antonson, Hrelja, and
P. Henriksson (2017) take this further, arguing that it is essential to find ways to involve residents in
planning or to manage their resistance and the impact on their daily lives [when implementing restrictive
parking requirements].
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Across many of the case studies, residents have reported feelings of ibeing part of a special communitys.
Studies on Greenwich Millennium Village reveal that residents value the sustainable design and enjoy
being part of a uniqgue community (Foletta and Field 2011). Living without a car often presents a mental
challenge linked to personal identity (Sheller and Urry 2000; Hiscock et al. 2002). It can be seen as
a choice that requires justification, as people are differentiating from the majority (Baehler and R@rat
2022). Being part of a community and being surrounded by like-minded car-free individuals helps in
sustaining this lifestyle. Baehler (2022) further emphasises that car-free living necessitates a mobility
culture where not owning a car is normalised, supporting the concept and ethos of sustainable living.
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The quality of public space is a key factor in the success of low-car neighbourhoods. One of the main
benefits for residents is the creation of a car-free environment, which enhances the liveability of the
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DUHD 6FKHXUHMWXGLHV KLIKOLJKW WKDW FDUHIXOO\SODQQHG SXEOLF V'
LQJ FDUGHSHQGHQF\DQG PDNLQJ DOWHUQDWLYH WUDQVSRUW RSWLRQV
BWHYH OHOLD 3DUNKXUVW LG DKM RIQHQ HWWBOUFK RQ )ORULVGRUI V.
WKDW WKH DEVHQFH RI FDUV VLIJQLILFDQWO\LQIOXHQFHG KRZ SXEOLF VS
PXQLW\HQJDJHPHQWDQGPRUHHQYLURQPHQWDOO\ VXV)WDWKBE®ROHY LC
DFDU IUHH OLYLQJ HQYLURQPHQW LV JHQHUDOO\ SRVLWLYHO\ SHUFHLYF
WLHY 6WDWHG SUHIHUHQFH VXUY H G YRR HYUVQ-BN R ORX@HUW KDW W K H
PDMRULW\RI'XWFK SHRSOH ZRXOG OLNH WR OLYHLQ D YLVXDOO\FDU IUH
RZQHUVKLS LV QRW UHVWULFWHG 7KH EHQHILWY OLNH LPSURYHG VDIH\
FKLOG IULHQGO\HQYLURQPHQW DUH ZLGHOR|PMFY@RZOHGJHG 6FKHXUHU

7KHILQGLQJV DUH VXPPDUIFDMGHURUDEBE LQWR IRXU NH\ DUHDV :KHQ LP
WLYHO\ WKHVH IDFWRUV FDQ JUHDWO\HQKDQFH UHVLGHQWVY SHUFHSWL
WKHVH DVSHFWV DUH SRRUO\ H[HEFXWHG RURILQVXIILFLHQW TXDOLW\ Wk
DPRQJUHVLGHQWYV
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6SIWK DQG 2UQHW]HGHU
DQG %DHKOHU DQG
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ORELOLW\FXOWXUH WKDW QRUPDOLVHV QRQ FDURZQHUVKLS
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B3XEOLF SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ SODQ QAKRIPI/RIZ) F DDLU HOW WU | P

3DUWLFLSDWLRQ 1ILHXZHQKXLMVHQ HW DO
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0DQDJLQJ UHVLVWDQFH $QWRQVRQ +UHOMD DQG 3
+HQULNVVRQ

7TDEOH .H\IDFWRUV DQG OHVVRQV IURP ORZ FDU QHLJKERXUKRRG FDVH VWX(

7TKHVH ILUVW IRXU FDWHJRULHY KLIKOLJKW JHQHUDO IDFWRUV LQIOXHQF
ERXUKRRGV UHJDUGOHVV RI WKH VSHFLILF PHDVXUHYVY LPSOHPHQWHG +
DVSHFWYVY WKH VXFFHVV DQG SHUFHSWLRQ RI ORZ FDU DUHDV DUH DOVR
DQG GHVLIQ VWUDWHILHY 7KHQH[W VHFWLRQ H[SORUHV WKH YDULRXV S
LQ ORZ FDU UHVLGHQWLDO GHYHORSPHQWY GHWDLOLQJ KRZ VSHFLILF |
PRELOLW\ FKRLFHV DQG VDWLVIDFWLRQ 7KLV VHFWLRQ DOVR LQFOXGHYV
VLPLODU WR WKHRYHUYLHZ SUHVHQWHG DERYH
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0S[ GEV TSPMG] QIEWYVIW ERH XLIMV IJJIGXW S

GITXMSR ERHEHETXMSR

7KH SROLF\ PHDVXUHV GLVFXVVHG LQ WKLY VHFWLRQ DUH GHULYHG IURP |
LHVRQ ORZ FDUDUHDV $GGLWLRQDOO\ DPRUHWDUJHWHG VHDUFK LQW/|
PRVW VRXUFHV LGHQWLILHG WKURXJK D VQRZEDOOLQJWHFKQLTXH OHDV
YDQFHWR WKLV VWXG\ :KLOHEURDGHU SROLFLHVY VXFKDV WD[HV RQ IXHC(
FDUXVHRQDODUJHUVFDOH WKLV WKHVLVIRFXVHV RQ QHLIJKERXUKRRG
WR ORZ FDUGHYHORSPHQWY 1DWLRQDO OHYHO PHDVXUHV OLNHIXHO W
QXPHURXYV PHDVXUHV H[LVW ZKLFKFDQ EH FODVVLILHGLQWR SXVKDQG €

3XVKIDFWRUV DV WKH QDPH VXJIJHVWY DUH FDU UHVWULFWLYH PHDVXU
DLPHGRWKEQUY RXW RI VWUHHWY RXW RIVLIJKW DQG DZD\IURP RXULPP
PHDVXUHV LQFOXGH DFWLRQV OLNH OLPLWLQJ DFFHVV DQG FUHDWLQJ Gl
SXOO IDFWRUV ZRUN WR HQFRXUDJH SHRSOH WR VKLIW DZD\ IURP FDU X\
DOWHUQDWL B GIFRXOW RXW RI WKHLU FDUV 6XFFHVVIXO FDU UHGXFH(
ERWK SXVKDQG SXOO IDFWRUV 0:R0WHD0® & L5HHRVOMUNKHUPRUH 6HO]HL
DQG /DQJHQGRXIQGHUVFRUH WKDW WKLY GXDO DSSURDFK QRW RQO\ UHG X
KHOSVLQUHYLWDOLVLQJ WKHVRFLDO IXQFWLRQV RIVWUHHWYV

AYWLIEGXSVW GEVVIHYGMRK QIEWYVIW
2QHRIWKHPRVWGLUHFWPHWKRGVWRUHGXFHFDUV LV SK\WLFDODFFHVV
RQO\IRUHPHUJHQF\VHUYLFHV 6LPLODU UHVWULFWLRQV DUH FRPPRQO\
DQG QHLJKERXUKRRGV GHVLIJQHG WR HOLPLQDWH WK WDRXG KUMOMIDLF +UH
+RZHYHU UHVHDUFK VXJIJHVWY WKDW LQ WKH 1IHWKHUODQGYV VXFK GLUF
FDSDFLW\ RU OLPLWLQJ FDU DFFHVVLELOLW\ DUH OHVV FRPPRQ ,QVWHI
WRRO XVHG WR GLVFRXUDJH FDU XVH DV EURDGHU SROLFLHVY OLNH URDG
HUWKHOHVYV ILQDQFLDO DQG OHJDO PHDVXUHY DUH SDUW RI WKH SRVVL
SHRSOH QHHG WR VLJQ D\HDUO\ OHJDO IRUP VWDWLQJ ZKHWKHU RU QRW
PXVW SXUFKDVH D SDUNLQJ VSDFH IRU % Ya PROQWKO\PDLQWHQ
DXWRIUHLHV :RKQHQ FUHDWLQJD VLIJQLILFDQW ILQDQFLDO EDUULH
WLYHV DUHD SDUWLFXODUO\ LPSDFWDQO2&RWHK HDF WIRQWLIQINOBQ G '"HNNHU\
9DXEDQLVQRWWKHRQO\H[DPSOHRIVXFKDELQGLQJPRGHOIRUFDURZQ
PRGHO H[LVWV LQ WKH (EELQJHNZDUWLHU ZKHUH FDU RZQHUV PXVW SD\
JURXQG SDUNLQJ2WHQWLPHV WKHUDWHIRURWKHUUHVLGHQWYV LQ *URQ
SWUHFKW KDV DGRSWHG WKLV DSSURDFK LQ :LVVHOVSRRU ZKHUH UHVLG
KRRGIVFHQWUDO SDUNLQJJDUDJHIRUD VLIJQLILFDQWO\KLJKHU IHH WKD
SHUPLWV *HPHHQWE& SMQWHKXKEKWLVLQIJO\ VXFK PHDVXUHYVY RIWHQ JHQHUD
UHVLGHQWY RI ORZ FDU DUHDV DV WKH\ DUH SHUFHLYHG DV XQIDLU FRP¢
RSWLRQVDYDLODEOHLQ DGMDFHQW QHLJKERXUKRRGYV

