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Executive Summary  
 

This report examines the relationship between infrastructure provision and housing 

development. It also explores the contribution of the place-making process to designing and 

delivering sustainable, ‘good quality’ communities. 

 

Following a comprehensive review of existing literature, research data was gathered using 

semi-structured interviews with academics, industry professionals and government officials.  

 

This report identifies the need for effective collaboration between all stakeholders involved 

in the provision of sustainable infrastructure and housing. Firstly, it finds that a regional 

planning tier connecting local planning practices and national planning guidance would be 

helpful, as well as ensuring that there is adequate resourcing and skilling of local planning 

departments in order to coordinate infrastructure and housing development. Secondly, the 

greater use of institutional mechanisms (like development corporations) in conjunction with 

a more proactive public sector (via the use of strategic land assemblies) would be useful to 

coordinate public and private sector actors. Infrastructure of all kinds has a crucial role in 

providing people with what they need for high quality living. The report identified that 

infrastructure needs to be delivered alongside housing in order to allow people to have the 

services they need in place before homes are occupied. To ensure that local authorities do 

not have to rely upon piecemeal funding for infrastructure to support housing, there needs 

to be a centralised source of finance which can offer the effective integration of 

infrastructures and housing development. The importance of including soft infrastructure, 

e.g. community amenities and facilities, is identified as crucial in ensuring the development 

of sustainable communities. 

 

Designing and delivering ‘good quality’ places requires collaboration with local communities 

and other stakeholders through an effective place-making process. This research underlines 

the importance of consultation in the place-making process and for this to be effective, 

openness and transparency from all stakeholders is required. The developer should provide 

adequate resources, including sufficient time, to facilitate meaningful community 

participation. This also extends to the long-term maintenance of a development. Developers 

should consider from the outset what model of stewardship is most appropriate for the 

development and they should agree strategies for the long-term maintenance and 

governance with all relevant stakeholders.  

 

In the UK, there is currently a requirement for planners and developers to design places 

guided by the principles of sustainable development. This involves harmonising 

environmental, economic and social dimensions if a place is to be long-lasting. The research 
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identified that it would be useful to develop a measuring tool by which the combined 

environmental, economic and social sustainability of a place can be evaluated. There is a 

perhaps a need for the development of industry-wide guidance and a robust assessment 

method on what constitutes good practice in terms of sustainability, so that developers can 

undertake sustainable place-making whereby the economic, social and environment aspects 

of a place are balanced.  

 

Finally, the report explores possible impacts of the expectation for developments to be 

carbon-net zero by 2050, including the implementation of policies such as the Future Homes 

Standard. Making housing and wider places carbon net-zero is a complex task and will 

require cross-sector collaboration through the provision of resources, sharing technical 

innovations and an industry-wide commitment to meeting this target.    
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 Introduction and methodology 
 

Housing supply has not kept up with demand in the UK. In response to the housing deficit, 

the UK government stated its intention to build over 300,000 homes a year by the mid-2020s 

through the doubling of the housing budget, the freeing up of public land for development 

and the loosening of legislation to encourage development (MHCLG, 2018, MHCLG, 2019a). 

However, in order to enable such large scale housing development, an active support 

system, in the form of infrastructure, needs to be in place, not only to guarantee the social 

and commercial viability of these spaces, but will also to support the needs and wants of 

people who will live in them (Infrastructure and Ports Authority, 2016).  

 

According to David Cowans, Group Executive for the Places for People Group, housing 

development, or redevelopment, needs to be more closely aligned to forms of infrastructure 

such that the design and delivery of hard forms of infrastructure occur at the same time as 

housing (Cowans, 2019a, 2019b). Closely aligning infrastructure with housing allows it to be 

tailored to the specific needs and wants of communities, enhancing the current service 

delivery.  Including infrastructure that supports housing ( e.g. schools, leisure facilities, access 

to employment opportunities, transport connections, access to amenities etc.) at early stages 

of development will enable the formation of a platform of services, facilities and connections 

offering the prospect of ‘high quality’ living (Cowans, 2019a, 2019b).  

 

However, the long-term goal of sustainability must guide housing and infrastructure 

development if they are to provide ‘high quality living’. The introduction of the Future 

Homes Standard and the recent pledge for the UK to be carbon net-zero by 2050 means that 

there needs to be a reduction in the contribution that housing makes towards climate 

change (HM Government, 2010, Committee on Climate Change, 2019, MHCLG, 2019b). 

Consequently, active efforts need to be made to balance the needs of existing places and 

communities without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs.   

 

 Research aim and methodology  

The aim of this research is to examine the relationship between infrastructure planning and 

housing provision, and to explore what improvements could be made to ensure that housing 

and infrastructure development are high quality and sustainable in the long term. The 

research questions posed are:  
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• What is the best method for matching infrastructure planning and housing 

provision? What role does ‘soft’ infrastructure play in accompanying housing in 

infrastructure planning?  

• Who are the main stakeholders in the design and delivery of ‘good quality’ 

places? In what ways, and to what extent, are they able to influence this?  

• What is meant by sustainability in the building of ‘good quality’ places? What 

considerations are paid to holistic sustainable solutions beyond the remit of 

climate change?    

 

The research involved a literature review of academic, industry and policy sources relating to 

infrastructure planning and housing provision, place-making and the creation of ‘good 

quality’ places and the sustainability of these places.   

 

Ten in depth interviews were conducted with a variety of senior individuals at Places for 

People in order to understand their current industry practice. Further interviews were 

conducted with academics, government officials and other external industry professionals. 

Interviews were transcribed and coded using qualitative thematic analysis in line with the 

research questions. All sensitive information and potentially identifiable information was then 

redacted to ensure the participant’s anonymity. All data were stored and used in line with the 

internal data policy of the CCHPR and wider GDPR regulations.  
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 Literature review 
 

 Infrastructure 

 What do we mean by infrastructure?  

Hall et al (2012: 1) state that infrastructure encompasses the physical fundamentalities and 

organisational structures needed for society to operate. Infrastructure acts as a foundation 

for ‘economic productivity and human well-being’ because it acts as an enabler and 

mediator of different flows of goods, information, people and services (Hall et al 2012, 

Williams, 2014).  

 

Infrastructure comes in two different forms: hard and soft. Hard infrastructure includes 

physical forms of infrastructure: energy, transport, water, wastewater, solid waste, 

information and communication technologies, as well as ‘green’ and ‘blue’ infrastructures, 

e.g. green open spaces and water elements (rivers, canals, etc.) (Hall et al, 2012, Williams, 

2014). On the other hand, soft infrastructure is associated with the development of human 

and social capital integral to community-building and the promotion of ‘high quality’ living 

(Brail et al, 2017). Forms of soft infrastructure range from access to employment, education 

and social services to the presence of libraries, healthcare facilities and other community 

resources. As a result, a place’s social and cultural norms, meanings and values are present 

within their forms of soft infrastructure (Williams, 2014, Brail et al, 2017: 180). The design and 

delivery of ‘good quality’ places therefore require the adequate provision of hard and soft 

forms of infrastructure in order to support the prospect of ‘high quality’ living for its 

occupants.  

 How does infrastructure intersect with wider systems, practices and technologies?  

Two approaches have dominated how we regard infrastructure planning: the 

developmentalist approach and the isolationist approach. The developmentalist approach 

treats infrastructure as something that develops over time, whereas the isolationist approach 

views infrastructure as something independent of its situated context (Cass et al, 2018: 163). 

The isolationist approach does not recognise the interconnected nature of infrastructure as it 

views the form of infrastructure as something independent of its wider context (McClean, 

2017: 18). The developmentalist approach recognises the different intersections that 

infrastructure enables and mediates, as well as how infrastructure evolves over time in terms 

of both its use and users. Forms of infrastructure, like transport connections or a school, and 

its connectivity to a place’s wider systems, practices and technologies that are present in 

everyday life, will develop and change over time (Cass et al, 2018: 164). Star and Ruhleder 

(1996) and Shove (2017) further echo this by emphasising that the definition of the 

infrastructure will also change depending upon its use.   
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The meaning of infrastructure is based on its ability to connect individuals to the services 

they provide and therefore any potential changes to the systems that infrastructure connects 

to, the technologies it uses, or the practices it employs, will change how the infrastructure is 

framed and viewed. Consequently, infrastructure is in a constant form of flux, a dynamic 

state, which means it cannot be viewed in isolation from its wider situated context in relation 

to the built environment, the service it delivers and the people who use it.  

 

The dynamic state of infrastructure means that forms of hard and soft infrastructure combine 

when they are materialised within the urban setting. There is need for both physical forms of 

infrastructure and their accompanied systems of practice, and this means they cannot be 

separated from each another, e.g. the presence of adequate roads and the systems needed 

for the running of public transport (Cass et al, 2018: 164). This is also then true for an area’s 

socio-historical and spatial context. Cass et al (2018) describe this process as 

‘infrastructuration’: an area’s socio-historical and spatial context informs the practice of a 

community which then shapes infrastructure provision and resource allocation. 

Infrastructure, both hard and soft, is situated within a place’s dynamic activities and practices, 

and communities will support those forms of infrastructure that can underpin their activities 

and practices. As a result, the everyday activities of a community and its associated forms of 

infrastructure layer on top of each another and become part of the material context of that 

area (Cass et al, 2018: 165).  

 

One example of this is the work of Braith et al (2017) on the transformation of Regent Park, 

Toronto, Canada. Built in the 1940s/50s, Regent Park was informed by modernist planning 

ideals promoted by visionaries like Le Corbusier. It was intended to deliver good standards of 

housing for all but, over time, the site fell into disrepair and became associated with crime 

and squalor. In the early 2000s, a CA$1 billion redevelopment project was proposed for the 

site in order to create a mixed-income neighbourhood with both non-market and market 

housing (Braith et al 2017). A key component of the redevelopment was the use of social 

infrastructure to maintain a strong sense of community, belonging and shared values, and a 

social development plan developed by both local residents and civil servants was used 

alongside the physical development plan (Brail et al, 2017: 180). Differing forms of hard and 

soft infrastructure were combined in the urban setting, enabling the delivery and support of 

local activities and practices, and showing how a place’s socio-historical and spatial context 

can inform the provision of the different kinds of infrastructure.     

 

Recent UK planning literature has emphasised the need for a design, or place-led, approach 

to strategic planning. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that 

development should be both plan-led and strategic with up to date frameworks to address 
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present and future needs of communities. Frameworks should detail the overall strategy for 

the pattern, scale and quality of the development (MHCLG, 2019a), and plans should set out 

a clear design vision, developed with local communities, reflecting local aspirations and to 

ground the plans within an area’s defining characteristics. This reduces the potential for 

development mismatch as can be seen in the recently passed Planning (Scotland) Bill and the 

reintroduction of Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS). Regional Spatial Strategies were originally 

introduced by the Labour Government in 2004 and sought to address sub-regional 

development issues by offering a ‘spatial’ vision and strategic guide for sustainable 

development (The National Archives, 2019).  

 

In 2010, the Coalition Government revoked this bill in light of the then imminent 

introduction of the Localism Act (2011). The Localism Act sought to provide devolved powers 

to local authorities and meant that they were able to dictate their own needs for 

development (Communities and Local Government, 2010). However, the abolition of the RSS 

created a vacuum between local planning practice and the policy goals defined at national 

level. Consequently, a disconnect arose between local and national levels which then 

inhibited the ability of local planning to be informed by regional and national policy agendas 

(Communities and Local Government, 2011). However, the recently reintroduced bill dictates 

that RSS must be created by local authorities working together and producing strategies that 

are able to identify the need for strategic development; the outcomes that strategic 

development will provide, as well as proposed locations for strategic development (Scottish 

Government, 2019a).  

 

This initiative aims to provide long-term direction for large-scale development and to bridge 

the gap between local and national planning needs, as well as to meet outcomes and 

priorities based on the information supplied by local planning authorities (Scottish 

Government, 2019b, Hawkes, 2019). The Planning (Scotland) Bill identified the need for 

strategic development to enable a place-led plan informed by both national and local 

contexts. In theory, greater transparency across all scales of governance regarding the 

development of the area could be promoted and the Bill suggests that infrastructure 

informed by the RSS would be matched and optimised to local contexts. It shows clearly the 

potential benefits of a strategic-led approach and how forms of infrastructure can be placed 

within the specific characteristics of a place.  

 How is infrastructure currently governed, integrated, regulated and provisioned?  

The current landscape of infrastructure provision in the UK is fragmented, with 

responsibilities for infrastructure governance, regulation and service delivery divided 

between the public and private sectors. The breakdown of the monopolistic infrastructure 

providers by successive neo-liberal policies of the 1980s and 1990s brought about the 
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retreat of state-backed and collectivist forms of urban infrastructure, and saw the rise of 

‘competing’ privatised regimes of infrastructure provision (Graham and Marvin, 2001). 

Consequently, there was a breakdown of comprehensive and uniform infrastructure 

provision, meaning that certain places had preferential access to amenities afforded by 

infrastructure provision (Graham and Marvin, 2001, RTPI, 2019). This fashioned these places 

into ‘premium spaces’, where the emphasis on infrastructure provision for certain regions 

and cities increased`  at the expense of others, leading to forms of uneven urban 

development and the formation of specific infrastructural enclaves (Graham and Marvin, 

2001).  

 

Recently, Hawkes (2019) and the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) (2019) have called for 

the greater integration of infrastructure development and investment. By having a more 

‘joined-up’ view, it is believed that it will be easier to upgrade outdated forms of 

infrastructure whilst also supporting growth in specific parts of the UK which have been ‘left 

behind’ (Williams et al, 2014, RTPI, 2019). With this in mind, McClean (2017: 19) emphasises 

that the materialisation of infrastructure integration is conditioned by a place’s specific 

institutional and socio-cultural context, so there will be differing networks and systems that 

impact its governance, e.g. the role of the public and private sectors in the delivery of 

amenities and infrastructure. 

