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Sustainable Development and
the Urban Agenda

Introduction

Sustainable development is now widely acknowl-
edged to be an important policy goal, possibly
the most important policy goal. This curious
and not always well-understood mix of environ-
mental protection, sustained economic activity
and social welfare has become the public face of
much policy activity. Its profile has been raised
by the continuing and growing evidence of the
scale and significance of climate change, by the
enduring nature of profound social inequalities
and even by the reversal of economic fortunes as
economies slide into recession.

Sustainable development offers the prospect
of a very different world and this includes our
urban areas, our towns and cities and the built
environments that they comprise. Urban areas are
central to all aspects of sustainable development.
They are centres of economic wealth-creation
and yet, at the same time, locations of social dep-
rivation. They can be associated with all sorts of
environmental degradation — loss of green space,
air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions linked to
energy use, waste generation and excessive water
consumption to name but a few key aspects —
and yet offer the scope for considerable resource
efficiencies.

This raises the prospects of changing our
urban areas to contribute more fully to sus-
tainable development rather than undermine it.
Change can, of course, occur within the exist-

ing physical fabric but there has been increasing
interest in using the processes of urban develop-
ment to drive change. Understood broadly, urban
development can encompass new build, demoli-
tion and rebuild, refurbishment, regeneration and
area improvement. These all have considerable
potential for reshaping the built environments of
urban areas.

This book looks at the role that urban devel-
opment can play in delivering sustainable devel-
opment. It considers how activity at the urban
scale is related to the broader concept of sustain-
able development (the remainder of Chapter
1) and elaborates what sustainable urban devel-
opment means at the scale of the building, the
development site, and the urban area or region
(Chapter 2). After an account of the market proc-
esses that drive urban development (Chapter 3),
the main emphasis of the book is on how proc-
esses of governing can shape the delivery of sus-
tainable urban development. Chapters 4 and 5
build a conceptual approach that highlights the
importance of different modes of governing and
different policy tools for achieving sustainability.
In particular, it emphasizes the scope for learning
within governing.

The next four chapters are structured around
different tools for delivering sustainable urban
development, unpacking the processes of gov-
erning and learning involved. Chapter 6 consid-
ers the role of information in a variety of forms,
while Chapter 7 goes on to discuss financial
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incentives including subsidies, taxes and the
influence of tradable permits such as carbon
allowances. Chapter 8 looks at spatial planning
and the management of the spatial distribution
of urban development, with Chapter 9 cover-
ing regulation, focusing particularly on planning
regulation. The book concludes with a summary
of the main argument together with a consid-
eration of the prospects for delivering sustain-
ability through urban development (Chapter
10). It begins though by putting an interest in
sustainable urban development in the context of
broader debates about development and sustain-
able development in general.

What is sustainable development?

Much ink has been spilt trying to define the
term ‘sustainable development’ and it has become
commonplace to count the number of such defi-
nitions available and to point to the ambiguity
surrounding the concept’s use. This ambiguity may
well have contributed to the widespread use of the
term in all sorts of contexts — policy statements,
corporate reports, community initiatives — in the
1990s and 2000s. But it has also led to a certain
dilution of the term so that it can be used to mean
almost anything. The word ‘sustainable’ has been
attached as a descriptor to many nouns and verbs:
sustainable communities, sustainable consumption,
sustainable business, sustainable oil and so on.
However, sustainable development had a
quite clear and precise meaning in the docu-
ment that is usually taken as the key reference
point: Our Common Future or the Brundtland
Report (WCED, 1987).The agenda for a United
Nations’ commission, under the chairmanship of
the former Norwegian Prime Minister Gro Har-
lem Brundtland, was keenly debated before the
commission started its work and was amended
to cover the interrelationship between develop-
ment and environmental concerns. As such it was
seeking to address the extent of poverty on a glo-
bal scale alongside the emerging global environ-
mental agenda: pollution, resource exploitation,
loss of biodiversity and global warming. Global
warming in particular was achieving prominence

as a new environmental threat at the planetary
scale, although the well-established threat of
nuclear war was also considered. Poverty, peace
and the planetary environment were the three
main themes of this keynote report.