6LQFH SDUNLQJSROLFLHVYQRWRQO\UHIJXODWHFDUXVHEXWFDQDOVRLQ
UROH LQ VKDSLQJ WUDYHO EHKDYLRXU %H\RQG ILQDQFLDO PHDVXUHYV
DYDLODELOLW\DQG UHJXODWLRQ FRQWULEXWH WR WKH VXFFHVVY RI ORZ

8LIVSPISJTEVOMRK
6WHYHOHOLD 3DUNKXUVWI FDXQEGWMDKDWRIQQ SODQQLQJ SROLFLHV WKH WHL
SULPDULO\WR WKHDEVHQFHRISDUNLQJ :KLOHWKLV SHUVSHFWLYHLV O]
OLYLQJUHTXLUHV D EURDGHU SDFNDJH RI PHDVXUHV2LW XQGHUVFRUHV S
HUVKLS DQG XVH 6HYHUDO VWXGLHV FRQILUP WKDW SDUNLQJ DYDLODEL
DQG FDU XVDJH 6SUHLKHW\DWLD QVHQWRQDIOQG 0XOOR&DKLOO DQG *DUULF
1DVK DQG :KLWHOBMHUGHQ DQG 7LPPHUPXQWKHUPRUH UHVWULFWHG
KDV EHHQ LGHQWLILHG DV D FRQWULEXWLQJ IDFWRU LQ WKH WUDQVLWLF
-RKDQVVRQ * +HQULNVVRQ6PQWKQ¥PMEKRU DQGG. DVIWYVRQROO FKDQJHV
VXFK DV WKH ZLGWK RI D GULYHZD\ RU WKH SUHVHQFH RI D JBRH FDQ LQ
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HYHU 6SUHL HWD®OWLRQV WKDW HVWDEOLVKLQJD GLUHFW FDXVDO OLQN
PRELOLW\ EHKDYLRXULVY FKDOOHQJLQJ GXHWR WKHULVNRIVHOI VHOHF
DWWUDFW UHVLGHQWY SUHGLVSRVHG WR VXVWDLQDEOH WUDYHO 6LPLO
VWDWHY WKDW LQ WKH 'XWFK FRQWH[W OLWWOHHYLGHQFH H[LVWV IRU I
WLRQVDQG FDUUHGXFWLRQ DVPRVWUHVLGHQWY FDQ VWLOO SDUN GLU
YRRUORELOLWHLWVEHOHLG

'"HVSLWH LWV SRWHQWLDO SDUNLQJSROLF\KDV WUDGLWLRQDOO\EHHQ L
‘HH DQG 5\H DUJXH WKDW SDUNLQJ KDV RIWHQ EHHQ YLHZHG LQ DQ RSHI
XUEDQ SODQQLQJ FRQWH[W ,Q WKH 1IHWKHUODQGY WKHDYHUDJH GLVWI
LV MXVW PHWHUV ZLWK PRVW UHVLGHQWY SDUNLQJ ZLWKLQ PHWHUV

7KLY FRQYHQLHQFH KDV FRQWULEXWHG WR D FXOWXUDO QRUP ZKHU
LQIURQW RIWKHLU KRPHVY OHDGLQJWR VWURQJSXEOLF UHVLVWDQFH ZK

+RZHYHU DWWLWXGHV DUHEHJLQQLQJWRVKLIW 3DUNLQJPDQDJHPHQW
WRRO WR UHGXFH FDURZQHUVKLS DQG XVDJH EXW DOVR DV DVSDFH VDYL
HQYLURQPHQWY 5\HD@BBRXBOLOHO]JHU ODQ\PXQLFLSDOLWLHV LQFOXGL
6DQ )UDQFLVFR (LQGKRYHQ $PVWHUGDP DQG8WUHFKW KDYHSLORWHG
DUH UHSXUSRVHG LQWR SOD\ DUHDV WHUUDFHV JUHHQHU\ RU SXEOLF I
DFFHSWHG PDLQO\IRU WZR UHDVRQV WKH EHQHILWY DUH KLJKO\ YLV
LQFRQYHQLHQFH RIIHZHU SDUNLQJ VSDFHV DQG UHVLGHQWYV DUH LQY
VSDFH LV XVHG LQFUHDVLQJSXEOLF DFFHSWDQFH

1HZ SDUNLQJ PRGHOV DUHDOVR HPHUJLQJ VKLIWLQJDZD\IURP WKH GRR
DPXOWL PRGDO PRELOLW\ VI\VWH&RQHAHSSHMQVHWX PIODY UHPRWH SDUNLQJ K
LHG 3 5 VWUDWHILHY DUH JDLQLQJ WUDFWLRQ WKRXJK WKHLU LPSOHPH
&52: ODQ\ 'XWFK PXQLFLSDOLWLHYV VWUXJJOH WR PDNH WKHVH PRC
WR WKH ZD\ SDUNLQJ ILQDQFLQJ LY FXUUHQWO\ VWUXFWXUHG 7\SLFDOO
SDUNLQJVSDFHV ZLWKLQ WKHLURZQ SURMHFWY EXW ZKHQ SDUNLQJIDFL
GHYHORSPHQW DUHD ILQDQFLDO IHDVLELOLW\EHFRPHV FRPSOH]

,Q 8WUHFKW SDUNLQJ QRUPV DUH VHW DV ERWK PLQLPXPV DQG PD[LPXPY
IURPQHZ GHYHORSPHQWVHWORSKWY DUHLQFHOQWLYLVHG WR UHGXFH SD
LQJDOWHUQDWLYHV VXFKDV HWUD ELF\FOH SDUNLQJRU VKDUHG PRELOL
7KLY WUHQG RI ORZHULQJ SDUNLQJ QRUPV2RIWHQ WR VSDFHV SHU GZlI
LW\ $GGLWLRQDOO\ LQQRYDWLYHDJUHHPHQWYVY DUHEHLQJLQWURGXFHC
FRVWY WRZDUGY VXVWDLQDEOH WUDQVSRUW LPSURYHPHQWY $QRWDEO
ZRXOGKDYHEHHQVSHQWRQ SDUNLQJZHUHUHGLUHFWHG WRDPHQLWLHYV
HOQOHUJ\VWDQGDUGY FDU VKDULQJVWDWLRQV DQGDPSOH BRE\EWH SDUN
%\ GHPRQVWUDWLQJ WDQJLEOH EHQHILWYV IURP UHGXFHG SDUNLQJ
SHUFHSWLRQ IURP SDUNLQJ ORVV WR XUEDQ LPSURYHPHQW

7TDEOHSURYLGHV DQ RYHUYLHZ RI WKH PHDVXUHV FRYHUHG LQ WKLV VHFYV
DQG ZKHWKHU WKH\DUH OLNHO\WR EH SHUFHLYHG SRVLWLYHO\RU QHJDV
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OHDVXUH (ITHFW S5HIHUHQFH