 

McClean (2017) establishes a typology of infrastructure integration based on five different 

categories: organisational, technological, sectoral, geographic and social (see Figure 1). He 

argues that the institutional context of a place will determine its form of integration and the 

stakeholders involved. For example, the UK acts as an ‘enabling’ state, promoting more 

market-friendly and profit-driven policies when delivering resources afforded by 

infrastructure provision. The UK government has introduced a policy to include the private 

sector from the onset and wants them to cover some of the cost (McClean, 2017). This form 

of organisational integration not only grants the private sector greater governance potential 

in infrastructure design and delivery, but also shifts power away from local authorities. Local 

authorities are no longer the sole provider of infrastructure and must work with the private 

sector in order to deliver forms of infrastructure. This opens the potential for the interactions 

between the local authority and the private sector to be underpinned more by market 

efficiency and consumer choice than local democracy (McClean, 2017).  The institutional 

context of any form of infrastructure integration will inevitably impact its future design and 

delivery.   
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Form of infrastructure 

integration 

Key characteristics 

Organisational  • Refers to the governance, management, regulation and 

ownership of infrastructures  

• Extends beyond a single network and is part of a ‘systems of 

systems’  

• Strong central organisations to promote partnerships between 

different partners  
Technological • Used to facilitate or prevent technological integration, e.g. smart 

technologies and utilities delivery 

• Arises due to consumer behaviour rather than the intent of 

inventors or oversight by regulators  

• Produces tensions regarding innovation policies at the national 

level, and political priorities and realities at the local level  
Sectoral • Integration between different infrastructural sectors as well as 

within these sectors  

• Within sector, can offer the decentralisation of large technical 

systems and a shift from top-down governance to bottom-up 

forms of service provision  
Geographic  • Examines the geographical context that underpins infrastructure 

networks 

• Enables the linking between large network developments and 

spatial developments that are context sensitive and design 

specific to the wider geographic landscape  

• Promotes greater developmental legitimacy via sensitivity to local 

contexts and needs  
Social • Integration involves the joining up of the interests of the public to 

specific black-boxed forms of infrastructure and specific access 

points 

• Focuses upon the provision of soft infrastructure and individuals’ 

access to differing forms of infrastructure, e.g. utilities or access 

to employment, from a single location  

• Shift from provision to consumption based on access to services 

and products   

 

Figure 1. The five kinds of infrastructure integration, adapted from McClean (2017)  

 

The integration of different forms of infrastructure will inevitably be realised within the built 

environment. As part of their interconnectedness, they will form either a single infrastructure 

domain or a ‘nested system of systems’ where differing flows, technological innovations, 

operational and financial interdependencies, as well as manifold governance strategies, will 

interface with one another. Theoretically speaking, a shared decision-making framework can 
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be formed between different infrastructure providers and regulators which enhance forms of 

dialogue, collaboration and coordination across infrastructure domains (Monstadt and 

Coutard, 2019: 2198). However, the promotion of this shared platform overlooks the 

material, institutional and functional overlaps within these operational networks. The framing 

of ‘integrating’ or ‘coordinating’ infrastructures is often passive, not taking account of the 

urban politics that underpin them (Macrorie and Marvin, 2019, Monstadt and Coutard, 2019: 

2195). Therefore, greater focus has to be given to the specific social and material relations of 

how infrastructure is used, experienced, performed and governed within specific spatial 

circumstances (Monstadt and Coutard, 2019, Rohracher and Koehler, 2019).  

 

An example of this can be seen with this can be seen in a recent collaboration between 

Cordaid1, the Dutch Government and the Cape Town Metropolitan Government in applying 

for Orio Grant Funding. The aim of the collaboration was to rectify the lack of public 

transport connections that the townships in the Metro South East corridor experienced as a 

result of Cape Town’s inequitable and inefficient spatial structure (Cordaid, 2015a, 2015b, 

World Urban Campaign, 2019).  In 2015, the three organisations came together with 

residents to inform a series of new Public Transport Interchanges (PTIs) and their associated 

supporting infrastructures (e.g. public recreation spaces, sanitation facilities and commercial 

centres) in order to connect the townships to the wider Cape Town area by using a 

timetabled and regulated minibus-taxi service alongside public transport which is known as 

MyCiTi.  

 

As of November 2019, the project has moved out of the development phase and a R300 

million expansion of public transport bus routes and supporting infrastructures for residents 

from Khayelishta and Nyanga was announced. This will provide new trunk and feeder routes 

for the MyCiTi buses, new bus stops and stations, a new bus depot in Khayelishta and will 

assist in improving PTIs at Nolungile, Vuyani and Nyanga (City of Cape Town, 2019). As a 

result of this, residents’ mobility within these areas will increase, leading to a knock-on 

effects for access to employment, health-care systems, education and wider social networks, 

thereby increasing their overall quality of life.  

 

This example lends itself to the idea that integrated forms of infrastructure are not neutral 

but rather they are dictated by the social and material realities desired by stakeholders, in 

this case to overcome the townships’ relative spatial inequality and public transport 

inefficiency compared to the rest of Cape Town. Rohracher and Koehler (2019) develop this 

idea further by referring to infrastructure interfaces as ‘junctions’. Infrastructure networks are 

 

 
1 https://www.cordaid.org/en/ 
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comprised of a series of different links between actors, resources and interfaces, and so the 

infrastructure networks themselves are made up of different socio-political discourses, actor 

strategies and power relations (Lawhon, et al 2018, Rohracher and Koehler, 2019). As a result, 

these networks should be considered as a space, or ‘junction’, in which these differing social 

phenomena interact and engage with one another. ‘Junctions’ of infrastructure integration 

should therefore be considered as being determined and governed by the social or material 

reality, or other wider contextual factors, of the place they are present within.  

 What roles do the public and private sectors play in infrastructure design and 

delivery? 

Currently, the way infrastructure is integrated with housing provision is complex and 

confusing. According to the National Audit Office (2019), there is a lack of clarity across 

multiple levels of governance as to how local, regional and central government interacts with 

the private sector in delivering infrastructure to support housing provision. The current 

provision of hard and soft forms of infrastructure alongside housing is the responsibility of 

not only local authorities, but also of national government departments, national 

infrastructure bodies, arm-length bodies and private sector developers (National Audit 

Office, 2019). The Royal Town Planning Institute (2019) goes into further detail and describes 

five prominent barriers to effective infrastructure integration and housing provision. These 

are: a perceived lack of integration and leadership at the national level and its separation 

from local planning policy; varied governance and funding arrangements at a sub-national 

and local level; complex organisational and investment arrangements with infrastructure 

providers; the policy and practice of spatial planning in the UK of prioritising short-term 

needs over long-term needs; and a lack of funds available to local authorities for 

infrastructure investment and uncertainty about the long-term viability of funding (RTPI, 

2019: 15-16).  

 

Of particular note are the varied governance and funding arrangements at the sub-national 

and local level. No one single organisation has a clear responsibility or view across different 

infrastructure types and how they are funded. Because of the multiple authorities involved in 

the design and delivery of infrastructure, there can be some confusion regarding the 

organisational arrangements of different stakeholders (Holt and Baker, 2014, Wong and 

Webb, 2014). Holt and Baker examined the interaction between local authorities and national 

infrastructure bodies in the UK, and concluded there was a lack of awareness on both sides 

about how each group operates. For example, they noted that both groups had different 

decision-making frameworks and funding timeframes for infrastructure which then 

hampered effective communication and organisational integration between the two (Holt 

and Baker, 2014).  
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Furthermore, the lack of a centralised pool of funding means that local authorities are reliant 

upon a mix of funding for infrastructure development, sourcing funding from multiple 

streams. This has the effect of shifting their attention from the long-term sustainability of 

infrastructure to more immediate returns to satisfy the needs of their funding sources (RTPI, 

2019).  

 

An example of this can be seen in a recent report from the RTPI (2019). In a series of 

interviews, the RTPI engaged with Staffordshire County Council about the impact of austerity 

and the lack of easily accessible central government funds for infrastructure development. 

The response described how the overall context of austerity and the rise of competitive 

tendering meant that there were smaller funds available to local planning authorities for the 

delivery of different forms of infrastructure. Consequently, the authority was forced to rely 

more on private sources of funding and developer contributions for infrastructure provision, 

commercialising their bidding process and making them more short-term focused (RTPI, 

2019: 34). Less consideration was paid to the long-term sustainability of the networks in 

which the infrastructure is situated, meaning that it is less adaptable to the future needs and 

wants of the local community, and has less overall resilience to external shocks. 

 

This section has sought to show how infrastructure, both hard and soft, is ultimately bound 

within the material and social environment. This is important to recognise as, even though 

infrastructure design and governance will transcend the local level, it is still materialised in 

that one place. Infrastructure and any form of integration, e.g. material, social or operational, 

needs to be considered within its wider context, but it is also necessary to explore how 

infrastructure planning, integration and delivery impacts the actual place itself. The 

meanings, values and visions of a place can be changed through the presence of hard or soft 

infrastructure, and it is therefore necessary to explore how such places are constructed and 

maintained in the first place.  
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 Place-making 

 How has place-making developed as a process over time? 

Place-making has its roots in the works of Jane Jacobs (1961) and William Whyte (1968), 

both of whom focused on the nature of urban development and the consequences that this 

has for the social lives of the individuals who occupy these developments. Place-making was 

initially concerned with the physical construction of a place with little regard for the influence 

of individuals upon its construction: emphasis was placed on the physical end product rather 

than the process and the people involved (Day, 1992, as cited in Strydom et al, 2018: 2). 

However, place-making has gradually shifted its focus towards the people who make up the 

process. There are a range of current definitions of place-making but they all refer to place-

making as a process that involves a collective of individuals who engage with a reimagining 

of their specific geo-spatial context (Strydom et al, 2018: 2, Beza and Hernandez-Garcia, 

2018: 193-194).  

 

Strydom et al (2018: 167) state that place-making activities involve specific individual or 

collective actions to reimagine their surrounding environment. This includes renovating, 

upgrading or the maintaining of lived spaces in attempts to promote the uniqueness of an 

area, and supported by its site-specific characteristics. Beza and Hernandez-Garcia (2018) 

take a slightly different approach, viewing place-making as a socio-political and geo-specific 

community engagement process. The value and meaning of the community are used as a 

platform to construct a dialogue between local communities, forms of government and other 

stakeholders in conceiving a positive spatial planning/desired outcome. Within this, attention 

must be given to how individuals themselves interact with the place. This is because a place 

can be described as a combination of people, its location and its resources which come 

together to form a collective sense of identity and purpose for those that occupy it (Project 

for Public Spaces, 2017, Scottish Government, 2019b). Ultimately, place-making is bounded 

within its physical environment, but there needs to be recognition in how individuals and 

groups are able to shape the built environment and its accompanying infrastructures to their 

visions, values and meanings. 

 What role do local stakeholders play in the place-making process? 

Collaboration within the place-making process takes place between a wide range of 

stakeholders, ranging from local communities, to private developers, to different forms of 

government. The interactions with local communities create a form of ‘horizon scanning’ 

whereby other stakeholders, e.g. local government or private developers, are able to use 

community resources (i.e. lay knowledge) to identify any potential issues and opportunities 

which can be addressed via the place-making process (Rogers and Hunt, 2019).  
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This identification of local issues and opportunities also affords the potential inclusion of 

local people and the potential for a bottom-up decision-making process. Chen and Qu 

(2020) state that a bottom-up perspective to place-making reinforces both the plurality of 

stakeholders and forms of local democracy. There is a flattening of power relations, as other 

stakeholders are reliant upon the local community for both their expert knowledge and 

developmental consent in order to legitimise the development. It is therefore in the vested 

interest of developers to include local communities in the decision-making process and, by 

giving them an active role in the creation process, the likelihood of local stakeholders 

withdrawing from the decision-making process is reduced, meaning that there is continued 

community engagement. 

 

However, attention has to be paid to the kind of engagement between the parties. Tyler et al 

(2018) and Ehwi (forthcoming) both emphasise the value of consultation of local 

stakeholders where consultation is based not only upon localised potential impacts resulting 

from the development, but also on the potential advice and insights that local individuals 

can offer. Whilst local stakeholders have an opportunity to influence or provide clarification 

on certain issues and opportunities, their contribution is still subject to collaboration with the 

external partner. Therefore, the participatory planning process behind place-making can give 

local citizens a platform from which to exercise their own democracy and empowerment, but 

it is subject to the tension between top-down and bottom-up organisations, and to the 

interests of other stakeholders engaged in the place-making process.  

 

This platform for local democracy and community empowerment is dependent on the 

enabling environment of place-making. Place-making acts as a central practice whereby 

different networks, organisations and institutions can come together to form ‘a new (or 

renewed) sense of place’ (Cilliers and Timmermans, 2014, Manzini, 2015: 122). The process is 

highly dependent on ‘enablers’, who build bridges between different stakeholders, and the 

‘enabling environment’, which conditions their interactions (Cilliers and Timmermans, 2014, 

Baker and Mehmood, 2015). Cillier and Timmermans (2014) explore this in their article on 

stakeholder engagement and its impact upon place-making, emphasising that not only is 

participation voluntary, but it is also not possible to have complete representation of the 

community. Consequently, it is vital that the place-making process adequately identifies 

certain ‘enablers’ are present to ensure effective and meaningful participation by the local 

community in the decision-making process.  

 

There are two main ideas concerning the creation of place through effective stakeholder 

engagement: co-creation and co-production. Popularised by Prahalad and Ramaswamy 

(2004), co-creation originally referred to the ‘joint creation of value by the company and the 

customer, allowing the customer to co-construct the service experience to suit their context’. 
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Teder (2019: 290) applies this process to place-making, and views it as enabling ‘the 

creativity of designers and people not trained in design [to work] together in the design’s 

development’. By engaging local communities in the co-creation process, it is possible to 

move beyond the expert culture associated with urban planning and design. As communities 

play an active part in producing ‘a new (or renewed) sense of place by connecting a space 

with the communities that inhabit it’, the process becomes democratised (Manzini, 2015: 

122).   