Sustainable development was defined here as
development that ‘meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs’ (WCED,
1987, p8). This sees the central problem as exist-
ing patterns of economic activity. These are defi-
cient since they do not ensure that basic needs
for today’s global population are being met. They
also threaten future generations by effectively
stealing the planet’s resources and environmental
capacities from them to support current lifestyles.
These two aspects are interconnected since the
Brundtland Report makes the argument that
poverty is also an important contributory cause
of environmental degradation.

The solution lies in a ‘new era of economic
growth’ (p8), which radically departs from pre-
vailing patterns of economic activity to ensure
that development provides for the world’s poor
and respects environmental limits. So, in the
Brundtland definition, sustainable development
is very much about development, economic
development but rethought to meet social and
environmental goals. The radical nature of the
Brundtland Report’s core message has, however,
been softened and changed by the way that the
term was used in the decade after the report’s
publication. Box 1.1 provides some examples
taken from national and international sustainable
development strategy documents.

In response to this apparent looseness in how
sustainable development is being understood,
attempts have been made to provide a more rig-
orous definition. Three of these are represented
graphically in Figure 1.1. The Venn Diagram is
one of the most commonly used. It suggests that
sustainable development has economic, social and
environmental dimensions:

¢ The economic dimension is about using mar-
ket-based dynamics to meet people’s needs,
wants and desires and thereby provide the
material basis for quality of life
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Box 1.1 Definitions of sustainable development

United Nations: ‘The achievement of sustainable development requires the integration of its economic, environmental and
social components at all levels. This is facilitated by continuous dialogue and action ..." (www.un.org/esa/dsd/index.shtmi
accessed 25.3.09). ~ ~ ,

European Union: Sustamabie Development stands for ... a better qualny of life for everyone, now and for generations
to come. It offers a vision of progress that integrates immediate and longer-term objectives, local and global action, and
regards social, economic and environmental issues as inseparable and interdependent components of human progress’
(www.ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/ accessed 25.3.09).

United States of America: ‘our broad development goals of promoting economic growth, social development and envi-
ronmental stewardship in such areas as forests, water, energy, climate, fisheries, and oceans management’ (www.state.
gov/g/oes/sus/ accessed 25.3.09).

United Kingdom: ‘The past 20 years have seen a growing realization that the current model of development is unsus-
tainable. In other words, we are living beyond our means. ... Our way of life is placing an increasing burden on the planet’
(www.defra.gov.uk/sustainable/government/what/index.htm accessed 25.3.09).

India: ‘Progress has been monopolized by the chosen few at the unbelievably and indescribably large cost of the majority
of mankind. The most disconcerting manifestation of this lop sided progress has been our planet s ravaged ecotogy (www.
envfor.nic.in/ accessed 26.3.09).

China: ‘China should make low carbon the strategy for the countrys social and economic development’ (www.chi-
nasourcingnews.com/2009/03/10/411160-cas-releases-china-sustainable-development-strategy-report-for-2009/ accessed

25.3.09).

* The social dimension is about the non-mate-
rial dimensions of quality of life and equity,
including a sense of community, local well-
being and security, and the elimination of
poverty, perhaps even the achievement of a
more equal society

¢ The environmental dimension encompasses
all those environmental goods, assets and ser-
vices on which we depend and which are threat-
ened by pollution, carbon emissions, resource
exploitation and destruction of habitats.