/LPLWLQJ SDUNLQJDYDLODELOLW\ &DQ VLJQL6BEBQW® DLOSOFW WH R QY HRX U

LQJ FDU XVH DQG RZQHUVKLSIWSHIOFHSWYRQ ®H)G 0XO

SHQGV RQ FRPELQDWLRQ ZLVOKIR W K H 0 P&IDRIXUNH D QG *D U
ULEN 1DVK DQG :KLWH
OHJJ ‘DHUGHQ DQG 7LP
PHUPDQV -RKDQVVRQ *
+HQULNVVRQ DQG (QYDOO
6PLWK B6RFKRU DQG .DUOVVR
Q G DQG *XR

JLOQDQFLDO LQFHQVWHWNYPWRF®HXO EXW KLJKHUKRYWW U HGXF HODRQW2 P
FUHDVH FDU XVH LVIDFWLRQ PHUHQ :HQWLQN DQG 'HNNHU\

3K\VLFDO DFFHVV UHVWULFWLRQV 'LUHFW LPSDFW $FFHSWHG DQG ZLGHO\ LP
PHOQOWHG LQ SHGHVWULDQLVHG FLW\ FHQWUHV (I
IHFWLQ UHVLGHQWLDO QHLJKERXUKRRGY XQFOHDU

5HGLUHFWLQJ SDUNIRMLWHYHQ@XSHUFHLYHG HD&SIWW KIHQSD RQ ®H O RWGWH U
WR VXVWDLQDEOH WDDRVGRUSDRBV 1RELV 5\H DQG .RJOLQ
WLRQV RURWKHU EHQHILWYV 6KRXS 6HO]HU
DQG +|MHPR ([
DPSOHV =HUPDWW 9DXEDQ )OR

GRUI
3DUNLQJ SULFH GLHHMWIQWFHH®\ SHUFHLYHG ([DPSOHV (EELQJHNZDUWLHL
KLJK FRVWYVY IRU ORZ FDU DUHD 9DXEDQ :LVVHOVSRRU

UHVLGHQWYV

5HSXUSRVLQJSDUNLQJVSDFH 3RVLWLYHO\ SHUFRMIOHG Z8MKQ §XE GIDR S)WDWL I
WLRQ FLVFR (LQGKRYHQ $PVWHUGD
SWUHFKW

/HIJDOO\ ELQGLQJ FRIQWODERMSDHWIXO GXH WR OHJDO HQIRUFHPHQW  ([DPSOH
JDUGLQJFDURZQHUVKLS

7TDEOH 3XVKIDFWRUVDQG WKHLU HITHFWV RQ UHVLGHQWVY SHUFHSWLRQ DQ

4YPPJIJEGXSVW VIHYGMRK GEV HITIRHIRG]
&RPSOHPHQWDU\WR SXVKIDFWRUV SXOOIDFWRUV DOVR SOD\D FUXFLDO
IDFWRUV DUHJHQHUDOO\ SHUFHLYHG PRUH SRVLWLYHO\DQG FDQ EH GLY|
DELOLW\RIDOWHUQDWLYHVDQG WKHVSDWLDO GHVLJQ RI WKHDUHD

7TKHDYDLODELOLW\RIKLJK TXDOLW\DOWHUQDWLYHV LVHVVHQWLDO IRU
5HVHDUFK KLIKOLIJKWV WKDW WKH ELJJHVW EDUULHU WR JLYLQJ XS FDU R
QDWLYHWUDQVSRUW RSWLRQVKHRWHUR WHKN PHDOEMWX DIOQJ WKDW WKHVH DOWHL
FRQYHQLHQW DQG DFFHVVLEOH LV LPSRUWDQW IRU FUHDWLQJVXFFHVVI

$FFHVV WR SXEOLF WUDQVSRUW LV DQLPSRUWDQW GHWHUPLQDQW IRU W|
PHQW $OPRVWDOOVWXGLHV WKDW FRQFOXGH ZLWK VRPHVRUW RI OHVVF
FHVV IDFWRUV DGGUHVV WKHLPSRUWDQFHRISXEOLF W UDEPKIHRUMBRQQF
DQG 1HZPDQ )ROHWWD DQG +HQGHDNRQHU DQG 5p@BILHXZHQKXLMVHC
HWDO $VSHFWV WKDW DUHPHQWLRQHG DVLPSRUWDQW DUH FRQQHFW
ZRUN IUHTXHQFLHV DQG WLPHWDEOH RI WKH FRQQHFWLRQV QXPEHURIF
VRPH VWXGLHYVY RYHUHVWLPDWH WKH HIITHFW Rl SXEOLF WUDQVSRUW VXE
FDVHVWXGLHV KDYH IRXQG YHU\GLIIHUHQW QXPEHUV RQ ZKDW VKDUH RI ¥
SRUW )LQDQFLDOLQFHQWLYHV VXFKDV SULFHUHGXFWLRQV RUVXEVLGI
UHVLGHQWY WR VKLIW DZD\ IURP EDUDXQH DR B B¥HKNXRWKMDLW WKH FDVH R
DOUHDG\ORZ FDUDUHDV SXEOLFWUDQVSRUW PD\UHSODFHDFWLYH PRE
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&DU VKDULQJ LV DQRWKHU NH\ DOWHUQDWLYH $ VWXG\IURP WKH 1HWKH
IRXQG WKDW FDU VKDULQJ LV HIIHFWLYH LQ UHGXFLQJ ERWK FDU RZQHUYV
SDUNLQJ VSDFHV LQWR SXEOLF DUHDV QHDU KRPHV FDQ IXUWKHU VWLP X
VKDULQJVHUYLFHV DUHH[SDQGLQJ WKH\DUH QRW \HW ZLGHO\LQWHJUD\
,QVWHDG HDUOLHU ORZ FDU LQLWLDWLYHV RIWHQ LPSOHPHQWHG FRPPX
FHQWO\ QHZHU IRUPV RI VKDUHG PRELOLW\ VXFK DV HOHFWULF FDUJR
PLFUR PRELOLW\ KDYH JDLQHG WUDFWLRQ WKRXJK WKH\ DUH QRW \HW
SDFNDJHV &RPPXQLW\ EDVHG FDU VKDULQJ PRGHOV ZKHUH UHVLGHQW\
DPRQJWKHPVHOYHYV KDYH SURYHQ SDUWLFXODUO\VXFFHVVIXOLQ ORFD)
VFDOH FDU IUHH KRXVLQJ FOXVWHUV 8QOLNH FRPPHUFLDO FDU VKDULQ
DQG SUHVHQWY YDULRXV EDUULHUV WR D GHRSVOLIRW D. €6 DRWPP & Q DRZELL) J
VKDULQJ DUUDQJHPHQWY WHQG WR EH PRUH DFFHVVLEOH DQG ZHOO UH
6KDKHHQ HW DO

$FWLYHPRELOLW\XVXDOO\SOD\WDVLIJQLILFDQWUROHLQWKHPRGDO VSC
KLIK TXDOLW\ F\FOLQJDQG SHGHVWULDQ LQIUDVWUXFWXUH LV D VXFFHV
DQG &HUYHURWHYH OHOLD 3DUNKXUVW $P Q& YDRRER@QLW\LY FORVHO\ UH
VSDWLDO FRQWH[WRIDQDUHD 6LQFHGLVWDQFHUHPDLQV WKHPRVW GHI
WR DPHQLWLHV LV FUXFLDO &RQFHSWV VXFKDV PXOWLSOHFHQWUHYV
DQGUHGXFHG XUEDQVSUDZODOOFRXOGFRQWULEXWH WRHVEKBGID/IXFFHVV |
WKDW FLWLHY QHHG WR EH GHVLIJQHG VR WKDW SHRSOH GR QRW QHHG WR
VFDOH $FFHVVLELOLW\LY QRW RQO\DERXW PRELOLW\EXW DOVR DERXYV
(OOGpU +DXJHQ DQG 9LOKHOPMVWQ KLIKOLJKWYVY WKH OHVV FRPSDFW WK
HQYLURQPHQW WKH JUHDWHU WKH OLNHOLKRRG RI FDU RZQHUVKLS %H
KLIJK TXDOLW\ LQIUDVWUXFWXUH VXFK DV VDIHDQG FRQYHQLHQW ELF\F
SURPRWLQJDFWLYHPRELOLW\ %DHKOHU
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&DWHJRU\ .H\3BRLQWYV SHIHUHQFH

