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CHAPTER 6. 
CONCLUSION: ENHANCING SOCIAL 

OUTCOMES FROM MEGA URBAN 

INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT



Part of this chapter has been submitted to an International Journal, and is 
currently under review as: J, Lee., Tackling an integrated approach to transport 
and spatial planning in rapidly-growing cities. Submitted to an International 
Journal and currently under review.
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6.1 Enhancing social outcomes from mega urban 
transport development

Cities need to make strategic investment in urban infrastructure projects 
through a careful planning process. While infrastructure investment is em-
phasised more than ever as a catalyst for sustainable urban growth across the 
globe, great planning disasters have been noted over time. In practice, with 
prevailing policy and decision-making processes that are politically driven 
and commonly in favour of efficient economic growth, certain types and 
scales of project impacts are often not well addressed through the appraisal 
and the delivery of projects. The long-term broader consequences of urban 
transport infrastructure development are rarely considered, especially societal 
consequences of spatial changes induced by such development over time at 
multiple scales. The general model for infrastructure delivery incentivises 
stakeholders to maximise their own (sectoral) interests instead of collaborating 
across sectors and levels to deliver greater, common benefits. Despite much 
emphasis on integration of transport and spatial development, an integrated 
approach to transport and spatial planning has not been fully operated, failing 
to deliver desired social outcomes from mega urban transport projects. To 
this end, this study aimed to address knowledge gaps regarding the delivery 
of the broader social outcomes from mega urban transport infrastructure 
development processes and an integrated planning approach to enhancing 
such outcomes. The overarching objectives of this research were to examine 
social outcomes from mega urban transport development by considering the 
spatial changes induced by such development at multiple scales over time, and 
to explore an integrated approach to transport and spatial planning to achieve 
desired social outcomes.

Following from the research objective, the main research question was for-
mulated as: 

How are social outcomes from mega urban transport development related to 
spatial changes induced by such development at multiple scales over time? and 
how can the social outcomes be enhanced by an integrated approach to transport 
and spatial planning?

To answer this research question, and the four related sub-questions as for-
mulated in Chapter 1 (see also Figure 6.1), this research was structured into 
four parts. Chapter 2 examined the socio-spatial implications of mega urban 
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infrastructure development by considering the limitation of mega urban trans-
port infrastructure planning in practice. Chapter 3 identified social outcomes 
from mega urban transport projects (MUTPs) by considering the long-term 
consequences of spatial changes induced by such projects at macro and micro 
scales and the varied interests in project outcomes. Chapter 4 explored how 
the varied interests related to mega urban transport development are addressed 
and realized during planning processes of MUTPs by investigating the interplay 
between transport and spatial planning at macro and micro levels within insti-
tutional contexts. Chapter 5 investigated the elements and processes necessary 
for an integrated approach to transport and spatial planning to enhance social 
outcomes from mega urban transport development.

This study zoomed in on case studies of mega urban transport infrastructure 
projects — i.e. metro development projects — in two metropolises, namely, 
London, and Seoul. These cities are examples of megacities that have established 
extensive mega urban transport networks (i.e. metro lines) as a major transport 
mode of cities with an aim to support urban economic and spatial growth. 

6.2 Research findings

This section presents key findings from the study by answering the research 
sub-questions 1 to 4 (Figure 6.1). Sub-question 1 and 2 examined long-term 
broader social outcomes from mega urban transport infrastructure development 
by considering spatial changes induced by such development over time at multi-
ple scales and varied interests in project outcomes. Sub-question 3 and 4 explored 
how social outcomes from MUTPs are related to interplay between transport 
and spatial development at multiple levels and how they can be enhanced by 
facilitating an integrated approach to transport and spatial planning processes

Figure 6.1: Research structure
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Research sub-question 1: What socio-spatial change does urban infrastructure 
development processes create or facilitate over time at urban regional and local 
neighbourhood scale?

Considering the first research sub-question, Chapter 2 examined the socio- 
spatial implications of mega urban infrastructure development, which were 
characterised by top-down, economically focused approaches to ex-post evalu-
ation, and limited consideration of long-term broader consequences on society. 