Typically, in non-sustainable development, eco-
nomic considerations dominate. Movements
towards more sustainable development can be
achieved by incorporating social or environ-
mental concerns into decisions about economic
development and, ideally, both would be integral
to such economic decision making. Hence, truly
sustainable development is indicated by the area
of overlap at the centre of the Venn Diagram.
The Russian Doll diagram again identifies
economic, social and environmental dimensions
as the key aspects of development but sees these
as nested one inside each other. At the centre lie

the environmental constraints that any devel-
opment depends on; one layer out is the social
dimension, indicating the importance of social
structures for development activity. Economic
considerations — understood as market processes
and associated values — are only then considered,
as the outside surface layer. As the Russian Doll
metaphor suggests, economic considerations may
be the most apparent facet of development but
taking the doll apart makes clear the depend-
ence of economic processes on society and the
environment. By implication, sustainable devel-
opment is economic activity that operates within
the constraints of the environment (that is, does
not cause irreversible environmental damage) and
of society (that is, does not cause damage to the
fabric of society through inequitable outcomes
or exploitative processes).

The final diagram in Figure 1.1 illustrates the
metaphor of four Pillars of Sustainability. Again
the economic, social and environmental are all
identified as pillars but they are joined by a fourth
pillar — institutional. This fourth pillar harks back
to another theme of the Brundtland Report: that
government needs to work in a different way to

3
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The Venn Diagram
Model

ENVIRONMENTAL
ASPECTS

The Pillars

Model
SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT

INSTITUTIONAL
ECONOMIC
ENVIRONMENTAL

Figure 1.1 Three models of sustainable development

deliver sustainable development. In particular,
the report argued that a much more participa-
tory approach was needed that engaged with and
involved the communities affected by economic
development with all its social and environmental
consequences. All four pillars together are needed
to hold up the slab of sustainable development
suggesting an essential and equal emphasis on
each dimension.

What all these diagrams have in common is
the recognition that, while contemporary pat-
terns of economic activity may have important
negative impacts on society and the environ-
ment, nevertheless economic dynamics do play
an important role in generating wealth within

society, in providing for people’s needs and sup-
porting investment for the future. Sustainable
development is not an anti-economic concept.
Rather it queries how economic activities cur-
rently interface with the social and environmen-
tal dimensions of our lives.

There are two aspects of these interrelation-
ships that are particularly important. The first
concerns how conflicts and tensions between’
the different aspects of sustainable development
—between the economic, social and environmen-
tal — are handled, whether trade-offs are possible
and, if so, how they can be effected. The second
looks, more positively, at the prospects for syner-
gies between these different aspects and the pos-
sibility of identifying win-win outcomes (that
is, outcomes that deliver at least two of environ-
mental, social and economic benefits) or even
win-win-win outcomes.

The trade-off issue is particularly well han-
dled by the differentiation between strong and
weak variants of sustainable development (Neu-
mayer, 2003). This approach derives from eco-
logical economics and focuses on different types
of capital. Economics typically distinguishes
between the different forms of capital that con-
tribute to production and hence the generation
of profit and wealth. These forms usually extend
to financial capital (money), physical capital (raw
materials and machinery) and human capital
(labour, skills and knowledge). However, concern
with unsustainable patterns of economic activity
has led to environmental capital being added to
this list. Environmental capital covers the services
and resources that environmental systems provide
— resources, climate control, pollution sinks, food
production, the gene pool of biodiverse ecosys-
tems — and frames them as a form of capital that
contributes to production processes. Some ana-
lysts would also add social capital as capturing the
contribution of social interactions to economic
activity but this is of less relevance to the consid-
eration of trade-offs in pursuit of sustainability; as
Chapters 4 and 8 discuss, social capital can be a
means of delivering sustainable development.

The essence of weak sustainable develop-
ment is that different types of capital can be freely
substituted for each other. Thus if development



results in some kind of environmental degrada-
tion — say, damage to a nature reserve, the erosion
of a landscape, the loss of a rare species, pollution
or the use of a non-renewable resource — then
it would be possible to compensate for these
losses by generating more financial, physical or
human capital. What is important in this view is
that the overall stock of capital grows or stays the
same. So it would be acceptable, under the rules
of weak sustainable development, to argue that
the damage to a nature reserve from construction
activity was justified provided that the benefits
of the new urban development sufficiently com-
pensated for the damage caused. The techniques
involved in making these kinds of judgement are
returned to below.