&DU VKDULQJVHUYLFHV FDU SRRO V\VWEPD HKESHIH ID ¢IGV 5p@ D W
6FKHXUHU 7KRPVHQ DQG /]I
VWU]|P DQG 1LMODQG DQG OHHUNHL

$SOWHUQDWLYH&PRFEGHW LW\ EDVHG FDU VKBDHROHU )ORULVGRUI FDVH VWXG\
$FFHVVLELOLW\E\ ELNH 6FKHXUHU DQG 7KRPVHQ DQG /]I

VWU|P
$FFHVV WR SXEOLF WUD QVBREIW 6FKHXUHU )ROHWWD DQG
JLHOG DQG 1LHXZHQKXLMVHQ HW C

6KDUHG PLFUR PRELOLW\ RSWLRQV H
ELNHV FDUJR ELNHV

%LF\FOH SDUNLQJ IDFLOLWAIHWKOHU
*RRGLQIUDVWUXFWXUH IR(ZE\FDODDLQG BAGC YBIORG 6WHYH OHOLD

LQJ 3DUNKXUVW DQG %DUWRQ
)LQDQFLDO LQFHQWLYHV IRHSWHEWR WG DIQN\SLRUW QG 6 FKXLWHPD
XV H
3UR[LPLW\ WR VHUYLFHV+ MMWRRIHV6SDBGHWDOQG %DQ
DPHQLWLHV LVWHU
6SDWLDO GHVLJYRILPLW\ WR ODUJHU SXE®IEA W U D @FSHRUWH U\WROHWWD DQG
ORFDWLRQ SUPRYEBRRW\ )LHOG DQG 1LHXZHQKXLMVHQ HW C
'"LUHFWQHVV RIURXWHV IRU SHGHVWULDQV (QIODQG DQG (UL
OL[HG ODQG XVH %DQLVWHU (QJODQG DQG (ULNVVRQ

DQG (OOGpU +DXJHQ DQGI9LOKHO

&RPSDFW FLW\ GHVLJQ WR QUIMIBW FHIFQE RDQLVWHU

HUVKLS

%LF\FOH SDUNLQJDQG ZDONLQJ IDFLOLWLHYV 6WHYH OHOLD 3
ILHXZHQKXLMVHQ BW®6FKHXUHU

7TDEOH .H\IDFWRUV DQG OHVVRQV IURP ORZ FDU QHLJKERXUKRRG FDVH VWX(

'SRGPYWMSR

7TKHGLITHUHQW SXVK DQG SXOO PHDVXUHY DQG WKHFRPELQDWLRQDQGF
KRZORZ FDU QHLJKERXUKRRGVDUH SHUFHLYHG 7KHVHPHDVXUHV VKDSF
RIVXFK QHLIJKERXUKRRGY EXWDOVR WKHH[WHQW WR ZKLFK WKH\ QHHG W

7KLV VHFWLRQ DGGUHVVHG WKH VHFRQG VXE TXHVWLRQ :KDWIDFWRUV \
FDUQHLJKERXUKRRG" 5HIHUULQJ EDFN WR W KHNMGC WKIHFPHM. QCOHMEW EM M G
LQIOXHQFH KRZORZ FDU QHLIJKERXUKRRGYVY DUH H[SHULHQFHG WKH TXDOC
DELOLW\DQG DWWUDFWLYHQHVV RIDOWHUQDWLYH WUDQVSRUW PRGHYV
WLRQ WR UHVLGHQWY D VHQVH RI FRPPXQLW\ DQG SXEOLF SDUWLFLSDW
HITHFWLYHO\ FDQ HQKDQFH DFFHSWDQFHDQG VDWLVIDFWLRQ DPRQJ UH\

+RZHYHU VXFFHVV GRHV QRW UHO\ RQ HYHU\ IDFWRU EHLQJ RSWLPDO 7

LOOXVWUDWHY WKLV :KLOH PDQ\FDU IUHH KRXVLQJ DUHDV DUH FHQWUD

VXFK D FRQFHSW FDQ VXFFHHG HYHQLQ DQ LQQHU VXEXUE ZLWK OHVV WK

,Q WKLV FDVH WKH VXFFHVV Rl WKH QHLJKERXUKRRG ZDV DFKLHYHG WK

VXUHV JRRG F\FOLQJLQIUDVWUXFWXUH DQG WKH HVWDEOLVKPHQW RI D
7KRPVHQ DQG /|IVWU|P

+DYLQJLGHQWLILHGD VHWRIIDFWRUV LQIOXHQFLQJUHVLGHQWVYT SHUFF



0S| GEVTSPMG]QIEWYVIW ERH XLIMV IJJIGXW SRVIWMHIRXW TIVGITXI

LWLVDOVRLPSRUWDQW WR HI[DPLQH WKH VWXGLHYVY VXSSRUWLQJ WKHVH
TXDOLW\RI WKHUHVHDUFK SRWHQWLDO ELDVHV DQGJDSV LQ WKH FXUU

S5YEPMX] SJVIZMI[IHWXYHMIW ERH ORS[PIHKI KETW
O0DQ\VWXGLHVRQFDU IUHHDQG ORZ FDUQHLJKERXUKRRGV SUHVHQW WK
HPSKDVLVHG WKDW WKH EURDGHU EHQHILW RIFDU IUHH FLWLHV OLH\
WLRQDQGPRUHLQWKHLUDELOLW\WRHGXFDWHDQGLQVSLUHDVKLIWLQ
WKLV SHUVSHFWLYH PD\KDYH EHHQ SDUWLFXODUO\UHOHYDQW LQ W
DVSODWIRUPV IRU EHOLHI FKD QJH\D/QLGO XN @V B GVERSANDD WL /R @ O H U
WKDW WKHVH QHLJKERXUKRRGY DUH RIWHQ GHOLEHUDWHO\ IUDPHG DV E
DQG 2UQHW]HGIBHO]HU DQG /DQ]HQB®GMMRUJHV DQG *ROBDAHULEH WKHP
DMUROHPRGHO QHLJKERXUKRRGV WKDW DUH IRUZDYRZBRRNL®YXLWX\\I B L
LQJFDQ OHDG WR DQ RYHUHPSKDVLV RQ VXFFHVV VWRULHV ZKLOH RYHUO
DQG FKDOOHQJHV IDFHG E\ DFWXDO UHVLGHQWYV )UH\WDJ HW DO I X
URXQGLQJWKHVH GHYHORSPHQWY PD\ DW WLPHV FRQWUDVW ZLWK UHVL

$ GHHSHU H[SORUDWLRQ RI GDLO\ PRELOLW\ SUDFWLFHV LQ ORZ FDU QH
HUDWXUH ODQ\UHVHDUFKHUV KDYH HPSKDVLVHG WKH QHHG IRU D EHWYV
QDYLIJDWH WKHVH VSDFHV LQ SUDFWLFH XMMHMQBAKRKKROBMWNHW.FRQL
DQG 'LHGHULN&HO]HU DQG /DQ]JHQ/GRIFLILFDOO\ FDOO IRU IXUWKHU LQVLJ
HQFHVEHWZHHQ WKHLGHDO YLVLRQRIORZ FDUOLYLQJDQG WKHUHDOLW
LQWKHFXUUHQW XUEDQ FRQWH[W ZKHUHGHQVLILFDWLRQDQG KRXVLQJ'
GLYHUVH SRSXODWLRQ ZLOO LQFUHDVLQJO\ILQG WKHPVHOYHY OLYLQJ I
FUXFLDOWRPRYHEH\RQGLGHDOLVHG QDUUDWLYHV DQG EHVW SUDFWLFI
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIUHVLGHQWVY H[SHULHQFHV