The study shows that mega urban transport infrastructure development does 
not always contribute to local sustainability, public (social) benefits, and spatial 
equity of cities. The findings of Chapter 2 indicate that at the macro scale, 
mega urban transport projects contribute to facilitating good accessibility to 
socio-economic opportunities in major (commercial) centres; however, at the 
local scale, spatial changes around nodes (e.g. regeneration projects) could 
bring negative social impacts such as physical severances and differentiation 
at neighbourhoods. The contribution of urban transport infrastructure de-
velopment to enhancing public goods is not always clear, especially due to 
regeneration projects that brought identifiable negative consequences on public 
amenities. Some public spaces, which previously played a key socio-economic 
role in the local areas, were often pushed aside for more competitive uses. It 
is also questionable whether urban infrastructure development creates net 
positive changes to all localities. The analysis of the case in London showed that 
differential levels of benefits were evident across the case study area (e.g. station 
area and the rest of the catchment area). The area with the highest deprivation, 
was often the locality with the least accessibility to public transport as well as 
the most exposure to environmental and social risks from various projects. 

However, the findings in Chapter 2 and Chapter 5 also revealed that the gener-
alization of the socio-spatial implication of mega urban infrastructure develop-
ment should be avoided given that negative impacts were perceived differently 
by the various local communities, depending on many factors such as location, 
tenure type, and occupation. Moreover, factors influencing individual levels of 
resilience, such as health, education, and income status, proved to be related to 
the extent to which local people accrue benefits or are influenced by changes.

Overall, urban infrastructure development processes facilitate spatial transfor-
mations over long period of the time, which do not always bring about public 
benefits, local sustainability, and spatial equity in cities. It is questionable if or 
to what extent benefits from mega urban infrastructure development exceed 
the costs ultimately. 
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Research sub-question 2: What are the broader negative and positive social conse-
quences that stem from spatial changes enacted at multiple scales by mega urban 
transport projects? To what extent do the consequences reflect varied interests in 
the outcomes of the projects?

Chapter 3 focused on broader and non-monetised benefits and costs related 
to spatial changes induced by MUTPs over time at multiple scales. Analysis 
of two exemplars in London and Seoul (Chapter 3) showed that MUTPs and 
the subsequent multi-scale spatial changes together gradually affect accessi-
bility gain and quality of life of urban population across a city. Positive and 
negative social consequences of the spatial changes occur in the long-term, at 
multi-levels, and are cumulative in nature. Two case studies indicated that the 
MUTPs met the goal of increasing the competitiveness of the metropolitan 
areas as a driver of economic growth of the nations by triggering spatial (re)
development along transport corridors as well as increasing accessibility to 
the (new) financial centres. This occurred gradually as new spatial devel-
opment brought more demands for transport, which in turn led to further 
development. However, at the local scale, it is not clear whether mega urban 
transport projects facilitated net positive change to the quality of life for 
a local neighbourhood over time, meeting the varied respective interests. 
Many neighbourhoods (except those in the commercial centres of the cities) 
experienced poor accessibility to opportunities and limited change in quality 
of daily life, due to the limited level of desirable spatial changes around nodes, 
poor local mobility, and poor connectivity to public transport. Moreover, the 
studies in Chapters 2 and 3 revealed that the expansion of urban transport 
networks does not guarantee enhanced livelihoods for all localities due to 
the differential patterns of spatial changes occurring across cities. Although 
neighbourhoods benefited from reduced journey time once project opened, 
there was differentiation in benefits among neighbourhoods over time. Such 
differential outcomes were closely related to the varied paces and scopes of 
spatial development occurring in different locations (e.g. centre and periphery; 
commercial and residential areas) (see Chapters 2.4, 3.6 and 3.7). Analysis 
of the cases also identified multiple negative impacts on people living in the 
most deprived peripheral area, which could bring negative influence on social 
cohesion among local population. The contribution of mega urban projects 
to the obviation of economic and social disparities is not clear, and in fact the 
project might reinforce the effect of deprivation and the inequalities arising 
from the socio-spatial division.
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The findings of Chapters 3 indicate that social outcomes from MUTPs are 
closely related to the interaction between transport and spatial development 
at multiple scales over time. Figure 6.2 illustrates that MUTP development 
leads to interaction between transport network development and urban spatial 
development at both macro and micro levels. This causes (un)balanced spatial 
development at macro scale (e.g. concentrated commercial development in city 
centres) and positive or negative impacts of spatial changes on neighbourhoods 
(e.g. physical severance around node at neighbourhood). Such multi-scale con-
sequences can result in limited social outcomes from MUTPs — e.g. uneven 
distribution of accessibility and quality of life across varied local areas and groups.   