Adopting a weak sustainability perspective is
politically attractive because it offers the prospect
of continuing with patterns of economic activ-
ity that are only marginally altered, primarily to
compensate for environmental damage. In eco-
nomic jargon, this approach internalizes environ-
mental externalities, that is, environmental harms
that are not taken into account within market
processes. It does so, though, in a way that does
not fundamentally alter the nature of economic
decision making as currently practised; it just
siphons off part of the profits to deal with con-
sequent environmental damage. Similarly, nega-
tive social impacts of economic activity can be
compensated through reallocating some of the
profits of this activity. Community centres, local
employment schemes, nature conservation initia-
tives, energy efficiency schemes and more strin-
gent pollution control measures could all come
within the compass of compensatory payments
. generated by economic wealth-creation.

For some this is a flaw in the weak sustainabil-
ity approach. It is too close to business-as-usual,
so these critics would argue, to be able to deal
effectively with the fundamentally unsustainable
nature of current development patterns. It enables
many different combinations of economic, social
and environmental benefits to be considered as
sustainable so that the term ‘sustainable develop-
ment’ becomes debased. And, further, since social
and environmental benefits have to be paid for
from economic gains (that is, profits), this creates

Sustainable Development and the Urban Agenda

an argument for more economic growth. Indeed
such a weak sustainability approach underpins
much current thinking on achieving sustainable
urban development: without growth and associ-
ated new urban development, social and environ-
mental benefits cannot be cross-subsidized from
economic activity.

The contrast with weak sustainability comes
from strong sustainability. In this version, rather
like the Russian Doll model outlined above,
environmental systems are seen as playing such
a significant role in supporting economic and
social activity that it is inadvisable to substitute
environmental capital with other forms of capital.
No amount of compensation with these other
forms can really cover the services and resources
that these systems provide. Proponents of this
view point to three features of environmental
systems to support their argument (Pearce and
Turner, 1990).

First, many aspects of environmental systems
are unique. From an economic perspective, the
categories of human, physical and financial capi-
tal cover units that are more or less similar. Cer-
tainly one unit of money is identical to another
unit. People, their skills, physical equipment and
machinery may be more distinct but, again from
an economic perspective, they are substitutable.
One person with certain experience and quali-
fications can be replaced by another with simi-
lar experience and qualifications; one piece of
equipment might be unusual but can be rebuilt
and/or replaced by new machinery. More impor-
tantly, it is possible to substitute human, financial
and physical capital for each other. Manpower can
be replaced by equipment or the reverse. Labour
or machinery can be turned into financial capital
or the reverse.

However, environmentalists argue that there
are many aspects of environmental systems that
are irreplaceable. They point to species of flora
and fauna that are at risk of extinction, perhaps
carrying with them the part of the gene pool
that could yield important medical discoveries.
Individual landscapes and nature reserves cannot
be automatically substituted even with another
landscape or nature reserve. Exploitation of a
non-renewable resource reduces the stock of
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that resource; the stock cannot be increased again
without discovery of new reserves. The broader
systemic functions of the environment in provid-
ing the physical environment, in which we can
breathe, eat, live and reproduce with a degree of
security and well-being, are also irreplaceable.

Next, environmental systems often exhibit
features of irreversibility so that damage, once
done, cannot be undone. A species once lost can-
not be regenerated outside of science fiction.
Even where there is some potential for reversing
the direction of environmental change, environ-
mental systems can be bifurcated, which means
that it is much more difficult to reverse a trend
than to set it in motion. Climate change is con-
sidered to exhibit such bifurcation due to the
circulation of the deep oceans and the impact of
global warming on the oceans’ salinity (Maslin,
2004, Ch. 7).

Scientists also point to the considerable
uncertainty that exists about the environmental
impacts. In particular, it seems that environmen-
tal systems often involve thresholds; up to the
threshold, a certain level of polluting emissions,
say, has a limited effect but, once that threshold
had been reached, then the resulting damage can
be much more extreme. In the climate change
arena, scientists are concerned that the current
upward trend in global temperatures may turn in
to a runaway exponential phenomenon. Here the
feedback loops within the climate system may
result in change reinforcing itself so that all pos-
sibility of limiting climate change is lost.