%LDV DOVR SOD\V D UROH DV PDQ\ VWXGLHVY DUH FRQGXFWHG E\ UHVHDU
FHSW ZKLFKFDQOHDGWRRYHUO\SRVLWLYHLQWHUZBURWKXWMWRWYKHT KDXA
RI WKHVH HYDOXDWLRQV LV RIWHQ TXHVWLRQDEOH PDNLQJLW GLIILFXO
TXHQWO\ UHSRUW SRVLWLYH HIITHFWV RQ PRELOLW\ SDWWHUQV LW UHPL
DUH GLUHFWO\ FDXVHG E\ QHLIJKERXUKRRG GHVLJQ LWVHOI &RQWH[WXD
FDVH VWXG\ILQGLQJY OHVV UREXVW WKDQ WKH\PLJKW LQLWLDOO\ DSSHI
1RELV ZKR VWDWBERXWW ZR WKLUGV >RI UHVSRQGHQWV@ VWDWHG W
WKH\PLVV KDYLQJ WKHLURZQ FDU EXW IRUKDOI RI WKH XHRHOMKMK LYV G
VWDWHPHQW LV IUDPHG SRVLWLYHO\ VXJIJHVWLQJ WKDW PRVW UHVLGHQ'
WKDW IRURQH WKLUG RI UHVSRQGHQWYV WKHDEVHQFH RI D SULYDWH FD
1RELV GRHV QRW IXUWKHU UHIOHFW RQ WKLV QXDQFH 7KLV H[DPSOH LV
LQ WKH VWXG\ LWVHOI EXW UDWKHU WR LOOXVWUDWH KRZ LQWHUSUHWD
UHVHDUFK

$ FUXFLDO IDFWRU RIWHQ RYHUORRNHG LQ WKHVH HYDOXDWLRQV LV UHVL
FKRRVH WR OLYH LQ ORZ FDU QHLJKERXUKRRGY DOUHDG\ KDYH D SUHGL)\
PDNLQJLWGLIILEFXOWWR GHWHUPLQH ZKHWKHU WKH QHLJKERXUKRRG LW
WUDFWV SHRSOH ZKR ZRXOG KDYHDGRSWHG WKHVH SUDFRRDEW D BFHR B QW C
LQJ IRU VHOl VHOHFWLRQ WKH LPSDFW RI ORZ FDU SROLFLHV PD\ EH RYH
WKH QHHG IRU PRUH FULWLFDO FRQWH[W DZDUH UHVHDUFK WR EHWWHU
IXQFWLRQLQ HYHU\GD\ OLIH

7TKXV XQGHUVWDQGLQJORZ FDUQHLJKERXUKRRGV UHTXLUHV H[DPLQLQJ
7KH QH[W VHFWLRQ VKLIWV IRFXVWR WKHSHRSOHOLYLQJLQ WKHVHDUHL
VHOI VHOHFWLRQ



6IWMHIRXMEP WIPJ WIPIGXMSR MR PS[ GEV EVIEW

6IWMHIRXMEP WIPJ WIPIGXMSR MR PS[ GEV EVIE)

KLOH LQ WKHRU\ FDU IUHH QHLJKERXUKRRGY FDQ DFFRPPRGDWH D ZL
SDWWHUQ HPHUJHV LQ WKH WA\SHV RI SHRSOH ZKR OLYH WKHUH 7KHVH D
LQFRPH KLJKO\HGXFDWHG LQGLYLGXDOV RIWHQ ZLWK \RXQJ IDPLOLHYV

%DHKOHU %DHKOHURXQG WKDWLQ PRVWRIWKHFDU IUHH GHYHORSP
VWXG\ IDPLOLHV ZLWK \RXQJ FKLOGUHQ PDGH XS DURXQG KDOI RI WKH K
HGXFDWHG UHVLGHQWY ZHUH VLIJQLILFDQWO\RYHUUHSUHVHQWHG ZKLFk
LQFRPH OHYHOV 2UQHW]IH&HBO®/VDROFLR GHPRJUDSKLF FKDUDFWHULVWL
I[UHH QHLJKERXUKRRGV RIWHQ H[KLELW VWURQJHQYLURQPHQWDO DZDUH
ORJLFDO UHVSRQVLELOLW\ . XVKQHU

7KHUH DUH PDQ\ LQGLFDWLRQV RI UHVLGHQWLDO VHOI VHOHFWLRQ DPR(
LQ SUHYLRXV VWXGLHV 7KH FKDUDFWHULVWLFV RI WKHVH UHVLGHQWV |
WDLQDEOH PRELOLW\ DQG WKHVH QHLJKERXUKRRGY SULPDULO\DWWUDF
FDU IUHH RU FDU OLJKW OLYLQJ $V D UHVXOW WKHVH GHYHORSPHQWV \
WKDQ FKDOOHQJH FDU GHSHQGHQF\RQ D EURDGHU VRFLHWDO OHYHO )F
PHQW ZKHUH *XWPDQQ DQG +DYHO IRXQG WKDW RI WKH KRXVHKR
SULRU WR PRYLQJLQ VXJIJHVWLQJWKDW PDQ\UHVLGHQWY ZHUH DOUHDG
DQG 2UQHW]HGIHUJWKHLU ERRN DOVR GHVFULEH WKDW LQ PDQ\FDVHV UHYV
FKDQJH WKHLU PRELOLW\ EHKDYLRXU DIWHU PRYLQJ LQVWHDG WKH\ EH
VXSSRUWHG WKHLU SUHYLRXV WUDYHO SUDFWLFHV 7KH IUHTXHQWO\ PH
HQYLURQPHQWDO DZDUHQHVV DPRQJ UHVLGHQWV RI ORZ FDU DUHDYV XU\
VHOHFWLRQ %DHKOHURIDHMNWWDWQG +HQ @HIU/&RKIWK DQG 2UQHW]HGHU
SRUWUD\ WKH UHVLGHQWYV RI WKHLU FDVH VWXGLHV DV PHPEHUV RI HQYL!
FDU IUHH OLYLQJ LV VHHQ DV WKH UHDVRQ IRU PRYLQJ WR VXFK DQ DUHD
VXFKDQ DUHD LQIOXHQFHV FDU RZQHUVKLS %DHKOHUfV VWXG\ FRPSDUL
KRXVHKROGV IXUWKHU VXSSRUWV WKLV VKRZLQJWKDW PRVW FDU IUHH k
UHDVRQV IRU QRW RZQLQJ D FDU ZLWK RQO\ DWWULEXWLQJ WKHLU FL
SDUNLQJUHVWULFWLRQV

'"HVSLWH WKHVH REVHUYDWLRQV WKHUHLV DODFNRIVWXGLHV WKDW TXEC
VHOI VHOHFWLRQ RULQFRUSRUDWH LW LQWR WKHLU DQDO\VHV $ QRWD
.OLQJHU DQG /IDQIHQGRWFK DGGUHVVHY VHOIl VHOHFWLRQ LQ ORZ FDU G#t
VWXG\IRFXVLQJ RQ WKH ORZ FDU QHLJKERXUKRRG /LQFROQ WKH\ KDYH L
DQG WKH UHODWLYH LPSRUWDQFH RI WUDYHO FRQVLGHUDWLRQV LQ WKH
ERXUKRRG 7KH VWXG\IRXQG WKDW DURXQG RI SDUWLFLSDQWY KDYH
VHOI VHOHFW LOQOWR WKH QHLIJKERXUKRRG SURYLGLQJHPSLULFDO HYLGF
VKLS UDWHV DPRQJ WKH VWXGLHG SDUWLFLSDQWYV LV ZKHUH IRU WKH
7KH VWXG\ IRFXVHV RQ WKH UHDVRQV IRUPRYLQJ WR WKH QHLIJKERXUKRTF
HITHFWV PRELOLW\ EHKDYLRXU OHDQLQJ WKDW IRUWKHLU UHVHDUFK WK
PDNHV LW QRW FRPSDUDEOH ZLWK &DUWHVLXV $QG VWLOO OHDYLQJ WKH
HITHFWV LQ HYDOXDWLQJORZ FDU QHLJKERXUKRRGYV