Research sub-question 3: How are the varied interests of various actors in MUTPs 
addressed during project planning and implementation at the macro and micro 
levels? How do institutional factors influence the planning processes of MUTPs, 
affecting social outcomes from urban infrastructure development?

Chapter 4 investigated multiple action situations related to mega urban 
transport project development — i.e. the interplay between transport planning 
and spatial planning processes at the macro and micro levels from strategic 
policymaking stage to operational stage. It illustrated ongoing difficulties of 
integration between transport and spatial development, and how institutional 
incongruence between these two sectors affect the social outcomes from 
MUTPs such as accessibility to opportunities and a fair distribution of benefits 
across a rapidly developing city. 

The institutional analysis of the Seoul case showed that the sequentially- linked 
stages that can be characterised by imbalances between transport and spatial 

Figure 6.2: Social consequences of multi-scale spatial changes induced by MUTPs
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development at the macro and the micro level, and disparities between the 
macro and the micro level can contribute to limited social outcomes. The case 
study identified various institutional barriers for integration of transport and 
spatial development in planning processes at multiple levels, which can nega-
tively affect the realization of social outcomes from MUTPs. At the macro level, 
the incongruence in scope between transport and spatial planning development 
can be an obstacle to addressing the social outcomes. Such incongruence is 
closely related to the absence of a joint decision-making process between 
transport planners and spatial planners that would translate an integrated vision 
into a strategic plan and targets. The operational stage, which hardly concerned 
an integrated vision and long-term broader outcomes such as balanced devel-
opment across a city, resulted in prioritized serving highly-populated areas 
over peripheral areas. At the micro level, institutional fragmentation between 
transport and land use planning for station area development, and the absence 
of rules in spatial planning that clearly define responsibilities of actors for ap-
plying an integrated approach to development around node can create barriers 
to achieving social outcomes. The case study revealed that fragmented planning 
processes, a primary focus on density of land development around node, and 
lack of considering quality criteria in development plans, resulted in poor 
integration of station areas in their local environment, negative impacts on local 
environmental quality, poor street connectivity, and loss of public amenities.

Chapter 4 revealed that lack of multi-level planning processes for MUTPs 
can be an obstacle to achieving desired social outcomes. Limited information 
flow and lack of exchange of ideas across multiple levels, as well as limited 
involvement of local actors during the strategic stage could generate a situation, 
in which options to improve local-level accessibility and mitigate negative 
impacts on neighbourhoods are hardly considered and implemented. Moreover, 
as indicated in Chapter 4.6, high institutional ambiguity on responsibilities of 
actors at the macro level (e.g. about setting up a strategic direction for station 
area development cross a city) as well as of actors at the micro level (e.g. ensuring 
quality of local development plan) proved to lead to failure in addressing the 
varied needs of the different localities across the city. Lack of multi-level coor-
dination in operationalising an integrated approach to MUTPs could contribute 
to differential outcomes between centre and peripheral areas or between most 
and least deprived areas.