Finally, there are cocktail effects, with mul-
tiple sources of damage combining to create
new and, as yet, little understood kinds of envi-
ronmental degradation. This is particularly the
case with different types of pollution occurring
together and creating new chemical reactions
and chain effects.

So environmental capital is different because
it exhibits irreplaceability, irreversibility, bifurca-
tion, threshold effects, negative feedback loops
and cocktail effects. For all these reasons, strong
sustainability proponents argue that we need to
treat environmental systems differently and to be
much more careful about assuming that we can
compensate for environmental damage and loss

by investment in financial, physical and human
capital. In this view of sustainable development,
priority must be given to environmental pro-
tection before considering economic and social
development and without assuming that trade-
offs between environmental and other goals are
acceptable.

This can seem a very conservative view; it can
suggest an approach in which economic activity
should be resisted in all cases except those where
no environmental damage can be demonstrated.
This would be a considerable bar to economic
growth. So the challenge is to find a new form of
economic activity that does not rely on environ-
mental degradation in the way that past growth
has done. There have been alternative measures
of economic activity that seek to capture this: see
Box 1.2. This leads on to consideration of the
other key theme: the search for synergies within
sustainable development.

Focusing on synergies has two advantages
over focusing on trade-offs. First, it searches for
outcomes that benefit a number of parties: a syn-
ergy between the economic and social dimen-
sions of sustainable development generates prof-
its for economic interests while at the same time
delivering social benefits for certain groups.While
the trade-off approach is all about compensating
for losses resulting from economic activity (and
hence, in one sense, buying off opposition to
development), the synergies approach is politi-
cally much more attractive as it is tries to create
multiple winners.

Secondly, the synergies approach creatively
looks for new ways to undertake economic devel-
opment, ways that are structured to deliver these
multiple gains. Rather than considering how the
negative side effects of economic activity can
be dealt with — as in the trade-off approach — it
considers the actual dynamics of that activity and
looks for new ways of generating profits within
a broader sustainability frame. There are two pos-
sible synergies or win-win scenarios that are gen-
erally considered.

The search for a form of economic devel-
opment that can deliver social gains, particularly
for the poorest communities, alongside economic
growth has long concerned development studies
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Box 1.2 Alternative measures of d’evelopsmeht

The New Economics Foundai;on (NEF) has developed a number of d:ﬁerent ways of measunng w&ll bemg and sustalnab r[y .
1o ccmrast with the conventional measure of economic growth - - Gross Development Product or GlP -which amphas;zes,,
traded economic activity within a market system. The fol lowing tabl e shows the ranklngs of the baggest nati cmal economies
- according to GDP, and then the UN Human Development Index or HDI (which takes into account health and educatlon |
levels) and NEF's Happy Planet Index or HP| (which takes into account the ecological efficiency Wl'[h Wthh well-being is
delivered) (NEF, 2006). It emphasizes that conventional measures of economic activity may not be good bases for deﬁmng ~

progress on sustainable devetapmem wnh its broader emphas;s on Social and envsronmenta asoects

el

Country ;G'DP ranking f ' ;':,‘HD{‘;?anking“

USA 1 e
Japan 2 e . B
China 3 4. .. 0
Germany a o ...