,QFOXGLQJVHOI VHOHFWLRQLVVWXGLHVLVEHFRPLQJLQFUHDVLQJO\LP
QRZ EHLQJ SODQQHG LQFRUSRUDWLQJ D JUHDWHU PL[RI KRXVLQJ W\SH\
LQJ DQG YDULRXV SULFH VHIPHQWY 7KLV VKLIW LY OLNHO\ WR LQWURG:
REVHUYHG LQ HDUOLHU VWXGLHV VXFIORDGWHKRNWHEGHRKHXUBI[GORUH
EURDGHUDWWLWXGHVY WRZDUG ORZ FDUOLYLQJ VWDWHG SUHIHUHQFH V!
SHUFHSWLRQVDQG ZLOOLQJQHVV WR DGRSW FOUHVHHEGHNMHVMWUIOHY %RU.
+RZHYHU VWDWHG SUHIHUHQFH KDV LWV OLPLWDWLRQV 6RDVLIJQLILFDQ
ZKHQ LQGLYLGXDOV ZKR GLG QRW DFWLYHO\ FKRRVH D ORZ FDU QHLJKER
/IHDYLQJRSHQ TXHVWLRQV DERXW WKHOLYHG H[SHULHQFHV DQG DGDSWD
SUHIHUHQFH IRU FDU IUHH OLYLQJ



SBLIMRXIVTPE] FIX[IIREXXMXYHI FILEZMSYV ERHXLIFYMPXIRZMVSRQ

LI MRXIVTPE] FIX[IIR EXXMXYHI FILEZMSYV ERI

VSRQIRX

7R EHDEOH WR DQVZHU WKLV TXHVWLRQ DQG WR XQGHUVWDQG KRZ WR L(
IHFWV LQWR WKH VWXG\ WKLV VHFWLRQ FRYHUV VRPH PRUH WKHRUHWLF
VWXGLHV WKDW HI[WHQG EH\RQG ORZ FDU GHYHORSPHQWY 7KH IRFXV LV
SHRSOH WKHLU WUDYHO DWWLWXGHY EHKDYLRXUV DQG WKH EXLOW H(

JLIXUHSUHVHQWV D IUDPHZRUN LOOXVWUDWLQJWKHVHUHODWLRQVKLSYV
SUHIHUHQFH SOD\D NH\UROHLQ VKDSLQJWUDYHO EHKDYLRXU WKLV UH
7KH EXLOW HQYLURQPHQW DOVR KDV D GLUHFW HITHFW RQ WUDYHO EHKD"®
HQDEOH RUUHVWULFW UHVLGHQWVT GDLO\WUDYHO FKRLFHYV JUHHQ DUL

(ZLQJ DQG &HUYHWDRIVYV &RQVHTXHQWO\ UHORFDWLQJ WR D QHZ H
WULJIJHU EHKDYLRXUDO VKLIWYV 7KHLQIOXHQFHRIWKHEXLOWHQYLURQP
PHGLDWHG E\ UHVLGHQWLDO VHOlI VHOHFWLRQ EOXHDUURZ ,QGLYLGX
WKHLUPRELOLW\SUHIHUHQFHY PDNLQJLWGLIILFXOWWRLVRODWH WKH L
9RV (WWHPD DQG :6WKYMQHQDQG 3 / ORNKWHPLDQOBQY &DR DQG 3 ORNKWDU

JLIXUH 7UDYHO EHKDYLRXU DWWLWXGH DQG WKHEXLOWHQYLURQPHQWDQG WKHLU UHOI

"KHQLQGLYLGXDOV UHORFDWHWRDUHDV ZLWK GLVWLQFW PRELOLW\ FKD
WKH\RIWHQ DGMXVW WKHLU EHKDYLRXWIFFRYGLRDQJOQGL'Q:BDWDO
7KLVLVDOVR ZKDW ZH VHH LQ SUHYLRXV FDVHVWXGLHV RQ ORZ FDU QHLJ
ZKHUH RIUHVLGHQWY SUHYLRXVO\RZQHG D FDU EXW DIWHU PRYLQJ V
PDQVHWDO2QHPLIKWFRQFOXGHWKDW WKHORZ FDUHQYLURQPHQW KDG
OHDGLQJ PDQ\WR GLVSRVH RI WKHLU FDUV ZKLFK LV TXLWH D IDU UHDFK
RIUHVLGHQWLDO VHOl VHOHFWLRQ FRPSOLFDWHV WKHDVVHVVPHQW R ¢
ORZ FDU QHLJKERXUKRRGY EHFDXVH WKH\DOUHDG\ SUHIHU VXVWDLQDEC
FKDQJHV PD\ EH VHOIl UHLQIRUFLQJ UDWKHU WKDQ SROLF\ GULYHQ :KLF
LQWHUYLHZV DQG VXUYH\V ZLWK UHVLGHQWY UHYHDOHG WKDW WKH QHLJ
SHRSOH WKDW ZHUH DOUHDG\LQFOLQHG WRZDUGV OLYLQJFDU IUHH

7JRLVRODWH WKHWUXHHIIHFWRIWKHEXLOWHQYLURQPHQWRQWUDYHOE
DWWLWXGH %DJOH\DQG 3 PDD@®NKWDULKLY FDQ EH GRQH E\ ORRNLQJ DW L
ZLWK DWWLWXGHYV WKDW DUH QRW DOLJQHG ZLWK WKHEXLOW HQYLURQPF
DUURZ LQ )LDUMHERWK SRLQWLQJ WR WUDYHO EHKDYLRXU EXW LQ WKLV |
‘HFDQ QRZILQG RXW LI WKH EXLOW HQYLURQPHQW DUURZFDQ fRYHUULGF
VWURQJHU HYLGHQFH WKDW QHLJKERXUKRRG GHVLJQ KDV DQ LQGHSHQG
OLQH ZLWK RWKHU VWXGLHVY WKDW FRQVLVWHQWO\ ILQG WKDW QHLJKER>



SBLIMRXIVTPE] FIX[IIREXXMXYHI FILEZMSYV ERHXLIFYMPXIRZMVSRQ

RQPRELOLW\EHKDYLRXU HYHQ DIWHUDFFRXQWLQJIRUVHOI VHOHFWLR
+DQG\ 1DHVV (ZLQJDQG &HUYHURVKLQ WKH VSHFLILF FRQWH[W RIORZ
DUHDV WKLV KRZHYHU KDV QRW EHHQ VWXGLHG /RZ FDU QHLJKERXUKRR
PHDVXUHYVY PDNLQJWKHPDQ HIWUHPH FDVH ZLWKLQ WKH EURDGHU VSHF\
WKH SRWHQWLDO IRUVWURQJ FRQIOLFWY EHWZHHQ UHVLGHQWVY SUH H
FRQFHSW ZKHQ SHRSOH ZLWK UHDOO\RSSRVLQIJDWWLWXGHV FRPHDQG O
DOVRUHGXFHFDURZQHUVKLSDQG XVDJH WKLV VXJIHVWYVY WKDW WKH EXL
PRELOLW\DWWLWXGHYV UHLQIRUFLQJ WKHHIIHFWLYHQHVV RIORZ FDU Gl