Furthermore, the findings of Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 showed that various 
contextual factors influence whether and how institutional rules are applied in 
practice, and thereby the social outcomes that will be achieved. Such factors 
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include the knowledge of policy makers about relations between MUTPs and 
urban spatial development as well as fiscal capacities and visions of local district 
governments to implement integrated policies and plans. These factors prove to 
be closely related to the extent to which positive social outcomes from MUTPs 
are delivered. The case studies showed that in peripheral neighbourhoods, 
limited experience of local officers in dealing with spatial development as 
well as limited fiscal capacity of district governments could be an obstacle 
to addressing social outcomes in their neighbourhoods. In city centre, local 
planners having cumulative knowledge and planning expertise on an integrated 
approach contributed to facilitating positive outcomes for the respective locality. 
This implies that those districts with better conditions (i.e. districts in the city 
centre) have seen a higher level of improvement in local environments around 
stations and overall social outcomes, in comparison to the peripheral districts.  

Overall, the planning processes of mega urban transport development can be 
characterised by an imbalance between transport and spatial development, dis-
parity between macro and micro levels, and missing linkages between strategic 
and operational stages, all of which influence social outcomes to be achieved (see 
Figure 6.3). Limited social outcomes — i.e. unbalanced development across a 
city, a limited level of positive impacts at local neighbourhoods, and differential 
outcomes among local areas and social groups — appear to be closely related 
to institutional incongruence and ambiguity between sectors and territorial 
levels, and actors” limited knowledge and capacities to realize an integrated 
planning approach.

Figure 6.3: Planning processes of MUTPs and social outcomes
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Research sub-question 4: What is necessary for an integrated approach to MUTPs 
to contribute to overall distribution of accessibility to opportunities and the quality 
of life across a city? 

Chapter 5 explored critical elements and processes to ensure positive social 
outcomes from MUTPs by an integrated approach to transport and spatial 
planning. It identified key barriers and opportunities to achieving social out-
comes by land use and transport integration (LUTI) policies in a megacity 
that experienced rapid urbanization and applied a LUTI planning approach to 
achieve sustainable urban development. 

The study discussed in Chapter 5 revealed various problems created by current 
LUTI policies and practices, which primarily focused on facilitating compact 
urban form around transport nodes through top-down planning approach, 
irrespective of diverse societal needs and local circumstances. Facilitating 
high-density commercial land-use around major nodes did not necessarily 
contribute to increasing life-enhancing opportunities for local stakeholders, 
due to various negative impacts such as increasing traffic, relocation of public 
amenities, and decreasing quality of land development on main roads. Moreover, 
Chapters 4 and 5 indicated that LUTI policies make little contribution to reduc-
ing gaps in accessibility to opportunities between different localities and social 
groups. This was due to differences in market demands for land development 
among centre and peripheries, limited spill-over effects of development around 
nodes in peripheral districts, and little increase in connectivity to nodes (see 
Chapter 4.6 and 5.5).

Analysis of findings in Chapter 4 and 5 identified several critical elements and 
processes necessary for an integrated approach to MUTPs in order to ensure 
accessibility and quality of life and fair distribution of the benefits. First, a LUTI 
approach needs measures to control the quality of land development around 
transport nodes, rather than just focusing on density and type of development. 
Balancing restrictions and incentives to influence developers” decisions on (de-
sirable) land use and site design are conducive to positive social outcomes at local 
neighbourhoods (see Chapters 4.6 and 5.6). Second, in the context of increasing 
land prices and deteriorating environmental quality (such as in the case of Seoul), 
an integrated approach needs to facilitate cost-effective measures to maintain (or 
improve) the quality of public amenities and socio-economic vibrancy around 
nodes. Third, to ensure that an integrated approach facilitates overall and fair 
distribution of positive outcomes across a city, there needs to be a localised 
approach to spatial development that consider varied centralities, priorities, and 
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opportunities at different locations (e.g. centre and periphery) (see Chapter 4.6 
and 5.6). In central areas, such localised approaches should focus on facilitating 
high-quality land use to maintain its function and a buffer between commercial 
and residential areas to mitigate high level of negative impacts on quality of life. 
District centres in peripheries need to consider providing stronger incentives 
to facilitate developers in realizing outcomes desired at respective neighbour-
hoods (e.g. reducing spatial disparity at neighbourhood). Fourth, to effectively 
operationalise the localised approaches, multi-level governance that balances 
responsibilities at local and metropolitan levels is indispensable. Responsibility 
of the metropolitan government need to be decentralized so that incentives 
and outcomes related to each project can be discussed, adjusted, and agreed 
by relevant stakeholders across levels. Additionally, special attention should be 
given to facilitating sustainable effect of LUTI policies in peripheral localities, in 
which local government lacks limited fiscal resources and planning capacities.