 

The process of co-production refers to the extent to which local citizens or other 

stakeholders are able to collaborate in the design, improvement, implementation and 

delivery of public services (Osborne et al, 2013). Co-production in the place-making process 

relies upon bottom-up engagement from local communities by which they retain control and 

ownership over the continuous management and reproduction of space (Wolf and Mahaffey, 

2016). Co-production is, however, reliant upon the different abilities of stakeholders. Wolf 

and Mahaffey (2016) state that, whilst local communities and designers are equal in the 

decision-making process, they bring together different skills when place-making. In co-

production, unlike co-creation, there are fixed roles and responsibilities within the design 

process, and local communities will be reliant upon the expertise of designers. Therefore, 

whilst the process is democratised, limitations still remain regarding the creative process of 

place-making and the ability of local stakeholders to shape the planning of infrastructure 

within these places.  

 How are ‘good quality’ places maintained?  

According to Carmona (2019: 2-3), the quality and value of a place are linked together and 

mutually reinforce one another. He begins by exploring the concept of value and how this 

has traditionally been defined in economic terms. More specifically, he explores its definition 

via its exchange or use value, i.e. the goods present within a place and the benefits these 

afford users, and comments on how such definitions ignore the wider social and cultural 

context that inform value. ‘Place value’ comprises the complex and interrelated benefits that 

accompany interventions via specific stakeholders within the built environment, and ‘place 

value’ is defined as ‘the diverse forms of value generated as a consequence of how places 

are shaped’ (Carmona, 2019: 3). However, the value of a place cannot be separated from its 

quality, and Carmona (2019) states that place quality is complex, layered as it is by many 

different concepts which change depending on its overall framing, e.g. its economic, 

environmental or social contexts. Place quality is often defined by specific factors within 

broad settings, e.g. the quality of environmental design within a place, and Carmona posits 

that it is necessary to go beyond this. The place-shaping or place-making process, in the 

form of the mechanisms and outcomes of development, regeneration and the long-term 

management of these places, needs to be considered within a place’s ‘quality’ (Carmona, 
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2019: 4-5). Both ‘place value’ and ‘place quality’ are then linked: high quality places deliver 

greater value and so a virtuous loop is formed as the values of outputs from the community 

will then determine the place’s high quality nature, and vice versa.  

 

Rogers and Hunt (2019) also build on the nature of ‘good quality’ within a place: both the 

vision of its occupants and the success of these visions once materialised determine the 

‘good quality’ nature of a place. The idea of ‘good quality’ is underpinned by the vision of 

local stakeholders and by the desired traits that are exhibited within that space. These visions 

or desired traits are then grounded in the potential social environments or aesthetics of that 

place which can be delivered via place-making. Dempsey (2008) elaborates on this by 

summarising the different academic and policy criteria necessary for a ‘good quality’ place: 

high residential density, mixed land use, accessibility, connectedness and permeability, 

legibility, attractiveness,  inclusiveness, maintenance, natural surveillance, character, and the 

perceived quality of the neighbourhood. All these factors influence the potential tangible 

and intangible aspects of a development, and the creation of a ‘good quality’ place accounts 

for both the material and immaterial aspects of a community. The success of these 

materialised visions, as needed for a ‘good quality’ place, are thus grounded in the place’s 

long-term vision.  

 

Rogers and Hunt (2019) also state that the value of these materialisations comes from their 

potential success and longevity along economic, environmental, political and social lines. 

Dempsey (2008) supports this in saying that ‘good quality’ places are spaces that not only 

engender feelings of safety, a sense of community and mutual trust amongst residents and 

users, but also engender shared norms and values. These ideas then become the basis for 

the perception of a place, and the success of any economic, environmental and political 

activity within that place is thus incorporated within its wider social context (Rogers and 

Hunt, 2019). Both Dempsey and Rogers and Hunt emphasise that the nature of ‘good quality’ 

is multi-faceted and grounded in the experiences of those who occupy the space. In order to 

ensure a place’s longevity and success into the future, active effort needs to be made to 

sustain its mixed social, economic, political, and environmental ‘good quality’ nature.  

 Place-keeping 

The maintenance of ‘good quality’ places is often viewed as a dynamic and continuous 

aspect of place-making. However, there is a difference in the intentional employment of 

certain practices and technologies in the management and conservation of these places after 

they have been created, re-created, renewed or regenerated (Dempsey and Smith, 2014). 

This process is known as ‘place-keeping’ and is defined as the ‘responsive long-term 

management which ensures that the social, environmental and economic quality and 

benefits a place brings can be enjoyed by present and future generations’ (Dempsey et al, 
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2014: 9). The ‘responsive long-term management’ of a place is bound within its spatial 

context, the way it is used, and its current cultural and political context – it is a process which 

considers the spatial and non-spatial dimensions of a place, and attempts to form a holistic 

view in order to maintain its ‘good quality’ (Berleant, 1997, as cited in Dempsey and Smith, 

2014; Mattijsen et al, 2017).  

 

There are three main governance models for the place-keeping process: a state-centred 

model, a private-centred model and a user-centred model (Dempsey and Smith, 2014). The 

state-centred model sees local authorities planning, delivering and maintaining the space 

with minimal input from external partners. The private-centred model involves the use of 

Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) in delivering the maintenance of these places. The user-

centred model involves user-based organisations such as local interest and community 

groups, charities and NGOs in the place-keeping process (Dempsey and Smith, 2014).  

 

Mathers et al (2015) and Mattijsen et al (2017) explore each of these governance models in 

the maintenance of open green space. Both articles comment on the nature of the 

relationships between local authorities, private organisations and local citizens, and 

particularly on how the relationships are conditioned by the funding and resources available 

for the maintenance of spaces. For example, local authorities may lack the necessary long-

term funding, or be unwilling to maintain a place, and will use a partner organisation to 

cover this shortfall and give responsibility to that organisation. This will then determine the 

kind of governance model used and will define the potential engagement of both parties in 

the maintenance of a place and its associated infrastructure.  

 

This section explored how place-making as a process can be used to design and deliver the 

mixed nature of ‘good quality’ places, and the ways in which ‘good quality’ can be 

maintained. In order to provide a ‘good quality’ place, specific forms of infrastructure must 

be delivered and integrated to ensure the active evolution of a place, based on residents’ 

visions, values and meanings, along with their aspirations for the future of the place. 

However, a place’s long-term viability is not only dependent upon its ‘good quality’ nature, 

but also on its sustainability. Therefore, it is necessary to explore how the idea of 

sustainability is integrated into the design and delivery of ‘good quality’ places and what 

overarching themes are conditioning current practices concerning sustainable development.   
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 Place-making and sustainability 

 What is meant by sustainability in the wider context of climate change? 

The design and delivery of ‘good quality’ places needs to ensure sustainability, and recent 

policy literature has promoted a ‘sustainable development’ approach within mainstream 

planning practice. This is characterised as meeting the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs (MHCLG, 2019a), 

and three overarching themes encourage planners to pursue economic, social and 

environmental objectives.  

 

The economic objective focuses on building a strong, responsive and competitive economy 

by identifying the specific land requirements and coordinating the appropriate infrastructure 

to support economic growth, innovation and productivity (MHCLG, 2019a: 5).  

 

The social objective focuses on the support of strong, vibrant and healthy communities by 

not only ensuring the provision of a sufficient number and range of homes, but also on 

fostering a well-designed and safe built environment. This includes the provision of 

accessible services and open spaces to support a community’s health, social and cultural 

wellbeing (MHCLG, 2019a: 5).  

 

The environmental objective seeks to contribute to the protection and enhancement of the 

natural, built and historic environment through the effective use of land, helping to improve 

biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and 

mitigating and adapting to climate change (MHCLG, 2019a: 5). In relation to climate change, 

the environmental objective aims to help developments reduce their carbon footprint via the 

transition to a low carbon economy and the promotion of a place’s climate resilience. By 

considering this pro-actively, the planning approach includes a development’s potential to 

adapt to and mitigate climate change, reducing future maintenance costs for the ‘good 

quality’ place and ensuring its viability into the future (Rogers and Hunt, 2019). 

 

Making effective use of land, as well as minimising waste and pollution, has already been 

incorporated into mainstream planning practice. According to Bovet et al (2018), the major 

threats to the sustainability of a place are urban sprawl and infrastructure development; land 

use is viewed within the short term and so is not optimised for future external issues and 

opportunities. Bovet et al (2018) argue that sustainable land management should be used to 

frame potential development in order to ensure the long-term preservation of a decent state 

of natural living conditions, alongside the optimisation of ecological, economic and social 

needs.  
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The work of Preval et al (2016) on environmentally sustainable practice in the streamlining of 

housing in Auckland, New Zealand is a good example of this. They found that households 

who had access to pre-existing public transport networks reduced the amount of CO2 they 

emitted and also reduced their contributions to other forms of pollution, e.g. noise pollution 

and traffic congestion. They concluded that connecting housing development to pre-existing 

infrastructure networks was more sustainable in the long term, and that the use of pre-

existing resources within sustainable planning practices when connecting in new housing 

developments can help to minimise any further negative effects upon the wider 

environment. The location of new, ‘good quality’ developments must be considered in 

relation to the broader, pre-existing aspects of the current community, e.g. where people 

live, work and socialise, or the forms of available public transport. 

 

Attempts have been made to sustainably future-proof homes within the wider context of 

climate change. Titz and Chiotha (2019) state that the current threats to urban areas and, 

more specifically, to households, will be exacerbated by climate change. Planners and 

developers need to promote an area’s sustainability and its resilience in order to guarantee 

its ability to bounce back from future external shocks. The Future Homes Standard (MHCLG, 

2019b) directs UK housing developers and planners to make new homes more energy 

efficient and to help communities embrace smart and low carbon technologies, all with the 

aim of making the UK’s housing stock zero carbon by 2050 (MHCLG, 2019b). The policy 

states that homes should have their fabric standard increased and should move away from 

gas-based to electricity-based networks. This will then make it easier to supply heat to 

homes from large scale, renewable and recovered heat systems and to decrease reliance 

upon fossil fuels. Large scale, renewable and recovered heat systems are more energy 

efficient (MHCLG, 2019b).  

 

This emphasis on the future proofing of homes demonstrates how the importance of the 

threat of climate change is viewed within environmentally sustainable practice. Climate 

change has considerable potential to change a settlement’s internal and external dynamics, 

and the sustainability of a place and its accompanying infrastructure is increased as it 

becomes more adaptable to both the internal and external shocks that may alter the fabric 

of the community.  

 What role does Green Infrastructure play within sustainable development?  

Mell (2008) describes Green Infrastructure (GI) as a series of connective matrices of green 

spaces found in and around urban and urban fringe landscapes. GI supposedly offers 

complementary benefits for ecological, economic and social spheres as they offer a way to 

harmonise the environmental costs of human activities. Titz and Chiotha (2019) state that 

forms of GI range from green on buildings (balconies, walls and roofs) and on built 
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structures (street greening, house gardens or railways) through to more open green spaces, 

such that the social and environmental benefits of GI are felt across the community. GI is 

defined as a ‘strategically planned network of natural and semi-natural areas, with other 

environmental features designed and managed to deliver a wide range of ecosystem services 

such as water purification, air quality, space for recreation and climate mitigation and 

adaptation… [and] can improve environmental conditions and therefore citizen’s health and 

quality of life. It also supports a green economy, creates job opportunities and enhances 

biodiversity’ (EU Commission, 2015).  

 

These factors reflect the multi-faceted nature of GI but it is also important to consider its 

spatial and distributional impacts. Hislop et al (2018) emphasise that there are necessary 

trade-offs from such an intervention: the presence of GI, depending on its scale, will prevent 

that piece of land for being used for another purpose. When linking the concept of GI to 

sustainable development, consideration needs to be given as to how these green spaces can 

be optimised for the communities in which they are situated. Reimer and Rusche (2019) build 

on this in their examination of the cultural heuristics that lie behind the understanding and 

implementation of GI. They found that local authority interactions with GI differ across spatial 

and temporal contexts, institutional arenas and cultural imprints. As a result, GI needs to be 

contextualised within local situations in order to deliver its perceived benefits and 

effectiveness within sustainable development.  

 What is holistic, sustainable development?  

The National Planning Policy Framework dictates that sustainable ‘good quality’ places need 

to accommodate economic, environmental and social sustainability (see above). The 

economic and social aspects of sustainability are weighted equally with environmental 

sustainability in order to prevent the valorisation of one aspect at the expense of another 

(MHCLG, 2019a). The equal weighting of these aspects allows an opportunity for a holistic 

view of a place to be formed. 

 

Tyler et al (2018) examined the effectiveness of the Big Local programme in reinvigorating 

the local economies in areas that were ‘left behind’ in the UK. They found that communities 

which adopted a holistic, long-term approach to regeneration were more successful than 

those that did not. The inclusion of other stakeholders who were relevant beyond their 

economic importance, led to a more cohesive strategy for the area (Tyler et al, 2018: 35-36). 

Both the NPPF and Tyler et al (2018) demonstrate that the sustainability of developments 

goes beyond environmental sustainability. Consideration of only one aspect of sustainability 

leaves a development open to other external shocks which may then undermine the already 

existing forms of sustainability within the community. Therefore, economic, social and 
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environmental sustainability all need to be considered in order to ensure the viability of both 

‘good quality’ places and the necessary supporting infrastructure into the future.  