France s B
UK. . b a4
Italy 7 19 : ... B

Russia . e . 108

Spain 9 s 5
Canada 10

Souroe: EIU (2009) www hdrundporg acoessed 1.10.09; www.happyplanetindex.org accessed 11009

specialists (that is, those focusing on lower~income
countries) as well as socialpolicy analysts within
higher-income economies. They have tended to
begin from a critique of how large-scale capital
has driven development that exploits local com-
munities rather than distributing the rewards of
that development equitably. In response they have
built models of community-based or grassroots
development that emphasize the capacities of
. those communities to provide for themselves and
ensures that the profits from development stay
within the locality (Young, 1997). Micro-credit
schemes, Local Exchange and Trading Schemes,
community shops, urban and peri-urban agricul-
ture are all examples of forms of local economic
development that both involve and reward local
communities as a priority. These are all small-scale
initiatives but nonetheless important; the hope is
that fostering many such schemes in many locali-
ties would not only benefit those communities
but would begin to change contemporary pat-

terns of economic activity from the bottom up.
The focus of synergies that emphasize the
win—-win connections between environmental
and economic benefits is rather different in kind.
Here the empbhasis has been on finding forms of
economic investment and production that con-
tribute towards environmental protection. This
means ‘green growth’ in the sense that the envi-
ronmental degradation associated with the eco-
nomic activities is kept to a minimum: no pollu-
tion to air, water or land; minimization of waste;
and careful location of economic activities to
avoid local environmental harms. The aim is that
economic growth can be delinked from envi-
ronmental impacts, including ultimately resource
take. Jinicke and Weidner (1995) argue that such
a decoupling of material from economic flows
could be discerned in the mid-1980s onwards in
countries such as Germany, Japan, the Nether-
lands, Sweden and Denmark. Economic growth
with an absolute decline in environmental burden
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could thus be a distinct possibility, as promul-
gated by the Factor 4 (or 10 or more) proponents
(Weisacker, 1998).

One urban example of this approach is
the eco-park, a kind of industrial estate that is
designed to reduce the impact on the environ-
ment through careful landscaping, management
of water use and generation of on-site renewable
energy (Haskins, 2007 and Domenech and Dav-
ies, 2007). But eco-parks also actively manage the
relationships between firms on the estate so that
unavoidable waste products from one firm are
used as inputs by another firm. In this way the
eco-park attempts to close the resource loop by
minimizing total resource take from the environ-
ment into the park and the total emissions and
waste generated and exported from the park (see
Box 1.3).

Green growth can have another dimension
though; it can refer to economic activity that

contributes to a reduced environmental impact
more broadly through the kinds of goods and
services produced.This describes a pattern of eco-
nomic production concentrating on sectors such
as land decontamination, recycling within waste
management and renewable energy. At a national
level, economic policy can seek to restructure the
country’s economy so that these sectors increase
in importance and take a central role in driving
national economic growth. Taken together with
the decoupling of economic growth from envi-
ronmental impacts described above, these win-
win strategies come under the umbrella term of
‘ecological modernization’ (Mol and Sonnen-
field, 2000).

Such economic strategies have become
increasingly apparent in recent years. For exam-
ple, Sweden adopted an ecological moderniza-
tion approach as a response to the economic
pressures it faced in the 1990s from globaliza-

Box 1.3 An eco-park example

The exchanges involve:

desulphurization or FGD);

lizer;

terboard;

Source: www.indigodev.com/Kal.html accessed 25.3.09

In Kalundborg, Denmark a small industrial estate has evolved into an eco-park by virtue of developing links between the
different companies in terms of materials and energy flows. This activity is centred on the Asnaes power station, which is
Denmark’s largest power station with 1500MW capacity. It also provides district heating to 20,000 residents in the local
town. The other main partners are: Statoil Refinery; Gyproc, making plasterboard; and Novo Nordisk, a biotechnology
company producing pharmaceuticals and industrial enzymes. What were originally bilateral exchanges to generate income
from waste products has become over time a fully fledged system of exchanges to generate environmental as well as
economic benefits. The extent of these exchanges now amounts to about 3 million tonnes a year with consequent benefits
in terms of reduced poliution to fand, air and water and resource conservation.