As identified in Chapters 3–5, critical elements and processes in mega urban 
transport planning policy and practices include considering an integration of 
land use and transport development at the early stage of transport development. 
Priority needs to be given to facilitating well-functioning pedestrian paths and 
open spaces in proximity to transport nodes, especially in the context of rapid 
spatial changes and increasing land prices of rapidly growing cities. Moreover, 
transport planning should consider not only integrating infrastructure de-
velopment into adjacent land uses, but also enhancing local mobility within 
neighbourhoods during early stages to prevent increasing social and spatial 
disparity among local communities.

Overall, Chapters 2–5 shows that MUTP and LUTI approach can be seen as 
necessary but not sufficient to contribute to overall distribution of accessibil-
ity and quality of life across a city. To ensure the delivery of the desired social 
outcomes, there needs to be not only an integrative approach to mega urban 
transport planning that considers spatial changes induced by MUTPs but also 
multi-level approaches to spatial planning that reflect diverse societal needs and 
local circumstances and that oversee the quality of land development across a city. 

6.3 Discussion: Directions for enhancing social 
outcomes  

The main aim of this study was to examine social outcomes from mega urban 
transport infrastructure development by considering spatial changes induced 
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by such development at multiple scales over time, and to explore an integrated 
approach to transport and spatial planning to achieve desired social outcomes. 
This section will discuss directions for enhancing social outcomes from mega 
urban transport development, addressing the main objective of the study. 

Social outcomes from mega urban transport infrastructure 
development 
Social outcomes from mega urban transport infrastructure development are 
produced in a complex process and are influenced by multi-scale spatial changes 
and varied contexts. As discussed in this study, evaluating the social outcomes 
requires investigating long-term spatial changes at the macro and the micro 
scales, and reflecting on how these changes together affect accessibility and the 
quality of life of local neighbourhoods across a city. Spatial changes induced 
by mega urban transport development over time are often incremental and are 
differential among various localities and social groups (Jones and Lucas 2012). 
This study shows that expansion of urban transport networks on itself does 
not guarantee accessibility to opportunities for the whole society due to the 
differential pace and scope of spatial changes occurring across a city over time, 
as well as unexpected or unintended negative impacts of spatial transformation 
at the local neighbourhood scale (Figure 6.2).

This study suggests that to ensure overall and fair distribution of benefits across 
society, as for instance argued for by Martens (2012) and Pereira et al. (2017), the 
societal consequences arising from interaction between transport development 
and spatial development at multiple scales should be addressed. Achieving pos-
itive social outcomes from transport development requires not only enhancing 
ex-ante evaluation of social impacts (see van Wee and Geurs 2011), but also 
improving ex-post evaluation (Art 1998), especially in relation to examining 
what actually happens to the patterns and quality of land use around nodes 
across a city. Focusing on addressing short-term, limited-range, single-scale 
social impacts of projects is likely to lead to failure in enhancing ultimate benefits 
to society, as argued by Miller and Patassini (2005) and  Lichfield (2009). There 
needs to be explicit attention to cumulative effects for specific populations and 
areas, especially to those who experience multiple negative impacts.

One of the insights arising from this study is that social outcomes from MUTPs 
are closely related to the specific contexts of respective cities, such as patterns 
and paces of urban spatial development. It implies that understanding the 
social outcomes requires a context-specific approach to evaluating outcomes 
and establishing mitigation strategies, rather than sticking to one-size-fits-all 
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approach, as seen in practice (Rydin 2010). In a city like London, which has seen 
rail-oriented urban development (i.e. spatial development occurring around 
main nodes) over long period of time, social outcomes from MUTPs are closely 
related to the consequences of land development concentrated around nodes 
and increasingly differential outcomes between a node and the rest of catchment 
area. In rapidly growing cities such as Seoul, which experienced high agglomer-
ation effect in CBD, key issues to enhance social outcomes can be dealing with 
increased commuting time for many local neighbourhoods and limited spatial 
development around nodes in periphery. Overall, an approach to enhancing 
social outcomes from mega urban transport development should carefully 
address the huge diversity of contextual circumstances that affect long-term 
consequences, which requires moving beyond panacea thinking (Healey 2003).