 

A systematic approach needs to be taken when considering economic, environmental and 

social sustainability within sustainable development. Bastianoni et al (2019: 69-70) state the 

need for a synthesis of the different aspects of sustainability in order to understand how they 

combine and act together within a localised setting. As part of this, there needs to be an 

‘extensive’ view which not only looks at the inputs and outputs of this system, but also at 

other dimensions. The work of Gibbons et al (2020) on Regenerative Development on the 

Kinnickinnic (KK) and Los Angeles (LA) Rivers in the US is an example of this. They argue that 

sustainability is holistic in nature and needs to be viewed within the context of a wider living 

social-ecological system and negotiated with different local actors. By examining both rivers 

within three meta-principles and the seven sub-categories of Regenerative Development 

(see Figure 2), they concluded that both places, to varying degrees, were able to shift their 

frame of thinking towards more systematic and holistic thinking. The KK river, in particular, 

demonstrated the use of partnerships with local actors to develop their community’s 

regenerative capacity whilst also complementing wider programmes for social, health, 

economic and environmental aspects of community development (Gibbons et al, 2020: 10-

14).  

 

Using this example, Gibbons et al (2020) state that a place’s socio-ecological systems will be 

able to adapt and evolve beyond the initial goals of sustainability and will eventually become 

thriving and self-sufficient (Gibbons et al, 2020: 4-12). When applied to sustainable planning 

practice, this means that all aspects of living systems, e.g. economic, social, environmental 

flows, relationships and patterns, are contextualised within a place-based and participatory 

approach.  All forms of sustainable development are then placed within a wider, holistic, 

socio-ecological system which can in turn inform the different forms of infrastructure and 

attempts at place-making, thus designing and delivering ‘good quality’ places. 
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Meta-Principle Features of Regenerative Development 

Wholeness • Works in whole systems  

• Shifting world-views of human components within living systems to 

holistic ones 

Change • The identification and manifestation of the potential or essence of a 

system 

• Growing regenerative capacity of whole systems (human and non-

human components’ viability, vitality and evolutionary capacity) 

Relationship • Value added to larger systems  

• Mutual factors that enable those reciprocal relationships that contribute 

to more vital living systems  

• Leverage nodes or convergences in living systems where many flows 

intersect and cause small changes across the system 

 

Figure 2. Regenerative development and its contribution to the formation of a holistic and 

thriving socio-ecological system. After Gibson et al, 2020: 4.  

 Summary of literature review 

In summary, infrastructure within the built environment cannot be treated in isolation, 

connecting as it does to a series of wider practices, systems and technologies (Cass et al, 

2018). The stakeholders responsible for the integration of infrastructure and housing are 

fragmented between the public and private sector (Graham and Marvin, 2001, National Audit 

Office, 2019) and, as a result, there are an emerging number of problems, e.g. piecemeal 

funding for infrastructure, and a lack of understanding between local authorities and national 

infrastructure bodies, which impact the effective integration of infrastructure and housing 

(Holt and Baker, 2014, RTPI, 2019). The integration of infrastructure and housing is also part 

of the place-making process. Place-making enables local communities to either upgrade or 

reimagine their surrounding built environment or aid developers in constructing a place 

which is in accordance with their visions, values and meanings (Strydom et al, 2018, Beza and 

Hernandez-Garcia, 2018).  

 

However, the different stakeholders within this process have varying amounts of influence in 

the decision-making process, meaning that there can be an imbalance in power relations 

(Tyler et al 2018, Ehwi forthcoming). The place-making process also extends beyond the 

initial construction of a development, and so there is a need to consider how it is maintained 

and looked after into the future, otherwise known as place-keeping (Smith and Dempsey, 

2014). The NPPF states that developments need to be economically, socially and 

environmentally sustainable and that there is a need to future-proof settlements against the 

potential impacts of climate change (MHCLG, 2019a, Titz and Chiotha, 2018). In order to 

prevent the valorisation of one aspect of sustainability at the expense of the others, a 
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holistic view needs to be taken which can account for all the varying factors that come 

together in achieving a sustainable place (Bastianoni et al 2019, Gibson et al 2020).    
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 Interview analysis 
 

A series of interviews were conducted with selected individuals from Places for People and 

other external industry bodies as well as academics in order to explore the research 

questions.  The interview findings can be summarised across three topics: infrastructure 

development and housing delivery; engagement with different stakeholders and their 

influence in designing and delivering ‘good quality’ places; and the sustainability of these 

places.   

 

 Infrastructure development and housing delivery   

Through the interview process, seven themes emerged when looking at infrastructure 

development and housing delivery.   

 Actors involved in infrastructure development and housing delivery  

Interviewees were clear that there is a relationship between infrastructure investment and 

development, including growth in housing numbers. However, this relationship is complex 

with multiple actors, who do not always share the same interests or motivations, involved in 

infrastructure development. 

 

It was suggested that public and private sector actors have different views on the use of 

infrastructure to encourage housing development. Interviewees expressed the belief that, in 

the private sector, infrastructure investment is profit driven, whereas in the public sector it is 

driven by wider aspirations of growth.   

 

 …the private sector is by and large driven by profit whereas the public sector… 

is not profit driven, maybe more investment-driven or growth-driven. 

(Interviewee 2, Places for People)  

 

It was thought that infrastructure investment was one way to drive new housing 

development as the building of infrastructure, such as roads or transport connections, is able 

to unlock previously inaccessible sites for development.   

 

…this sort of public intervention on infrastructure or specific pieces of 

infrastructure… is linked to a clear end product of unlocking particular sites, 

particular schemes and particular numbers of housing. (Interviewee 7, Civil 

Servant)  
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Interviewees from the private sector commented that they make an active effort to respond 

to public sector infrastructure investment and base their decisions about where to build 

houses on the location of infrastructure.   

 

 … at the kind of strategic level, a lot of our investment priorities, in terms of 

geographies, should be predicated on where infrastructure investment is going 

(.…) and looking at where the houses need to go. (Interviewee 2, Places for 

People)  

 

Interviewees stated that land availability, the price of land and the potential for financial 

profit all act as conditioning factors in the strategic decision-making processes for private 

sector house builders who may want to capitalise upon potential infrastructure investment.   

 

…where is there land to build? That is very much our main constraint. So, if we 

find a piece of land, the first thought is, is it a desirable location and do houses 

let or sell well in that area? What are the values we can extract? (Interviewee 5, 

Places for People).  

 

However, some believed that the value that could be extracted from building housing 

alongside infrastructure extends beyond monetary profit, encompassing economic and social 

value for the wider area in which the housing is situated.   

 

 We can see [infrastructure] has a value benefit, it will unlock both economic 

and social value, as well as financial, in some areas. (Interviewee 6, Places for 

People)  

 

In summary, the interviews highlighted the different stances taken by the public and private 

sectors in the use of infrastructure to encourage housing delivery. The public sector can 

encourage house building by strategically providing infrastructure, and the private sector can 

respond to this, building houses based on the availability of land and the potential value that 

can be gained from the development.   

 Housing as a form of infrastructure under the Nationally Significant Infrastructure 

Projects (NSIP) regime  

The interviews examined the consequences of classifying housing as infrastructure under the 

NSIP regime. Three common themes emerged: the securing of planning consent, whether 

housing can be viewed as infrastructure, and the potential impact on models of house 

building.  
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Currently, under the NSIP regime, 500 homes can be built alongside Nationally Significant 

Infrastructure Projects in England if they can be justified because of a functional need for the 

project to occur or are in geographical proximity to the project but are not functionally 

linked to it (DCLG, 2017). Consent for such projects is given via Development Consent Orders 

which wrap all the powers required to deliver projects into one consent, including 

environmental permits and Compulsory Purchase Orders. It is regarded as a transparent and 

well-understood way of gaining consent, with a defined timescale of examination (normally 

around 12-15 months after an application is submitted) and an extensive consultation 

process (Hawkes, 2019). Stakeholders in the consultation process include developers, local 

authorities, local communities and other relevant bodies, all of whom may contribute to the 

consultation process before a final decision is made by the relevant Secretary of State (Smith, 

2017).   

 

There was some recognition that if housing was classified as infrastructure under the NSIP 

regime, it might benefit from what is currently a relatively quick and predictable planning 

consent process.   

 

I think what is successful about the regime [is that] projects get consent 

relatively quickly. Whether that is a good thing in and of itself is an important 

question, but… I can see why it is attractive for those who want to deliver 

housing - and large amounts of housing - through a relatively quick and a 

relatively certain consent. (Interviewee 10, Academic)  

 

However, all interviewees were of the opinion that classifying housing as infrastructure 

through the NSIP to obtain planning permission could provoke political conflict and 

resistance at the local level. They were concerned that this would be viewed as a top-down 

imposition for providing housing and regarded as undermining local democracy.   

 

Nationally Strategic Infrastructure is never going to be locally ‘bottom-up’ (….) 

There does need to be a degree of local democracy within it and that is why I 

am hesitant about it, as putting [housing] in an NSIP looks like you have 

imposed [it upon them]. (Interviewee 6, Places for People)  

 

Some expressed the view that housing alone is not enough to be considered as 

infrastructure under the NSIP regime and that, as housing is only one element of a 

place, only whole settlements or new towns should be considered as infrastructure.   
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I think a whole new town is a piece of infrastructure because it is about 

responding to sport, connectivity, economy, and housing is one element of it. 

(Interviewee 6, Places for People)  

 

One interviewee identified the fact that the NSIP regime currently offers a way of integrating 

housing and infrastructure delivery, albeit on a smaller scale. This is because small numbers 

of housing units can be built alongside central infrastructure which then allows new, small 

communities to emerge. It suggests that NSIP is already effective in coordinating housing 

and infrastructure on a smaller scale, and that housing by itself should not be considered as 

infrastructure.    

 

I do think there is scope within the NSIP regime in producing small amounts of 

housing in support of the main infrastructure project. It is only up to 500 

houses… but maybe for some areas, like transport, it could be a quite a good 

way of seeding new communities or looking at where there is an infrastructure 

logic in underpinning development. (Interviewee 10, Academic)  

 

The third theme identified in the interviews was that the classification of housing as 

infrastructure under NSIP had the potential to change the models of volume house building 

that are currently in place.  

 

… you would probably start to see different sort of players in the market. I 

wonder what [reclassifying housing as infrastructure under NSIP] would do to 

the typical volume house building model. (Interviewee 2, Places for People)   

 

It was mentioned that this potential change could also potentially give more profile to 

innovative construction methods such as off-site manufacturing.   

 

I then start to think about the… innovative house builders who are trying to 

come in and do a different thing [and] it would give it profile. (Interviewee 5, 

Places for People).   

 

Although there could be some change in the typical volume house building models, 

interviewees were of the opinion that classifying housing as infrastructure under NSIP could 

be problematic. Classifying housing as infrastructure in order to build housing relatively 

quickly and at scale would not necessarily solve current problems in the construction 

industry, e.g. supply chain fragmentation, low productivity and labour shortages. In order to 

deliver volume housing quickly, there would be a need to tackle some of the existing 
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problems in the house building industry, independent of any classification as infrastructure 

under the NSIP planning process.    

 

There are so many issues around housing… if housing is to be considered in 

that way, there are some certain things we should be focusing on in 

particular… These are the fragmentation of the industry which causes problems 

like poor quality, inefficiency, lack of productivity, high costs… We should try to 

understand the problems and fix them. (Interviewee 5, Places for People)  

 

The responses of interviewees reflect that, while there are some benefits to classifying 

housing as infrastructure under NSIP, there are also problems. The NSIP regime might enable 

fast and large-scale planning consents, but it would by no means guarantee that housing 

would be delivered quickly.  

 The gap between national and local interests   

The interviews suggested that the UK is missing a tier of strategic planning which would 

connect national and local contexts in providing infrastructure alongside housing.  

 

…there needs to be a larger than local approach [to infrastructure planning 

and housing provision]. If you drop down straight to a local plan, you are 

missing a tier of strategic planning that the old county structure plans used to 

do quite well.  (Interviewee 6, Places for People)   

 

More than one interviewee commented on how Regional Spatial Strategies once filled this 

void, facilitating engagement and effective coordination across different layers and parts of 

government.  

 

New Labour put a lot of emphasis on breaking down the different silos between 

different aspects of government at different multi-governance levels. [Regional 

Spatial Strategies] were across different layers and levels of governance across 

the departments at each level. (Interviewee 3, Academic)  

 

One interviewee gave an example of this, citing the success of the London Plan as a regional 

tier in connecting local authorities’ planning practices to national planning directives. The 

London Plan is informed by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and acts as a 

guide for local authorities, enabling them to make their own planning decisions in line with 

regional and national planning guidance.  
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...the Mayor of London was given responsibility for certain regional functions, 

and one of them was preparing the London Plan, which is the framework for 

the planning of the whole city. So the boroughs are the local planning 

authorities, and they have to be consistent with the London Plan, but then the 

Mayor can’t direct local authorities to take specific planning decisions. 

(Interviewee 8, Academic)  

 Coordinated approaches and strategic uses of infrastructure and housing   

Interviewees emphasised the role of spatial planning in connecting infrastructure planning 

and housing provision across different levels of government. They also highlighted the 

strategic role of spatial planning to address wider issues within places, e.g. to support 

economic revitalisation.   

 

Spatial planning is the tool for better integration of housing and infrastructure 

delivery. There are no guarantees with a process like that, but it does provide 

that opportunity for cross-silo and broader thinking [around] the problems that 

we will need to solve with infrastructure and housing as well. (Interviewee 10, 

Academic)  

 

Reflecting on cross-silo and cross-border approaches, interviewees stated that local 

authorities could collaborate, over and above their duty to cooperate and influence the 

allocation of infrastructure and housing, by forming their own regional spatial development 

strategies. One interviewee offered the example of local authorities in the West Midlands 

which had come together to use transport infrastructure to improve regional connectivity 

and rebalance economic growth and opportunity. Consequently, this facilitated economic 

and housing growth within a wider area without putting local authorities into competition 

with one another.    