61ZIVWI GEYWEPMX] XLITSXIRXMEP JSV EXXMXYHI GLERKI

%H\RQG LQIOXHQFLQJ WUDYHO EHKDYLRXU WKH EXLOW HQYLURQPHQW
WLPH 7KHUHYHUVHFDXVDOLW\ K\SRWKWRHV H&LRHYHH VOQUIVHMKIDAV EHKDY L
FKDQJHFDQOHDG WRDWWLWXGHFKDQJH 5HVLGHQWYVY LQLWLDOO\UHVLYV
WR DSSUHFLDWH WKH EHQHILWY DV WKH\ HISHULHQFH DOWHUQDWLYH PR
WUDWHG E\ WKH GRWWHG EODKHNOE LVQUBDLYH L EXBKBD YLR XU FDQ FKDQJH UHO
UHVSRQVHWRDQHZ VHWWLQJ DWWLWXGHV WRZDUGYVY PRELOLW\DUH RIW
LPPHGLDWHO\ 6 +DQG\ &DR DQG 3 RRHNKMWUD WIKDLY VW XG\ FDSWXUHV RQO!
VQDSVKRW PHDVXULQJEHKDYLRXUDODGDSWDWLRQ ZLWKLQDSSURI[LPD)
UHVLGHQWYVY PD\KDYHDOUHDG\LQWHUQDOLVHG QHZPRELOLW\KDELWYV R
PHQW 2YHUWLPH UHVLGHQWYV ZKR LQLWLDOO\UHVLVWHG WKHORZ FDU
WKDW WKH IXOO WUDQVIRUPDWLYH SRWHQWLDO RI &DUWHVLXV LV QRW IX

6IPSGEXMSREWE[MRHS[SJSTTSVXYRMX]JSV FILEZMSYVEP GLERKI
5HORFDWLRQ LWVHOI SURYLGHV D ZLQGRZ RI RSSRUWXQLW\IRU VKLIWLQ
OLVKHG KDELWYV FUHDWLQJD XQLTXHPRPHQW ZKHQLQGLYLGXDOV DUHP
FKRLFHY 6FKHLQHU DQG +RMH PREKLOLW\ ELRIJUDSK\ DSSURDFK XQGHU VYV
JHVWLQJ WKDW PDMRU OLIHHYHQWYV VXFKDV FKDQJHVLQUHVLGHQFH HF
DFFRPSDQLHG E\ VKLIWV LQ WUDYKBWBRWWHURYV/\RQYHRQGLIPBMKLQJ
PDQVHWDOO|FNQHU %DPEHUJ IRXQG WKDW LQWHUYHQWLRQV SURPRWL!
VKRUWO\ DIWHU D PRYH UHVXOWHG LQ ORQJ WHUP LQFUHDVHV LQ WUDQV
VHUYH DV D FDWDO\VW IRU FKDQJH

,QWKHFRQWH[WRIWKLVY VWXG\ &DUWHVLXVY SUHVHQWV D XQLTXHRSSRUYV
GHYHORSHG QHLJKERXUKRRG DOO UHVLGHQWYVY DUHUHFHQW PRYHUV PH
RFFXUULQJ 7KLV DOLJQV ZLWK EURDGHU ILQGLQJVY WKDW QHZO\ EXLOW
FKDQFHRIVXFFHVV WKDQ UHWURILWWLQJH[LVWLQJDUHDYV DVUHORFDW

OMROMRK XLIWXYH] XS I\MWXMRK VIWIEVGL
7KLY UHVHDUFK EXLOGV RQ H[LVWLQJ ZRUN E\LQWHJUDWLQJ WKH IROORZ

$, WH[WHQGV SUHYLRXVILQGLQJVRQWKHEXLOWHQYLURQPHQWTYV LQIC
H[DPLQLQJ QRQ VHOI VHOHFWHG UHVLGHQWY LQ D ORZ FDU QHLJKER X

Ff WFRQWULEXWHYV WR VHOI VHOHFWLRQ UHVHDUFK LQ WKH FRQWH[W F
PRUHDFFXUDWHDVVHVVPHQW RI SROLF\LPSDFW

+f,WDOLJQV ZLWK KDELW GLVFRQWLQXLW\ UHVHDUFK GHPRQVWUDWL(
PRPHQW IRU PRELOLW\FKDQJH

%\ LQFRUSRUDWLQJ WKHVH SHUVSHFWLYHV WKLV VWXG\DOLJQV ZLWK W
IOXHQFH RI WKH EXLOW HQYLURQPHQW RQ WUDYHO EHKDYLRXU DQG UHVL
HIWHQGY WKHVH LQVLIJKWYV WR WKH UHODWLYHO\ QHZ FRQWH[W RI ORZ F
PDWFKHY EHWZHHQ WUDYHO DWWLWXGHV DQG WKHEXLOW HQYLURQPHQV



"'EWI WXYH]

$ FDVHVWXG\FDQ SURYLGHLQVLIKWLQWR WKHOLYHG H[SHULHQFHV RI U
VWDQGLQJ RI WKH FDVHDQG LWV FRQWH[W $V KLIKOLJKWHG LQ WKH UH\
ORZ FDUQHLJKERXUKRRGVIURPDUHVLGHQW SHUVSHFWLYH FDSWXULQJ
&DUWHVLXV RIITHUV D UHDO ZRUOG HIDPSOH RIWKHHPHUJLQJ KLJK GHQV|

'EWIWIPIGXMSR

&DUWHVLXV ZzDV VHOHFWHG DV WKH FDVH VWXG\ IRU WKLV UHVHDUFK EHI
HIDPLQH PRELOLW\ PHDVXUHV LQ D ORZ FDU QHLJKERXUKRRG :LWK K
RITHUV D VXIILFLHQWO\VL]HG VDPSOHIRUDQDO\VLVY $OWKRXJK &DUWHVL
KDYH EHHQ OLYLQJ WKHUH VLQFH $SULO DOORZLQJ IRUDQ LQLWLDO
SHUFHSWLRQ RIWKHPRELOLW\FRQFHSW

$V D KLIK GHQVLWA\XUEDQ QHLJKERXUKRRG VSDFHLQ &DUWHVLXV LV OLP
DQG LQIUDVWUXFWXUH IRUDFWLYHPRELOLW\ 7KH QHLJKERXUKRRGTV PF
QRUPV DQG D FDU IUHH SXEOLF VSDFH GHVLJQ DOLJQLQJ ZLWK FKDUDFW
GLWLRQDOO\ ZLWKLQ WKH VFRSH RI KHDOWK\ XUEDQ OLYLQJ &DUWHVLX
DPRQJUHVLGHQWY PDNLQJLWDUHOHYDQW FDVH IRUVWXG\LQJ WKH SRV

&DUWHVLXVY DOVR DSSHDUHG WR EHDQ LQWHUHVWLQJ FDVH GXH WR LVVX
YHUVDWLRQV ZLWK PXQLFLSDO UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV DQG D F\FOLQJ WRXU
WKH SDUNLQJ VLWXDWLRQ ZHUH UHYHDOHG S5HVLGHQWYVY ZHUH VKDULQJ
QHLIJKERXUKRRGY DQG WKHWHPSRUDU\SDUNLQJIDFLOLW\LQ &DUWHVL X
KDG HYHQ WDNHQ PDWWHUV LQWR WKHLU RZQ KDQGV E\ FXWWLQJ ZLUHV !
SDUNLQJIHHY 7KHVHLQFLGHQWYV VXJJHVWHG WKDW DW OHDVW VRPH UHYV
SROLF\ KLJKOLJKWLQJ SRWHQWLDO DUHDV IRULPSURYHPHQW 5DWKHU"
&DUWHVLXVY SUHVHQWHG LWVHOI DV DQ RSSRUWXQLW\ WR HYDOXDWH Wk
GHYHORSPHQWLQ SUDFWLFH

-RXVSHYGMRK XLI GEWI

&DUWHVLXVLVDWUDQVIRUPDWLYH XUEDQ GHYHORSPHQW SURMHFW ORFI
VKDOOLQJ\DUG QHDU 8WUHFKW =XLOHQ VWDWLRQ 7KHDUHDLYV EHLQJ UF
QHLIJKERXUKRRG ZLWK DSSUR[LPDWHO\ KRPHY DFHQWUDO SDUN DV
DQG YDULRXV FRPPXQLW\IDFLOLWLHYV

7KH GHYHORSPHQW LV EHLQJ UHDOLVHG LQ SKDVHV ZLWK 3KDVH EHLQJ
VHFWLRQVRIDU 7KLV SKDVHFRQVLVWV RIWZRDSDUWPHQW FRPSOH[HV ¢
UHQWDO KRPHYVY $OPRVWDOO RI WKHVHDUH PLG UDQJH UHQWDO XQLYV
7KHILUVW UHVLGHQWV PRYHG LQWR 6ROR KRPHV LQ $SULO IR
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1RYHPEHU