¢ the provision by Statoil of excess gas to Gyproc, reducing flaring;
* the substitution of gas from Statoil for some of the coal used by Asnaes power station (after investment in flue gas

* the extension of district heating using surplus steam from the power station to Novo Nordisk and Statoil;

* the use of local salt water from the fiord instead of freshwater from a lake for cooling by the power station; this also
produced hot salt water, some of which is used by a local fish farm;

» the use of sludge from Novo Nordisk's activities and from the fish farm’s water treatment plant by a local farm as ferti-

o the use of gypsum produced as a by-product of FGD by Asnaes to Gyproc; gypsum is the basic raw material of plas-

» the sale of liquid sulphur from FGD to a local sulphuric acid producer;
e the use of surplus yeast, produced by Novo Nordisk as a by-product, by local pig farmers for pig food.




tion and social change. Fudge and Rowe (2001)
argue that Sweden was able to fit this with the
prevailing expert-led and ‘techno-corporatist’
approach of Swedish governmental systems but
that the outcome has not necessarily delivered
the sustainability benefits that were expected. In
the UK, Revell (2005) traces a ‘paradigm shift’
towards ecological modernization with a strong
emphasis on the absence of conflict between
economic growth and environmental protection,
alongside the encouragement of innovation in
and diffusion of clean technologies. She suggests
one weakness in the UK’s ecological moderniza-
tion approach is the lack of integration of this
approach across governmental policy, limiting
how much this approach has actually delivered
in terms of a shift from conventional economic
growth.

These two European examples fit within a
well-established emphasis on ecological mod-
ernization at the European level (Gouldson and
Murphy, 1998; Hertin and Berkhout, 2003; R ob-
erts, 2003). Again, the approach has not been
universally applied and integration across policy
domains remains difficult to achieve; neverthe-
less the direction of the policy approach is clear.
Meanwhile the idea of a ‘Green New Deal’ as
a response to the economic recession of 2008
onwards also fits within the ecological mod-
ernization paradigm. Here investment in ‘green-
collar’ jobs in industries that will deliver carbon
reductions and other environmental benefits has
been promoted by the UK and US governments,
among others, as well as the United Nations.
Whether this delivers a different type of eco-
nomic activity when the recovery arrives remains

. to be seen.

What is urban sustainability?

The above discussion has looked at the general
meaning of the term ‘sustainable development’,
considering the interrelationships between eco-
nomic, social and environmental dimensions
within overall development patterns. Attention
now turns to what meaning this term can have in
an urban context. In this section, the term ‘urban

Sustainable Development and the Urban Agenda

Table 1.1 Urbanization across the world

% population in urban areas in 2010 2050

World 506% 69.6%
United Kingdom 80.1% 94.0%
United States of America 82.3%  90.4%
China 49% 72.9%
India 301%  55.2%

Source: www.esa.un.org/unup/ accessed 26.3.09

Table 1.2 Top ten cities across the world

By population 2020 By growth rate 2006-2020
Tokyo, Japan Bethai, China

Mumbai, India Ghaziabad, India

Dehli, India Sana'a, Yemen

Dhaka, Bangladesh Surat, India

Mexico City, Mexico Kabul, Afghanistan

Sao Paulo, Brazil Bamako, Malli

Lagos, Nigeria
Jakarta, Indonesia
New York, USA
Karachi, Pakistan

Lagos, Nigeria
Faridabad, India

Dar es Salaam, Tanzania
Chittagong, Bangladesh

Source: www.citymayors.com accessed 26.3.09

sustainability’ is discussed before turning to the
meaning of ‘sustainable urban development’ in
the next chapter.

Urban sustainability has become a significant
concern with increased urbanization across the
globe. By the end of 2008, a milestone had been
reached in that half of the world’s population
now live in urban areas (as defined by the United
Nations). By 2050, this figure is expected to reach
70 per cent (see Table 1.1). There will be at least
27 megacities with a population of at least 10
million (compared to 19 today) but at least half
the growth will be in the large number of small
cities of up to 500,000 people (see Table 1.2).
The main world regions where the growth will
be concentrated in the future will be in Asia and
Africa, where urbanization rates have in the past
been lower than in Europe and North America.

It is, therefore, of significance to the broader
goal of sustainable development that urban areas