 

The West Midlands is a good example of balancing and rebalancing growth 

and opportunity.… [The Black Country authorities have] pretty much taken 

responsibility like London to think about transport infrastructure in looking at 

regional connectivity. I have seen areas, like Wolverhampton, experience a 

level of housing growth because connectivity into Birmingham has improved 

and, as that connectivity has improved, it has developed its own economic offer 

alongside it. It is not trying to compete; there is a clear structure or hierarchy of 

places around it. (Interviewee 6, Places for People)   

 

Interviewees believed that infrastructure can be used for greater purposes than simply 

unlocking housing development and can be used strategically to encourage economic 
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growth and regional development. Spatial development strategies and other coordinated 

approaches, whether regional or across local authority boundaries, offer a way for different 

local authorities to work collaboratively, and to solve particular problems in their areas. 

 Land and the integration of infrastructure with housing provision   

The interviews also examined how infrastructure can be integrated alongside housing at the 

local level, and one recurring point was the importance of land in providing infrastructure for 

housing and the need for institutional mechanisms to overcome fragmented land 

ownership.    

 

Interviewees commented that coordinating infrastructure development and housing delivery 

is made easier if land is under single ownership.    

 

It is much easier if the land is in single ownership. So if you have a big 

masterplan that covers lots of little chunks of islands of different ownership, 

then no one wants their land to be used for the kiddies’ play park rather than 

for the 300 hundred unit tower that is going to be worth lots and lots more 

money. (Interviewee 8, Academic).   

 

Strategic land assemblies were cited as a mechanism which could unite land under single 

ownership in order to facilitate large-scale development and place-making. Land assemblies 

unite multiple plots of land and properties into single ownership in order to coordinate 

development of a single, overall site, removing the need for developers to spend time and 

money purchasing individuals parcels of land, and making the area more appealing for 

development. However, it was also stated that using land assemblies can be contentious and 

potentially locally unpopular because they may require the use of Compulsory Purchase 

Orders (CPOs).   

 

I think that one way of achieving [single land ownership] is for local authorities 

to take a more proactive role in land assembly and putting together the puzzle 

of all these different fragmented bits of land ownership. The problem is that it 

very quickly gets you into the realms of CPOs which no one likes, it is very 

contentious. (Interviewee 8, Academic)  

 

Interviewees proposed that the public sector could combine a more proactive role with a 

strategic, longer term perspective when identifying viable land for development. As part of 

this, there would need to be a more ‘joined-up’ approach between local authorities, arm-

length bodies (e.g. Homes England) and landowners.  
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It needs to start with the public sector taking a real strategic view of where 

growth should happen, by having a clear long-term vision and not pushing out 

a call for sites for everyone else to lob their site in and then trying to go 

through the process of sorting everyone out on the way through. It has got to 

be more joined up…  I think Homes England has a big role to play and I think 

that is a better use of their resources than with things like the strategic land 

assemblies and so on’ (Interviewee 6, Places for People)  

 

Interviewees also noted the benefits of forming development corporations and in enabling a 

joined-up, more strategic approach to identifying land for development. Development 

corporations, established by both national and local government to encourage urban 

development, can provide more effective coordination of infrastructure development and 

housing provision by linking local authorities with other stakeholders, including private 

developers.   

 

 The development corporation model has a lot to recommend it as an 

institutional approach to [integrating infrastructure and housing provision] 

(Interviewee 3, Academic)  

 

Interviewees cited further benefits of the involvement of development corporations. In 

addition to enabling local authorities to pool their resources, they can be given formal 

authority and powers to act in a central, coordinating role, determining land use and 

integrating infrastructure planning with housing development.   

 

Those sorts of organisations would have a coordinating role and in the new 

towns with the development corporations, those models had a lot of good 

things like in infrastructure planning and development and land use and a 

basic coordination of the different agents. (Interviewee Three, Academic).   

 

Strategic land assemblies and development corporations, the vehicles suggested by the 

interviewees, both offer mechanisms through which land could be consolidated under single 

ownership, with the public sector playing a key role. As a result, infrastructure could be more 

efficiently coordinated alongside housing development.   

 Providing different forms of infrastructure alongside housing  

The interviews explored how potential infrastructure need, as generated by proposed new 

housing development, is accommodated in Local Plans, and the problems that can emerge 

because of delays in infrastructure delivery relative to housing completion.   
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Statutory bodies, such as highways and health authorities, have a voice in the Local Plan 

making and planning application processes and articulate what infrastructure would be 

needed to support new communities.   

 

There are requirements across other departments, like health, to ensure that 

the regional health bodies are statutory consultees to planning applications 

and local plans, which will ensure that they are aligned and providing the 

infrastructure [for] the housing population that comes with that. (Interviewee 7, 

Civil Servant)  

 

Statutory bodies’ presence in Local Plan making and their participation in the planning 

application process, enables them to articulate the future infrastructure needs of the 

residents in new developments, but problems can arise in infrastructure delivery. This can be 

because, even though the developer has made provision for infrastructure (e.g. allocating 

land for a GP surgery or funding infrastructure through planning obligations as part of a 

S106 agreement) the developer or the local authority does not necessarily have direct 

control over how the infrastructure is implemented, governed, managed, and used. As a 

result, the infrastructure may not necessarily be ready for immediate use when residents 

occupy the homes.  

 

It can be a Section 106 requirement that a development includes the provisions 

for a GP surgery for which the developer will provide the space. But the 

decision about what GP goes in there, when they are moving in and so on - the 

developer has no control over that. (.…) I have seen cases where the surgery sits 

there empty for three years just because the NHS hasn’t got their act together 

to move somebody in. The local authority has control over some certain things, 

but they don’t have control over the NHS… it is a completely different decision 

structure. (Interviewee 8, Academic)   

 

The majority of interviewees believed that a key barrier to a place’s success was the 

coordination of infrastructure alongside housing completion and occupation in a timely 

manner. Housing can often be built more quickly than the wider infrastructure needed to 

support a community, and one interviewee stressed how the different development time 

scales of housing and infrastructure were major inhibitors to meeting the necessary 

requirements to support high quality living.  

 

Housing planning and delivery is not fast enough, but it is certainly on a much 

quicker turn around than [infrastructure]. So the first thing is that the 

timescales are completely out of whack with one another, but we are putting 
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lots of people into places where the infrastructure is eventually going to get to 

them. But it sometimes doesn’t get to them for years’ (Interviewee 8, 

Academic)  

 

This issue also relates to developer contributions, as local authorities sometimes have to pool 

these contributions in order to fund the infrastructure needed in a new development. 

Consequently, housing may be occupied before sufficient financial developer contributions 

have been pooled to fund the required infrastructure.  

  

…we have a slightly bizarre system, I’ve always thought, in this country, where 

we put the cart before the horses. We have to gather a load of S106 

contributions and so on to put it in the pot to pay for….  the infrastructure. 

(Interviewee 6, Places for People)  

 

The time lag created through the pooling of developer contributions is further compounded 

by the reluctance of some private developers to pay for infrastructure. Developers are 

perceived as wanting to maximise their potential profits and may try to negotiate down the 

planning obligations requested by the local authority as part of their Section 106 

agreements.   

 

These house builders, by and large, are profit-driven, and will try to reduce the 

element of infrastructure they have to pay for. So you end up with a situation 

where no-one wants to pay for the bridges, the roads, the doctor’s surgery, the 

school, or anything. (Interviewee 2, Places for People)  

 

Interviewees suggested that a more effective approach would be to develop a place’s 

infrastructure prior to the occupation of housing. The benefit would be that people living in 

these communities would have immediate access to the infrastructure needed to support 

high quality living.   

 

We started with close to £20 million of infrastructure going in before we were 

delivering the housing. We actually brought it forward, ahead of the S106, with 

the delivery of the first primary school, so instead of it being there for the 

1500th home, we had it open for when the first families were moving in. 

(Interviewee 6, Places for People).   

 

Interviewees also stressed that putting in infrastructure in advance of housing aids the place-

making process. Developing a school, health centre or providing environmental amenities, 

such as GI, before housing is occupied means that these become central elements of a place, 



 

36 

 

providing the services people need, and creating a stronger sense of place from the 

beginning of a development’s occupation.   

 

We planted thousands of trees (…) and (…) we used the infrastructure 

requirements to create the sort of environment where people could not just 

look at the house and move into it, but think about what sort of place this is, 

and what it is going to be like: “this will be a really nice place”. (Interviewee 6, 

Places for People)  

 

However, this process needs to be flexible as the requirements of the community may 

change over time; where the developer is using infrastructure as a basis for place-making, 

mechanisms which are able to adapt the use of the infrastructure in response to the 

community’s needs need to be built in.  

 

There also [needs to be] a flexible approach to infrastructure first, tacking back 

and forth between physical infrastructure, the needs of the communities and 

the surrounding area and the opportunity to go back and forth and adapt to 

change. (Interviewee 10, Academic)  

 

Coordinating infrastructure with housing in a timely manner or making an active 

commitment to provide infrastructure in advance of housing, ensures that people will have 

immediate access to what they need for high quality living, bolstering the place-making 

process.    

 Soft infrastructure and housing provision   

There was a strong consensus amongst interviewees that hard infrastructure should be 

supplemented by soft forms of infrastructure.  

 

[We need to] think about infrastructure in the broadest sense. It needs to be 

everything from physical infrastructure to social infrastructure. (Interviewee 10, 

Academic)  

 

The interviewees highlighted the need for hard and soft forms of infrastructure to be 

efficiently timed with housing provision in order to create a successful place.   

 

… understanding how infrastructure from the school to the road can actually 

sequence alongside the residential development [is essential to creating a 

successful place]. (Interviewee 6, Places for People)   
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Several interviewees stressed that the timing of soft infrastructure provision is important to 

support a sense of community. They stated that if soft infrastructure is used strategically, its 

physical presence can act as an anchoring point for a community as the place can develop 

around it.  

 

We put in a really big health centre and a school, and those became centres of 

place. We built them first and so the development built around them, [which 

meant that] it felt sort of organic. Rather than retrofitting a school or a park, 

there is a real sense of place and the homes are built around that. (Interviewee 

9, Places for People)   

 

Interviewees also mentioned that providing community spaces supports successful place 

making.   

 

You might not want to have a social interaction, but you still want to go and sit 

in a café with other people… An absolute essential [part of a community] is a 

community space where people can be together whether it is a park, a hall or a 

café. (Interviewee 9, Places for People).    

 

Highlighting the importance of soft infrastructure in supporting a sense of community, one 

interviewee referred to the strategic use of Clarnico Quay2 by the developer. A community 

space, Clarnico Quay has been designed to promote the ‘spirit of the area’ by creating a 

‘community buzz’ in a central location within the development. For this interviewee, soft 

infrastructure has the potential to support the development of a sense of community in a 

new place.     

 

…it will open up its space 25% of the time to local community groups in the 

pub area which won’t be used on a Monday or a Tuesday. So you can use that 

for a local community group and... you are animating the place by having 

something there early. There is also a community benefit there as well, as… it’s 

a good way to create a buzz about the place early on and creates opportunities 

for local people too. (Interviewee 1, Places for People)   

 

 

 

2 Clarnico Quay is a mixed-use space which will open in Autumn 2020 as part of Places for People’s development 

at East Wick and Sweetwater, located in Stratford, East London    
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The interviewees reinforced the importance of soft infrastructure for supporting a sense of 

community and highlighted how it is needed alongside hard infrastructure in order to create 

a successful place.   

 

 ‘Good quality’ places 

 The main stakeholders in the design and delivery of ‘good quality’ places   

The interviews explored the main stakeholders involved in the design and delivery of ‘good 

quality’ places and the complexities that arise from their interactions.  All the interviewees 

had different ways of conceptualising a ‘good quality’ place, although there was a consensus 

that such places are both mixed use and mixed tenure.  

  

As part of the delivery of that high-quality place, you will deliver high-quality 

housing of all tenures [as well as] a mixed-use area, as this has broader 

linkages to the surrounding area… [A ‘good quality’ place] is somewhere where 

someone wants to live, work and play. (Interviewee 4, Industry)  

 

The interviewees identified a range of stakeholders that come together to create ‘good 

quality’ places and deliver the services needed. According to one interviewee, these are:   

 

The developers; the architect/landscape designers; people occupying and using 

the space; local authorities; National Government agencies relating to 

infrastructure provision; utilities’ companies (energy, power and 

communications); public organisations responsible for health and education; 

and commercial organisations who occupy the space. (Interviewee 9, Places for 

People)  

 

The nature of mixed tenure communities, with differing household size, demographic make-

up and household life stages, can make it more complex to deliver appropriate services to 

these places as there will be a diversity in needs and wants.   

 

 …if I am 25 with two kids, my needs are very different to if I am 25 and single, 

or 25 with a partner. (Interviewee 9, Places for People)   

 

In addition to planning infrastructure and designing a place to account for this diversity, 

multiple interviewees recognised the challenges that developers face in predicting the needs 

of future occupants.   
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You don’t know who is going to move into those places. The people who are 

future occupants don’t know they are going to move into those places. It is 

almost impossible to engage with the individuals who are going to live in this 

place. (Interviewee 8, Academic).   

 

However, interviewees acknowledged that developers are able to consult in existing 

developments, e.g. where regeneration is taking place.  

  

Often, if you are doing an estate regeneration scheme, you can identify the 

actual occupants and work with them. (Interviewee 8, Academic)  

 

When building new developments, the previous experience of developers in creating mixed 

tenure and mixed use areas can act as a substitute for future residents’ views, providing an 

understanding of what certain individuals may look for in their future place.    

 

[The design and delivery of ‘good quality’ places needs] an understanding of 

those different personas [in order to] build personalities and [an] 

understanding of the feelings around them, and then we can use those to 

create the places where people will live. (Interviewee 9, Places for People)  

 Consultation between different stakeholders   

There was a strong consensus that ineffective communication between different stakeholders 

can be a major barrier to designing and delivering ‘good quality’ places.   