E&DUWHVLXV GHYHORSRWQWHWIDG/HMRP *HPHHQWH
D&DUWHVLXV RODWRBWBS IURP *RRJOH (DUWK S8WUHFKW

$V FDQ EH VHHQ IURE ARGRHW QG 7UDFN LQ JUH\ RQO\IRUP D VPDOO SDUYV
ERXUKRRG WR EH EXLOG 3KDVH WR DUHFXUUHQWO\EHLQJGHYHORSH!
EHILQLVKHG E\

&DUWHVLXV LV JIJRLQJWREHDKLJKGHQVLW\ORZ FDUXUEDQ QHLJKERXUK
LPSUHVVLRQ DUH YHU\ FRPSDUDEOH WR WKH PDQ\ H[DPSOHV RI WKHVH W\
SRSXODULW\DPRQJPDQ\'XWFKDQG (XURSHDQ FLW\SODQQHUV )LWWLQ.
FLWLHV )LJXUMV DQ LPSUHVVLRQ RI ZKDW &DUWHVLXV LV VXSSRVHG WR
QRZ

JLIXUH ,PSUHVVLRQ RI &DUWHVLXV DV D KLJK GHQMMWJ\LXLYHGQ QRIR 0K B DXQUBKERHRFD QR R

$GHILQLQJFKDUDFWHULVWLFRI&DUWHVLXVLVLWVDPELWLRQWREHFRPI
E\UHJLRQV ZRUOGZLGH ZKHUH SHRSOH OLYH ORQJHUDQG KHDOWKLHU OL

7SGMS IGSRSQMG GLEVEGXIVMWXMGW

&DUWHVLXV KDV D WRWDO RI UHVLGHQWY 7KH KRXVHKROG VL]H LQ Wt
HUDJLQJ DSSUR[LPDWHO\ SHUVRQV SHU KRXVHKROG 7KLV LV FRQVLGH
SWUHFKW DV D ZKROH WKH FLW\TV %LQQHQVWDG GLVWULFW DQG
&LMIHUV&%6 7KH VPDOO KRXVHKROG VL]H VXJIJHVWY WKDW WKH QHLJk
RIVLQJOH SHUVRQ KRXVHKROGV RUFRXSOHV ZLWKRXW FKLOGUHQ ,Q IDF
ZKLOH FRQVLVW RI SHRSOH OLYLQJWRJHWKHU ZLWKRXW FKLOGUHQ 7
FKLOGUHQ RURWKHU OHVV FRPPRQ KRXVHKROG FRPSRVLWLRQV PHDQLQ
DEVHQW

7KH QHLIJKERXUKRRG LV FKDUDFWHULVHG E\ D SUHGRPLQDQWO\\RXQJ SI
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XQGHU WKH DJH RI DQG D VLIQLILFDQW VKDUH EHLQJ \HDUV F
ODUJH SURSRUWLRQ RIUHVLGHQWY KDYH D KLIKHU HGXFDWLRQ EDFNJUR

7KH KRXVLQJLQ &4DUWHVLXV FRQVLVWY RIDSDUWPHQWY LQ WKH PLG UDQ
SULFHV UHPDLQ EHORZ D FHUWDLQ WKUHVKROG $V D UHVXOW WKHUH LV
UHVLGHQWY 7KHQHLJKERXUKRRGLQFOXGHV PDQ\VLQJOH LQFRPHKRXVI
DOV DQG LQGLYLGXDOV DW WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI WKHLU FDUHHUV ZLWK UHC
WKH KLJK VKDUH RI KLJIKO\HGXFDWHG LQGLYLGXDOV DOVR OHDGV WR D S|

2YHUDOO WKH SRSXODWLRQLQ &DUWHVLXV LV UHODWLYHO\KRPRJHQHR
FDWHG GHPRJUDSKLF ZLWK D SUHYDOHQFH RI VPDOOHU KRXVHKROGV DQ

'EV S[RIVWLMT

7KH UHVLGHQWYV Rl &DUWHVLXV VHHP WR SRVVHVV PDQ\ FKDUDFWHULVWL
FDURZQHUVKLS \RXQJSHRSOH IHZHU FRBFKD®PSHH® HWZDHU FDUV 2DNL
LQJ DQG ILMOSH@BUN HW DOLYLQJLQ D GHQVH FLW\ IH&EHUYFBDWR DIDD W
'D\ UHVLGHQFH FORVHWR D WUDLQ VWD V&DR® Q& ZHKD WPIMN @D H VV
KLJK HGXFDWLRQ LV OLQNHG WRLQFUHDVHG FDURZQHUVKLS %XW ZKHQ
XDOV WKHUHLVDFRQWUDU\WUHQG YLVLEOH RIUHGXFHG FDURZQHUVKIL
PRGHV .URHVHQ DQG :HH

RI KRXVHKROGV LQ &DUWHVLXV GR QRW RZQ D FDU ZKLOH KDYH RQ
FDUV 7KHVHILJXUHV DUHORZHU WKDQ WKH DYHUDJH IRU 8WUHFKW DV D
RZQ DW OHDVW RQH FDU :KLOH \RXQJHU SHRSOH JHQHUDOO\RZQ IHZHU |
HYHQ ORZHU WKDQ DPRQJ VLPLODUO\ DJHG JURXSV LQ WKH 1HWKHUODQ
UHIHUHQFH GDWD IURP .URH\DHQGGDBGOQHMLQVWLWXXW YRRU QREQOLWHLW
ZKHQ FRQVLGHULQJ GHPRJUDSKLF IDFWRUV FDURZQHUVKLS VHHPV WR U

1SFMPMX] MR 'EVXIWMYW
&DUWHVLXV EHQHILWV IURP D FHQWUDO ORFDWLRQ ZLWK D JRRG FRQQHF!
WKH1IHWKHUODQGVYT PRVWLPSRUWDQW WUDLQ KXE RQO\ PLQXWHYV F\F(
WKHQHLJKERXUKRRG PLQXWHV ZDONLQJ )URP WKHUH WKH WUDLQ WDN
VWRSV DUHDOVR ZLWKLQ ZDONLQJ GLVWDQFH

7TDEOHSUHVHQWY VRPH RI WKH UHOHYDQW QXPEHUV DERXW WKH QHLJKET
UHVW RI WKLV VHFWLRQ SDUWO\DQVZHUV VXE TXHVWLRQ 1T:KDW PRELOI
EHHQ LPSOHPHQWHG LQ &DUWHVLXV WR FUHDWH WKH ORZ FDU UHVLGHQW

‘DONLQJ &\FOLQJ 3XEOLF WUDQVSRUW
$PVWHUGDPVHVWIU®DWZRHPE OHLRL Q SWUHFKW &6 PLQ F\FOLQJ
+RRJ &DWKDBL®QH 1HXGHPLQ SBWUHFKW =XLOHQ PLQ ZDONLQJ
-XOLDQD SN 7UDLQ IURP =XLOHQ WR 8WUHFKW
PLQ
%XV VWRS PLQ ZDONLQJ
&DU SDUNLQJ %LF\FOH 6KDUHG PRGHYV
3DUNLQJ QRUP SHUUHVLGHQFH %LF\FOHSORENHDR MSOFWIVG FDUV
3DUNLQJ VSDFHV IRU BBWEGBQWNVFLROH SDUNLQJ VSDFHV
JDUDJH

BULFH YLVLWRU SDUNLQJ IUHH

7DEOH ORELOLW\LQ QXPEHUYV

7TKHIRFXV RI WKHPRELOLW\FRQFHSW OLHV RQ ZDONLQJDQG F\FOLQJ DV
DVSHFW RI WKH QHLIJIKERXUKRRG DV D %OXH =RQH :KHQ WKH QHLJKERXUK
YLFHVY VKRXOG EH ZLWKLQ ZDONLQJ GLVWDQFH 6LQFH WKH QHLJKERXUKI
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