All in all, this study contributes to the ongoing discussion on social outcomes 
from MUTPs (e.g. Martens 2017; Stopher and Stanley 2009; Vanclay 2017) by 
illustrating that the social outcomes are closely related to the consequences 
arising from interaction between transport and spatial development at multiple 
scales over time. It indicates that the discrepancy between transport develop-
ment and urban spatial development can lead to a failure to achieve overall and 
fair distribution of benefits to society — i.e. accessibility to opportunities and 
quality of life of local populations across cities (Marten 2017; van Wee and Geurs 
2011). To facilitate desired social outcomes, an integrated planning approach to 
transport and spatial development (Bertolini 2012) should be considered and 
that such approach should give attention to the scale and time dimensions of 
spatial changes triggered by urban transport development.  

An integrated approach to transport and spatial planning
As discussed in Chapter 4, an imbalance between transport and spatial devel-
opment at multiple levels is closely related to social outcomes from mega urban 
transport projects — e.g. an unbalanced distribution of benefits across a city, 
a limited level of positive impacts on local neighbourhoods, and differential 
outcomes among social groups. Enhancing the social outcomes needs a carefully 
designed integrated planning approach, and institutional arrangements to 
operationalize an integrated approach (Legacy et al. 2012; Ostrom 2011). This 
study indicates that MUTP planning processes need to facilitate an integrated 
approach both at the macro and the micro level in order to realize the delivery of 
desired social outcomes (see Figure 6.3). At the macro level — i.e. metropolitan 
or city level, urban (transport) policies need to consider establishing transport 
networks that address various levels and patterns of land use across cities in 
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order to ensure overall and fair distribution of benefits across a city (Wegener 
2004). This study shows that to operationalise such a strategy, there needs 
to be institutional congruence between the scope of transport development 
and spatial development and a joint decision-making process that allows the 
flow of ideas and knowledge between transport planners and spatial planners. 
At the local level, integrating infrastructure development into adjacent land 
uses and assessing the consequences of spatial changes on neighbourhoods is 
necessary to enhance the quality of life of local population (Heeres et al. 2016; 
Sung and Oh 2011). This study indicates that operationalising such an approach 
requires not only institutional harmonization between sectors (i.e. transport 
and land use) but also institutional clarity about responsibility of each sector in 
implementing an integrated approach and controlling the quality of outcomes. 

This study further reveals that ensuring social outcomes by an integrated 
approach requires institutional harmonization not only between transport and 
spatial planning (see e.g. Van Geet 2018), but also across territorial levels (i.e. 
metropolitan and local neighbourhoods). Delivering desired social outcomes 
needs institutional arrangements to facilitate cross-governmental involvement 
in operationalising an integrated approach, as well as alignment of goals between 
layers of government (Howlett 2009). The institutional analysis in this study 
suggests that there needs to be clarity regarding a metropolitan government’s 
roles and responsibilities of setting up a strategic direction for land development 
around nodes across a city, and regarding local governments” roles and respon-
sibilities in addressing quality of the development, to ensure overall distribution 
of positive outcomes across a city. Overall, this study confirms the importance 
of structuring arrangements both within and between levels of governments, 
to support an integrated approach for social outcomes from urban transport 
development (see Stopher and Stanley 2009).