 

The developers assume that they know what the planner’s priorities and 

constraints are, but actually they might not. They don’t have forums where 

they really sit down regularly and talk this through. (Interviewee 8, Academic)  

 

Interviewees also commented on how ineffective communication and forms of engagement 

can lead to conflict.   

 

There has been conflict and [stakeholders have] been at odds with one another. 

They have not been able to break down historic problems of engagement and 

their success has been less tractable. (Interviewee 3, Academic)   

 

Stakeholders can have competing interests and conflicting views that are hard to reconcile. 

There are multiple reasons why people may oppose new developments, and those who are 

planning new developments have to try to understand these views.   

 



 

40 

 

And yet because people take sides, you need to try and make it work between 

the planning authority, the landowner/developer and the community… You 

have to understand why they oppose development... It is fear of infrastructure, 

it is lack of opportunity, it is people moving in from outside. It is a whole host 

of different drivers. (Interviewee 6, Places for People)  

 

Developers need to be responsive to input from wider stakeholder views and may need to 

change their plans in line with the comments and responses given by the local 

stakeholders.    

 

...there were 20 or something different changes. They were the direct result of 

what people did, or didn’t, like. (Interviewee 6, Places for People)  

 Influence of communities within the place-making process  

There was a view that the place-making process should not be solely a top-down process. By 

not overly defining or curating a place, there is opportunity for bottom-up engagement on 

behalf of the community that will live there.   

 

If the tenants or customers got together and said we would like to take that 

over and turn it into an allotment, why can’t we let them? Because that is 

ownership of a place, that is proper place-making. If we tell people that they 

can’t put gnomes up outside their front door, if you can’t grow flowers up your 

wall and that sort of thing, that is not allowing them to own a place. 

(Interviewee 9, Places for People)  

 

Interviewees stated that it takes time for true place-making to occur as only so much can be 

designed and planned by the developer in advance. It takes time for a community to develop 

and begin to shape their place and meet their diverse and multiple needs.     

 

 … you can’t immediately place-make, it is not ‘pop up’ placemaking.... I think 

[somewhere] probably needs 3-5 years to feel like a place [because]… people 

need to get comfy in [a place] and start using it, and having it become part of 

their … not this beautifully curated place that people can’t touch and live [in]. 

(Interviewee 9, Places for People)  
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 Sustainability and ‘good quality’ places  

The interviews suggested that sustainability is multi-faceted, and the various aspects of 

sustainability must be taken into account by developers. A variety of wide-ranging 

definitions of ‘sustainability’ were given by interviewees.    

 

[Sustainability] is another one of those words that doesn’t really mean 

anything - or it can mean everything. You could talk about environmental 

sustainability, you could talk about physical sustainability of how the buildings 

are going to stay up before they crumble into dust, you can talk about social 

sustainability, or all three in some combination or another. (Interviewee 8, 

Academic)  

 

The majority of interviewees were of the view that sustainable places are those where 

developers have considered how the use of a place will change in the future. It was agreed 

that sustainable places are those which are more likely to remain high-quality in the long-

term. 

 

So it is a question of not just thinking about what you are creating now, but 

what it will be in 10 or 20 years’ time. (Interviewee 4, Industry).  

 

In order to ensure that both homes and surrounding infrastructure are sustainable, 

developments are guided by specific design principles and policies, such as the Future 

Homes Standard. Even though the Future Homes Standard has not come into law, 

developers are pre-emptively trying to adapt their development activity accordingly. 

 

 …there is a set of activities or obligations that we are trying to deliver. Some of 

which are driven by regulations, or some by just good protective planning. 

There is something called the Future Homes Standard and all those sorts of 

things and - they are going to have an impact upon us and it is important we 

get ready for it... (Interviewee 1, Places for People)   

 

The interviews conducted during this research reveal that there is more to creating 

sustainable places than simply ensuring that housing and physical infrastructure are built to 

sustainable design principles. Developers need to create an environment which sustains a 

community over time by encouraging people to stay in that place into the future. In order to 

achieve this, it is necessary to ensure that the place is able to adapt to meet the 

requirements of the community as they change over time.   
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To me, the word ‘sustainability’ has connotations of long-lastingness and 

longevity. So, are we actually trying to build places where we want to 

encourage people to stay for a long time? (Interviewee 8, Academic)   

 

Interviewees felt that individuals make an active judgement regarding the quality of a place, 

and a sustainable development is one which is judged to be of high-quality over an 

extended period. It follows that when people consider that a place meets their needs and is a 

desirable place to live, they are more inclined to want to continue to live and invest there 

over time, and the place does not begin to deteriorate.   

 

I think the sustainability of a place is defined by people wanting to stay in that 

place… A sustainable place is a place where people want to come, to invest 

there and live there. If you want to get out of it, or not invest, then it is not 

sustainable and will fall away. (Interviewee 3, Academic)  

 

Multiple interviewees voiced the opinion that in order to be sustainable, developments need 

to become embedded in the social and economic infrastructure of the wider area. Transport 

infrastructure linking developments to nearby places is essential in order to ensure residents 

have access to jobs, leisure amenities, and other essential services in the surrounding area. 

As such, a sustainable, high quality place is able to integrate with other settlements around 

it.  

 

I think it is something… that needs to be there so that each place is not an 

island. [A place] shouldn’t be something that has just landed in the area, it 

should be something that integrates into the area…. and fits into the broader 

vision of an area. (Interviewee 4, Industry).   

 

The sustainability of a place is multifaceted, and comprises its physical aspects, e.g. energy 

efficient homes; the willingness of people to reside there; and how well it is able to connect 

to wider infrastructure and other amenities in the surrounding area. In order for a place to 

remain high quality into the long-term, developers not only need to adhere to specific 

design principles which underpin the design of long lasting homes and infrastructure, but 

also to create an environment that is appealing for people both in the present and for many 

years into the future.  
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 Sustainability  

 Stewardship and sustainability    

Interviewees felt that consideration of the long-term future of developments should be the 

starting point in designing sustainable places. Importantly, this involves thinking beyond the 

design of housing itself, so that how the wider landscape accommodates peoples’ lifestyles is 

a key consideration.  

 

I think you have to start from a place of imaging what it will be like in 50 

years. What will people be doing? It is not just where the homes are going to 

go, it is their experience of walking down the street, or of their children growing 

up there. Start from that and design backwards - and housebuilders have never 

done that. It is designed from the housing upwards. (Interviewee 6, Places for 

People)  

 

The interviews also revealed the importance of thinking from the outset of development 

about who will look after the place and who will make decisions regarding its governance in 

the future. This is an essential element of planning for sustainable places, as places need to 

be continually managed in the future in order to ensure they meet the needs of residents.  

 

 Stewardship and governance are key… because that really comes into play 

with how you approach the planning of a place, how you think about the 

delivery of infrastructure, and how you think, long after the development 

period, about what is going to happen to that place. (Interviewee 6, Places for 

People)  

 

In one case, an interviewee commented on how their housing association intends to make 

sustainability a central part of their future governance strategy for one site, Gilston Park3. 

Active considerations are being made about how land use and community amenities might 

change over time. By using a Community Land Trust, the housing association will ensure that 

the land assets are kept within community ownership, thereby empowering local people to 

manage and curate their community over time. In doing so, stewardship for the place is 

 

 

3 The Gilston Park development is a proposed site located in East Hertfordshire and is just a mile north 

of Harlow, Essex.  
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passed to residents, meaning that decisions can be taken to ensure the space continues to 

meet the needs of the local community by members of the community itself. 

 

We have something [at] Gilston where we are transferring land assets into 

community ownership, with an endowment for the future of the community. 

(Interviewee 6, Places for People)  

 

The interviewees recognised that not every house builder will consider their places’ 

stewardship and future governance mechanisms, as private developers may only have short-

term involvement in a place. This poses a challenge for ensuring that places are managed 

sustainably into the future. Housing associations, on the other hand, may own affordable 

housing or manage property in an area and so have a long-term commitment both to their 

tenants and the place itself.    

 

[Private developers] hand the keys to someone’s house and ideally they would 

have very little to do with them again. We’ve always said that we see it as the 

start of a relationship but, because we only build affordable housing or market 

rent or some of the commercial, we have an equal stake in the success of an 

area. So we think about how it’s going to be managed.  (Interviewee 6, Places 

for People)  

 

This evidence suggests that the development of sustainable places requires clearly set out 

strategies for how to involve residents in long term management of their community. Such 

strategies should be considered from the outset of development. Different types of 

developers will have varying time commitments to their settlements and, as a result, the 

stewardship of a future development is not always considered at the beginning of the place-

making process.   

 A holistic approach to sustainable places   

Interviewees were keen to emphasise that, in order to build long-lasting, high-quality 

settlements, developers need to pay attention to the relationship between different aspects 

of sustainability. In order to build a place which is successful in the long-term, it is important 

that developers consider how a space will serve its residents in economic, environmental and 

social terms. Delivering a healthy environment, enabling access to jobs and leisure facilities, 

and providing essential services (such as schools and hospitals) for the community are all 

required to ensure the development of a sustainable place, and success is unlikely to be 

delivered if any single one is missing.    
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…So I am very much about the holistic view: economic, social and 

environmental….  aesthetic as well. (Interviewee 5, Places for People)  

 

Interviewees emphasised that there is a difference between the idea of sustainable 

development as a policy goal, and its implementation in reality, and whilst the principle of 

‘sustainable development’, which involves the balancing of the economic, environmental and 

social attributes of a place, is defined in planning policy guidance (such as the NPPF), it does 

not offer clear guidance as to how developers should go about achieving this.  

 

You know the NPPF talks about sustainable development, so everything has to 

be couched in those terms. I am not sure, in a lot of cases, of how much 

thought goes into the use of those words. I am not accusing anybody of bad 

faith, but just putting those words on the paper doesn’t automatically make it 

apparent about what those words mean in this particular context. (Interviewee 

8, Academic)  

 

The balancing of the economic, environmental and social requirements to achieve 

sustainability can be difficult. One interviewee emphasised that the design and delivery of a 

sustainable ‘good quality’ place requires an understanding of how its environmental aspects 

(e.g. carbon neutrality) will impact other economic and social dimensions (e.g. the structure 

of the local economy, or the types of jobs present in that area). Typically, greater focus is 

given to environmental sustainability in the built assets, rather than a location’s economic 

and social sustainability. This can have negative repercussions, as it can mean that other 

factors which are just as important for ensuring sustainability of the place – including access 

to jobs, social amenities, and community facilities – may be overlooked.  

 

Interviewees suggested that there is no specific measuring tool by which the combined 

environmental, economic and social conditions can be assessed as sustainable or not.    

 

How are we being sustainable as a business by denying these things? It is 

about all those very clear topics like carbon, water, waste, etc. but bringing all 

these together [in a place], how does that overlay local economics or local jobs 

in that area?... It is huge, but there is no KPI or measured outcome, no 

monitoring or reporting. The fact is that these places are not sustainable and, if 

they are, they are [sustainable] by default and not by design. (Interviewee 5, 

Places for People)  

 

Therefore, while a holistic view taking into account the social, environmental and economic 

aspects of sustainability might be useful when designing a place, it can be challenging to 
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balance these facets of sustainable development in a way that is context sensitive and site 

specific.   

 Climate change and becoming carbon net-zero    

The wider construction industry is currently making an active effort to reduce its carbon 

footprint and increasingly, sustainability within the built environment is framed by the 

requirement to be carbon net-zero4.   

 

There has been a prominence [in industry] very recently around zero carbon 

within the built environment, and the built environment counts for around 40% 

of carbon emissions. So it is definitely an issue that the industry is grappling 

with. (Interviewee 4, Industry)   

 

Even though the housebuilding industry is trying to reduce its carbon emissions, the 

interviewees recognised that effective collaboration is needed between the public and 

private sectors in order to meet net-zero carbon targets by 2050. 

 

If we are truly going to meet those zero carbon targets, the final 10-20%, 

[government] aren’t going to be able to do at the central level. They are still 

going to have to do a lot to get to that 80%, but that final two miles is going to 

require the development community to deliver something very different at a 

local level. (Interviewee 10, Places for People)  

 

In acknowledging the role of private sector developers in reducing their carbon emissions, 

multiple interviewees illustrated the steps that they are willing to take in order to change 

their business practices and become environmentally sustainable.    

 

 I think that these days we shouldn’t be doing anything that is going to be 

unsustainable or that hugely negatively impacts the climate. (Interviewee 9, 

Places for People)  

 

However, they expressed the view that there are substantial challenges in retrofitting 

housing stock to become carbon net-zero.  

 

 

 
4 The requirement for the UK to be carbon net-zero by 2050 was made legally binding through an amendment in 

the Climate Change Act 2019. Net-zero means that any activities that emit carbon dioxide into the atmosphere 

must be balanced with activities that remove said carbon. 
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I think our challenge is how we retrofit zero carbon. [Homes] have been built 

and we should look after them - it takes more carbon to build new stuff 

whereas if we found some way to look after [existing stock] and find some 

economically viable way of retrofitting and making them more energy efficient 

and carbon neutral, that is something that should absolutely be in our business 

plan. (Interviewee 9, Places for People)  

 

Making housing and wider places carbon neutral is a complex issue and will take time to 

achieve. Cross sector collaboration will be required, as will the introduction of the necessary 

infrastructure to support the transition of places to carbon neutrality, e.g. the widespread 

installation of charging stations for electric cars or increased public transport provision. 

These challenges add to the potential complexity in achieving carbon net-zero housing and 

places, especially since these efforts have only just begun.  

 

So we really have to do a lot of work on what is appropriate and where that 

then ties into our existing estate. So, zero carbon is zero carbon, cross-sector, 

vertical, horizontal. We are now thinking about how we baseline our stock so 

we know what our starting position is and we can fill that gap, and we will 

have to retrofit infrastructure solutions to allow that stock to be what it needs 

to be. And for this organisation here, we are right at the start of that journey. 

(Interviewee 5, Places for People)   

 

The infrastructures and housing that sit within places are increasingly being viewed in terms 

of the mitigation of climate change, but the measures needed to make housing and places 

carbon net-zero are complex and will take considerable time to achieve.   
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  Conclusion 
 

This conclusion draws together key findings regarding the connections between 

infrastructure and housing, the place-making process as part of designing and delivering 

‘good quality’ places, and their overall sustainability. It addresses the research questions and 

offers recommendations aimed at ensuring that sustainable places can be built in the future.  

 

 What is the best method for matching infrastructure planning and 

housing provision? What role does ‘soft’ infrastructure play in 

accompanying housing in infrastructure planning? 

Responsibilities for infrastructure planning and for housing provision are fragmented across 

various stakeholders, including local authorities, central government bodies, private 

developers, arms-length bodies, and utilities companies (Graham and Marvin, 2001; National 

Audit Office, 2019). Although these stakeholders work together to deliver and integrate 

infrastructure and housing, they may have different motivations and seek different 

outcomes. For example, public sector actors - such as central government or local authorities 

- may strategically invest in infrastructure to encourage housing development, economic 

development, or improve regional connectivity, but private developers are more likely to be 

driven by the need to realise financial profit by building housing alongside existing or 

planned new infrastructure. It is inadequate to build housing alone – sustainable places 

require a range of (perhaps less directly profitable) infrastructure and are therefore usually 

delivered through a combination of public and private investment. Coordination between 

key stakeholders is therefore essential in order to build successful places.  

 

Interviews with stakeholders confirmed that spatial planning is a key mechanism for effective 

collaboration between different levels of government. It provides a strategic vision for 

development, connecting local planning practices with national needs expressed through 

planning policy (Scottish Government, 2019a, 2019b, Hawkes, 2019). The benefits afforded 

by spatial planning, a joined-up approach which connects different spatial scales, go beyond 

delivering housing with infrastructure and could help solve other problems. For instance, it 

may help to identify ‘left-behind’ areas, enabling replacement of outdated infrastructure or 

promoting growth within those places (Williams, 2014, RTPI, 2019). Therefore, spatial 

planning is an effective vehicle for linking infrastructure planning and housing provision and 

has wide-ranging benefits.  

 

There are, however, difficulties in achieving a joined-up and strategic approach to 

infrastructure delivery and housing development. Local Plans are required to adhere to 

national planning guidance offered by the NPPF, and to meet local community expectations, 
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while setting out the design vision underpinning local development (MHCLG, 2019a). This 

research identified the need for a ‘larger than local’ approach to development, but also 

highlighted the fact that the possibilities for such an approach to strategic planning are 

somewhat restricted because of the gap left by the removal of the RSSs. The lack of regional 

guidance causes difficulties in coordinating infrastructure and housing planning effectively 

across different spatial scales, from national to local.  

 

The integration of infrastructure development and investment is not only impacted by the 

lack of clarity between different aspects of government in their interaction with the private 

sector (National Audit Office, 2019), but also by the lack of centralised sources of funding for 

local authorities. Local authorities are more reliant upon developer contributions and source 

funding from multiple streams in order to fund infrastructure development, meaning that 

funding is piecemeal (RTPI, 2019). Consequently, the funding for infrastructure is focused 

more upon the short-term and the immediate returns for the funders. Therefore, in order to 

provide infrastructure alongside housing in a timely manner, there is a need for a centralised 

source of funding.   

 

Collaboration between the public and private sector can be more efficiently coordinated 

through the wider use of institutional mechanisms like development corporations, or by the 

public sector taking a more proactive approach through strategic land assembly. 

Development corporations enable different public and private sector actors to come 

together with different resources and work with one another in establishing a common 

platform for development, e.g. public sector with land and the private sector with 

developmental expertise and monetary resources. Furthermore, strategic land assemblies are 

useful since they offer a mechanism to consolidate land under single ownership, enabling 

private sector developers to collaborate with the public sector and landowners to encourage 

development.  These mechanisms offer a way for the public and private sector to effectively 

coordinate their activities.  

 

The research suggests that guaranteeing the delivery of hard and soft infrastructure before 

housing is occupied ensures that people have access to the resources needed to support 

high quality living.  Providing soft infrastructure, identified as necessary for the development 

of human and social capital, before housing occupation was identified as being vital to 

successfully support a sense of community (Brail et al, 2017). Interviewees also recognised 

that developing soft infrastructure prior to the completion of housing development enables 

the infrastructure to act as an anchoring point for the community (Cass et al., 2018): for a 

sustainable community to form, other infrastructure such as GP surgeries, schools and public 

spaces are necessary, and this infrastructure then becomes embedded in the community 

fabric (Williams, 2014, Brail et al, 2017).   
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The research also explored some of the consequences of classifying housing as infrastructure 

under the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) scheme. Although planning 

consent for large-scale housing development could be given relatively quickly under this 

scheme, this was perceived as reducing local democratic accountability and thereby 

increasing the risk of generating local resistance and political conflict. Additionally, there are 

a number of barriers to rapid large-scale housing construction, including supply chain 

fragmentation and labour shortages within the construction industry. However, the current 

regime does offer an effective mechanism for integrating the delivery up to 500 homes with 

Nationally Significant Infrastructure; communities of a smaller scale can be developed 

through the scheme. Thus, the NSIP regime is not the best method for delivering housing on 

a mass scale, but it can be effective in integrating central pieces of infrastructure and 

housing.     

 

 Who are the main stakeholders in the design and delivery of 

‘good quality’ places? In what ways, and to what extent, are they 

able to influence this?  

A ‘good quality’ place is one which balances economic, social and environmental value from 

the perspective of multiple stakeholders (Carmona, 2019; Roger and Hunt, 2019). 

Interviewees felt that a high-quality development is one that is both mixed tenure and mixed 

use. This research identified a range of stakeholders involved in the design, delivery, and 

maintenance of ‘good quality’ places, including local authorities, statutory bodies, private 

sector developers, and local communities (Dempsey and Smith, 2014; Beza and Hernandez-

Garcia, 2018). The place-making process can be complex, challenging and time consuming 

because there are multiple stakeholders whose views and needs must be taken into account. 

Whilst consultation and adherence to Local Plans are designed to enable developers to meet 

the demands of existing stakeholders, the voice of future occupants of new developments is 

often missing from the consultation process.  The prior experience of developers may 

mitigate this to a certain extent where they are able to account for which amenities and 

housing types are needed by people of differing ages, backgrounds and life stages. The 

design and delivery of ‘good quality’ places is complex, as it has to account for the different 

needs and wants of multiple existing and future stakeholders. Therefore, there is a real need 

to dedicate time and resources to facilitate open and inclusive stakeholder engagement. 

 

Place-making processes are crucial to enable local communities to reimagine or upgrade 

their surrounding built environment, or to aid developers in constructing new developments 

in accordance with their visions, values, and meanings (Strydom et al., 2019; Beza and 

Hernandez-Garcia, 2018). The value of the consultation process in place-making is important 
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in understanding how development may impact local contexts, as well as affording 

developers the opportunity to gain insight and advice from local communities. For place-

making to be successful, the process needs to identify specific ‘enablers’ who will represent 

local communities and enable meaningful participation in the decision-making process. By 

building trust between developers and local communities, the co-creation or co-production 

of places can be facilitated, resulting in more successful outcomes marked by higher levels of 

community acceptance (Wolf and Mahaffey, 2016; Teder, 2019). Developers’ and residents’ 

visions for their place may be in conflict with one another; the developer should be 

responsive to this and should not overly curate or define a place thus allowing residents to 

have meaningful input into shaping a place to their own needs.  The extent to which local 

communities can shape the place-making process as part of the design and delivery of ‘good 

quality’ places depends on effectiveness and quality of the engagement between developers 

and other stakeholders, thereby making the place-making process collaborative and not top-

down. 

 

After the construction of a development, the place-making process transitions to one of 

place-keeping, and there is a need to consider how that place is managed into the future. 

Place-keeping is a process which involves stakeholders ranging from asset management 

companies, private developers, local authorities, local communities and user groups to form 

long-term management strategies and implement them (Dempsey and Smith, 2014). The 

influence that relevant stakeholders have in shaping their development thus extends beyond 

the initial construction of a place into the future.  

 

 What is meant by sustainability in the building of ‘good quality’ 

places? What considerations are paid to holistic sustainable 

solutions beyond the remit of climate change?    

The sustainability of a ‘good quality’ place comprises multiple elements. The NPPF dictates 

that sustainable development must meet the needs of the present without compromising 

the requirements of future generations, and that such places need to be economically, 

environmentally and socially sustainable (MHCLG, 2019a). Developers need to design a built 

environment which encourages people to remain invested in a place as their requirements 

change, through the provision of different types of housing and amenities to suit different 

needs. In order to be sustainable, new housing developments must be embedded in a wider 

system of infrastructure, including schools, public transport connections and community 

facilities, that can support a community in the long term.  

 

Furthermore, it is important that developers ‘future-proof’ and try to increase the resilience 

of their development from external threats such as climate change. As such, sustainable 
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developments must be able to anticipate and adapt to continually evolving needs of local 

communities.  

 

The interview analysis echoed findings in the literature review: good quality, sustainable 

places need to take account of the economic, environmental, social and physical aspects of 

the space (MHCLG, 2019a). However, the guidance offered in achieving a balance between 

these factors operates more as a general blueprint rather than as specific guidance for 

developers. It does not account for the specific local contexts which developers must engage 

with in order to create places which work within particular localities, and the idiosyncrasies of 

local places mean that it is impossible to apply a ‘one size fits all’ approach to achieving 

sustainable development. Developers must take account of particular, local challenges if they 

are to produce a good quality place which fits in with local economic, environmental, social 

and physical conditions. 

 

The focus on sustainability within the built environment is shifting towards the mitigation of 

climate change. The commitment to make the UK carbon net-zero by 2050, along with policy 

such as the Future Homes Standard, are important considerations for developers and other 

stakeholders when designing and delivering ‘good quality’ places. Reaching these aims will 

require cross-sector collaboration (Committee on Climate Change, 2019, MHCLG, 2019b).  

Delivering these goals is likely to be challenging as efforts to make housing and its 

associated infrastructures carbon net-zero have only just begun and there are currently 

neither systematic nor economically viable ways of achieving net-zero carbon status. 

Therefore, in order to create places that are able to accommodate the requirements needed 

to mitigate climate change, there needs to be greater government support in developing 

approaches that facilitate this. Nonetheless, stakeholders in housing construction have a key 

role to play in delivering carbon net-zero homes and the associated infrastructure necessary 

for building developments which are sustainable for the communities within them, as well as 

for the planet.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

53 

 

 Recommendations 
 

• A layer of strategic planning beyond the local authority level, e.g. a tier of 

regional planning, is needed to ensure that infrastructure planning and housing 

provision are in step with one another.  

• Given the important role of planning in coordinating housing and infrastructure, 

there needs to be adequate resourcing for local planning departments and 

investment in the skills of planning officers.  

• Effective public and private sector coordination for housing and infrastructure 

delivery should be facilitated by the wider use of institutional mechanisms (such 

as development corporations) and a more proactive public sector approach 

(including the use of strategic land assemblies).  

• Infrastructure needs to be delivered alongside housing so that the services 

people need for high quality living are in place before homes are occupied.  

• To ensure that local authorities are not reliant upon piecemeal funding for the 

infrastructure needed to support new housing, there is a need for a centralised 

source of finance to guarantee that essential infrastructure can be efficiently 

delivered alongside housing development.  

• In order to ensure the delivery of ‘good quality places’, soft infrastructure (e.g. 

community amenities and facilities) must be delivered in a timely fashion 

alongside hard forms of infrastructure (e.g. roads, railways) and housing in order 

to effectively support the development of a sustainable community.  

• There is a need for good practice guidance on consultation to support 

collaborative approaches to development consultation based on openness and 

transparency. Developers must commit adequate time and resources to facilitate 

this. Local residents may need support to engage effectively, particularly in 

disadvantaged communities. 

• To ensure that places are able to adapt to changing needs, community members 

must have continuing opportunities for their voices to be heard in the long term 

governance and stewardship structures of a development. In order to maintain 

the physical and social structures that enable high quality living, developers need 

to consider, from the outset, who will maintain the place into the future and who 

should be responsible for its governance. Developers and other stakeholders 

must agree strategies for involving local communities in long-term management 

and governance.    
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• Industry guidance on good practice that balances the economic, social and 

environmental aspects of sustainable place-making needs to be developed. 

There would be value in developing a robust way to assess sustainability in the 

broadest sense, as well as identifying and disseminating good practice examples. 

• To meet targets for carbon emissions that are economically viable and 

sustainable, developers need to collaborate with government and other actors 

not only when designing new places, but also in retrofitting existing 

developments. Achieving net-zero carbon needs sector commitment, technical 

innovation and resourcing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

55 

 

 References 
 

Baker, S. and Mehmood, A. (2015) Social innovation and the governance of sustainable 

places. The International Journal of Justice and Sustainability, Vol 20 (3), pp. 321-334.  

 

Bastianoni, S., Coscieme, L., Caro, D., Marchettini, N. and Pulselli, F. (2019) The needs of 

sustainability: The overarching contribution of systems approach. Ecological Indicators, Vol 

100, pp. 69-73.  

 

Berleant, A. (1997) Living in the landscape: toward an aesthetic of environment. Lawrence: 

University of Kansas Press.  

 

Beza, B. and Hernandez-Garcia, J. (2018) From placemaking to sustainability citizenship: an 

evolution in the understanding of community realised public spaces in Bogota’s informal 

settlements.  Journal of Place Management and Development, Vol 11 (2), pp. 192-207. DOI: 

10.1108/JPMD-06-2017-0051. 

 

Bovet, J., Reese, M. and Koeck, W. (2018) Taming expansive land use dynamics - sustainable 

land use regulation and urban sprawl in a comparative perspective.  Land Use Policy, Vol 77, 

pp. 837-845.  

 

Brail, S., Mizrokhi, E. and Ralston, S. (2017) Examining the transformation of Regent Park, 

Toronto. In: N. Wise and J. Clark (Eds). Urban Transformations: Geographies of Renewal and 

Creative Change. Pp. 177-194., London: Routledge.  

 

Carmona, M. (2019) Place value: place quality and its impact on health, social, economic and 

environmental outcomes.  Journal of Urban Design, Vol 24 (1), pp. 1-48. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13574809.2018.1472523 

 

Cass, N., Schwanen, T., and Shove, E. (2018) Infrastructures, intersections and societal 

transformations. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol 137, pp. 160-167. 

 

City of Cape Town (2019), City Mayor Dan Plato signs agreement with Dutch government as 

part of Resilient Cities, Available from: http://www.capetown.gov.za/Media-and-

news/%E2%80%8BCity%20Mayor%20Dan%20Plato%20signs%20agreement%20with%20Dut

ch%20government%20as%20part%20of%20Resilient%20Cities (last accessed 11/02/20).  

 

Chen, Y. and Lei, Q. (2020) Emerging Participative Approaches for Urban Regeneration in 

Chinese Megacities.  Journal of Urban Planning and Development, Vol 146 (1), pp. 1-13.  

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


 

56 

 

Cilliers, E. and Timmermans, W. (2014) The importance of creative participatory planning in 

the public place-making process. Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design 

(ENVIRON PLANN B), Vol 41 (3), pp. 413-429.  

 

Committee on Climate Change (2019) Net Zero: The UK’s contribution to stopping global 

warming. [Online] Available from: https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2019/05/Net-Zero-The-UKs-contribution-to-stopping-global-warming.pdf. 

Last accessed 11/12/2019. 

 

Communities and Local Government (2010) Chief Planning Officer Letter: Revocation of 

Regional Strategies. [Online] Available from: 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110614145338/http://www.communities.gov.u

k/publications/planningandbuilding/letterabolitionregional. Last accessed 30/01/20.  

 

Communities and Local Government (2011) Communities and Local Government Committee 

Second Report: Abolition of Regional Spatial Strategies: a planning vacuum? [Online] Available 

from: https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmselect/cmcomloc/517/51702.htm. 

Last accessed 28/01/2020 

 

Cordaid (2015a) Integrating Hard and Soft Infrastructure in South Africa. [Online] Available 

from: https://www.cordaid.org/en/publications/how-we-integrate-soft-and-

hardinfrastructures/. Last accessed 30/01/2020.  

 

Cordaid (2015b) Cordaid and Cape Town develop public transport. [Online] Available from: 

https://www.cordaid.org/en/news/cordaid-public-transportation-cape-town/. Last accessed 

30/01/2020.   

 

Cowans, D. (2019a) Associations need to focus on integrating housing with infrastructure. 

[Online] Available from: https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/comment/comment/associations-

need-to-focus-on-integrating-housing-with-infrastructure-60230. Last accessed 15/01/20. 

 

Cowans, D. (2019b) Housing must be classed as infrastructure to boost delivery. [Online] 

https://www.acenet.co.uk/news/industry/housing-must-be-classed-as-infrastructure-to-

boost-delivery/. Last accessed 16/01/20.  

 

Day, L. (1992) Placemaking by design: fitting a large new building into a historic district. 

Environment and Behaviour, Vol 24 (3), pp. 326-246.  

 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


 

57 

 

Dempsey, N. (2008) Are good-quality environments socially cohesive? Measuring quality and 

cohesion in urban neighbourhoods. The Town Planning Review, Vol 80 (3), pp. 315-345.  

 

Dempsey, N. and Smith, H. (2014) Understanding place-keeping of open space. In: H. Smith, 

M. Burton (Eds.) Place-keeping: open space management in practice, pp. 13-29. London: 

Routledge.  

 

Dempsey, N., Smith, H. and Burton, M. (2014) From space to place: the importance of place-

keeping. In: N. Dempsey, H. Smith, M. Burton (Eds) Place-keeping: open space management in 

practice, pp. 1-12. London: Routledge.  

 

Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG), (2017), Planning Act 2008: 

Guidance on Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects and Housing, [Online], Available 

from: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da

ta/file/601461/Housing_and_Planning_Act_guidance.pdf. Last accessed 23/03/20.  

 

Ehwi, R. (forthcoming)  Engaging stakeholders in digital infrastructure projects: stakeholder 

engagement review.  Cambridge: Centre for Housing and Planning Research. 

 

European Commission (2015) Green Infrastructure. [Online] Available from: 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/ecosystems/index_en.htm. Last accessed 23/01/20.  

 

Graham, S. and Marvin, S. (2001) Splintering Urbanism: Networked Infrastructures, 

Technological Mobilities and the Urban Condition. London: Routledge.  

 

Gibson, L., Pearthee, G., Cloutier, A. and Ehlenz, M. (2020) The development, application and 

refinement of a Regenerative Development Evaluation Tool and indicators. Ecological 

Indicators, Vol 108. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2019.105698 

 

Hall, J., Henriques, J., Hickford, A. and Nicholls, R. (2012) A Fast Frack Analysis of strategies for 

infrastructure provision in Great Britain. [Online] Available from: https://www.itrc.org.uk/wp-

content/PDFs/ITRC-FTA-Technical-report.pdf. Last accessed 17/01/2020.   

 

Hawkes, D. (2019) State of the Nation 2019: Connecting Infrastructure with Housing.  [Online] 

Available from: https://www.ice.org.uk/getattachment/news-and-insight/policy/state-of-the-

nation-2019/ice-state-of-the-nation-

2019.pdf.aspx#_ga=2.144986550.309391279.1579259115-1654162750.1579259115. Last  

accessed 17/01/2020.   

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank#_ga=2.144986550.309391279.1579259115-1654162750.1579259115
about:blank#_ga=2.144986550.309391279.1579259115-1654162750.1579259115
about:blank#_ga=2.144986550.309391279.1579259115-1654162750.1579259115


 

58 

 

 

Hislop, M., Scott, A. and Corbett, A. (2019) What Does Good Green Infrastructure Planning 

Policy Look Like? Developing and Testing a Policy Assessment Tool Within Central Scotland 

UK. Planning Theory and Practice, Vol 20 (5), pp. 633-655. 

 

HM Government (2010) 2050 Pathways Analysis. [Online] Available from: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da

ta/file/42562/216-2050-pathways-analysis-report.pdf. Last accessed 11/12/2019.  

 

Holt, V. and Baker, M. (2014) All hands to the pump? Collaborative capability in local 

infrastructure planning in the North West of England. Town Planning Review, Vol 85 (6), pp. 

757-776.  

 

Infrastructure and Ports Authority (2016) National Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2016-2021, 

[Online] Available from: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da

ta/file/520086/2904569_nidp_deliveryplan.pdf. Last accessed 29/01/2020.  

 

Jacobs, J. (1961) The Death and Life of Great American Cities. New York: Random House.  

 

Lawhon, M., Nilsson, D. and Silver, J. (2018) Thinking through heterogeneous infrastructure 

configurations. Urban Studies, Vol 55, pp. 720-732.  

 

Macrorie, R. and Marvin, S. (2019) Bifurcated Urban Integration: The Selective dis- and re-

assembly of infrastructures. Urban Studies, Vol 56 (11), pp. 2207-2224.  

 

Manzini, E. (2015) Design, When Everybody Designs. An Introduction to Design for Social 

Innovation. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.  

 

Mathers, A., Dempsey, N. and Molin, J. (2015) Place-keeping in action: Evaluating the capacity 

of green space partnerships in England. Landscape and Urban Planning, Vol 139, pp. 126-136.  

 

Mattijssen, T., Van der Jagt, A., Elands, B., Erlwein, S. and Lafortezza, R. (2017) The long-term 

prospects of citizens managing urban green space: From place making to place-keeping? 

Urban Forestry and Urban Greening, Vol 26, pp. 78-84.  

 

McClean, A. (2017) Defining infrastructure integration: Abstract aspirations and institutional 

variations. People, Place and Policy, Vol 11 (1), pp. 15-36.  

 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


 

59 

 

Mell, I. (2008) Green Infrastructure: concept and planning. FORUM International Ejournal for 

Postgraduate Studies in Architecture, Planning and Landscape, Vol 8 (1), 69-80.  

 

Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (2018), Government announces 

new housing measures. [Online] Available from: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-announces-new-housing-measures. Last 

Accessed 17/02/2020.  

 

Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (2019a) National Planning Policy 

Framework. [Online]. Available from: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da

ta/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf. Last accessed 13/12/2019.  

 

Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (2019b) The Future Homes 

Standard. [Online] Available from: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da

ta/file/852605/Future_Homes_Standard_2019_Consultation.pdf. Last accessed 13/12/2019.  

 

Monstadt, J. and Coutard, O. (2019) Cities in an era of interfacing infrastructures: Politics and 

spatialities of the urban nexus. Urban Studies, Vol 56 (11), pp. 2191-2206.  

 

National Audit Office (2019) Planning for New Homes. [Online] Available from: 

https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Planning-for-new-homes.pdf. Last 

accessed 17/01/20.  

 

Nikologianni, A., Moore, K. and Larkham, P. (2019) Making Sustainable Regional Strategies 

Successful. Sustainability, Vol 11 (4). DOI: 10.3390/su11041024 

 

Osborne, S. and Strokosch, K. (2013) It takes Two to Tango? Understanding the Co-

production of Public Services by Integrating the Services Management and Public 

Administration Perspectives. British Journal of Management, Vol 24 (1), pp. 31-48.  

 

Prahalad, C. and Ramaswamy, V. (2004) The Future of Competition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

Business School Press.  

 

Preval, N., Randal, E., Chapman, R., Moores, J. and Howden-Chapman, P. (2016) Streamlining 

urban housing development: Are there environmental sustainability impacts? Cities, Vol 55, 

pp. 101-112.   

 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


 

60 

 

Project for Public Spaces, (2017) What is Placemaking? [Online] Available from: 

https://www.pps.org/article/what-is-placemaking. Last accessed 17/01/20.  

 

Reimer, M. and Rusche, K. (2019) Green infrastructure under pressure. A global narrative 

between regional vision and local implementation. European Planning Studies, Vol 27 (8), pp. 

1542-1563.   

 

Rogers, C. and Hunt, D. (2019) Realising visions for future cities: an aspirational methodology. 

Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers- Urban Design and Planning. Vol 172 (4), pp. 

125-140.  

 

Rohracher, H. and Koehler, H. (2019) Households as infrastructure junctions in urban 

sustainability transitions: The cost of hot water metering. Urban Studies, Vol 56 (11), pp. 

2372-2386.   

 

Royal Town Planning Institute (2019) A Smarter Approach to Infrastructure Planning: 

overcoming complexity in city-regions and counties. [Online] Available from: 

https://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/1354/a-smarter-approach-to-infrastructure-planning.pdf. Last 

accessed 17/01/20.  

 

Scottish Government (2019a) Communities given more say in planning. [Online] Available 

from: https://www.gov.scot/news/communities-given-more-say-in-planning/. Last accessed 

23/01/20.  

 

Scottish Government (2019b) Place Principle: introduction. [Online] Available from: 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/place-principle-introduction/. Last accessed 23/01/20.  

 

Shove, E. (2017) Matters of practice. In: A. Hui, T. Schatzki and E. Shove (Eds) The Nexus of 

Practices: Connections, Constellations, Practitioners, pp. 155-168. London: Routledge.  

 

Smith, L. (2017), Planning for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects, [Online], Available 

from: https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/sn06881/. Last accessed 

23/03/20.   

 

Star, S. and Ruhleder, K. (1996) Steps toward an ecology of infrastructure: design and access 

for large information spaces. Information Systems Research, Vol 7 (1), pp. 111-134.  

 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


 

61 

 

Strydom, W., Puren, K. and Drewes, E. (2018) Exploring theoretical trends in placemaking: 

towards new perspectives in spatial planning. Journal of Place Management and 

Development, Vol. 11 No. 2, pp. 165-180. DOI: 10.1108/JPMD-11-2017-0113  

 

Teder, M. (2017) Placemaking as co-creation - professional roles and attitudes in practice. 

International Journal of Co-Creation in Design and Arts, Vol 15 (4), pp. 289-307.  

 

The National Archives (2019) Planning, building and the environment. [Online]. Available 

from: 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100519204953/http://www.communities.gov.u

k/planningandbuilding/planning/regionallocal/regionalspatialstrategies/. Last accessed 

30/01/20.  

 

Titz, A. and Chiotha, S. (2019) Pathways for Sustainable and Inclusive Cities in Southern and 

Eastern Africa through Urban Green Infrastructure? Sustainability, Vol 11 (10), pp. 2729-2756.  

 

Tyler, P., Burgess, G., Muir, K. and Karampour, K. (2019) Creating positive economic 

opportunities for communities. Cambridge: Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning 

Research.   

 

Whyte, W. (1968) The Last Landscape. Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press.  

 

Williams, K. (2014) Urban form and infrastructure: a morphological review. [Online] Available 

from: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da

ta/file/324161/14-808-urban-form-and-infrastructure-1.pdf. Last accessed 17/01/2020.  

 

Wolf, G. and Mahaffey, N. (2016) Designing Difference: Co-production of Spaces of 

Potentiality. Urban Forms and Future Cities, Vol 1, (1). DOI: 10.17645/up.v1i1.540 

 

World Urban Campaign (2019) Cordaid and Cape Town Develop Public Transport. [Online] 

Available from: https://www.worldurbancampaign.org/cordaid-and-cape-town-develop-

public-transport. Last accessed 30/01/2020. 

 

Wong, C. and Webb, B. (2014) Planning for infrastructure: challenges to northern England. 

Town Planning Review, Vol 85 (6), pp. 683-708.  

 

 

about:blank
about:blank