Another insight arising from this study is that discussion on an integrated 
approach to transport and spatial planning (e.g. Bertolini 2012; Cervero 2013; 
Heeres et al. 2012) should give much more attention to “how” to meet the 
various needs and interests of different localities across a city. This study shows 
that one-size-fits-all approaches of current land use and transport integration 
policies can lead to failure in enhancing accessibility and quality of life of 
urban population across varied localities. Different localities have different 
centralities, opportunities, and priorities, and they need to consider different 
strategies to maximize benefits from integrated land use and transport devel-
opment. In the CBD area — with high market demand for land development 
around nodes — priority needs to be given to maintaining high quality and 
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wide range of development around nodes and mitigating negative impacts of 
commercial development on local environmental quality, rather than focusing 
on increasing density of land development. In peripheral districts — i.e. areas 
with low market demand for development — priorities include dealing with 
spatial disparity between nodes and residential areas, and improving local 
mobility and connectivity to nodes, rather than primarily expecting spill-over 
effects from socio-economic hub development (see Jenks 2019). 

This study further indicates that to operationalise such a localised integrated 
approach, fundamental changes should be made to static macro-rules that do 
not allow for flexible and context-specific approaches to spatial planning at the 
local level (Scherrer, 2019; Stanley 2014). In megacities like Seoul, which applies 
a rather top-down approach to spatial planning and practice implementation, 
facilitating positive consequences of LUTI on neighbourhoods is dependent 
on the extent to which local actors are allowed to make decisions according to 
their priorities and interests. This indicates that local actors need to play a key 
role in deciding incentive levels and desired outcomes for spatial development 
at respective localities. This study also points out that an integrated planning 
approach should pay attention to dealing with various local contextual factors 
that directly influence planning processes — in line with Cole and McGinnis 
(2017). In particular, varied local capacities to implement an integrated policy 
(e.g. fiscal capacity and strategic visioning), as well as the wider socio-economic 
conditions of projects, prove to affect the extent to which (integrated) planning 
rules are applied, thus influencing social outcomes. Difference in capacities 
between central and peripheral localities, which is closely related to the gaps 
in positive outcomes between these localities, need to be explicitly addressed 
(Lee 2018). Furthermore, the study provides an important insight that if local 
authorities are given a reasonable level of responsibility as well as decision-mak-
ing authority through multi-level planning processes, their accountability and 
capacity to facilitate desirable social outcomes could be enhanced.

Overall, this study contributes to the ongoing discussion on an integrated 
approach to transport and spatial planning (e.g. Bertolini et al. 2012; Legacy 
et al. 2012; Heeres et al. 2017). First, it illustrates the necessity of a multi-scale 
approach to an integrated approach to transport and spatial development in 
order to ensure positive social outcomes. Integration at macro-scale — e.g. a 
well-balanced transport system linking activities across cities (Wegener and Fürst 
1999) — without carefully designed micro-scale integration — e.g. facilitating 
land development around stations (such as in Transit Oriented Development; 
Cervero 2001 and Tan et al 2014) — or vice versa, will not lead to enhanced 
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accessibility to opportunities and quality of daily life across varied local areas. 
Second, establishing institutional congruence and harmonization between sec-
tors and levels (Legacy et al. 2012; Stead and Meijer 2009; van Geet 2018) alone 
does not guarantee achieving desired outcomes from LUTI policies and MUTPs. 
Enhancing actor’s planning capacities, resources, and knowledge (Cole and 
McGinnis 2017) to operationalise an integrated approach are essential to realize 
the delivery of desired social outcomes. Third, to achieve long-term sustainable 
effects from an integrated approach, multi-level governance that balance bot-
tom-up and top-down planning approach (see Homsy et al. 2018) is required, 
rather than primarily addressing a localised flexible approach at the micro level. 
Institutional clarity about roles of macro and micro-level actors as well as a 
balanced distribution of responsibilities among these actors are necessary to 
ensure delivery of desired goals of projects at multiple levels. Local actors need 
to be given more responsibilities in establishing strategy for local development 
around nodes according to varied local needs and interests, while metropolitan 
governments need to screen the quality of development according to macro-level 
goal of urban policy such as balanced spatial development.

A multi-level integrated approach to enhancing social 
outcomes in megacities 
Overall, this study confirms that mega urban transport projects and land use 
transport integration policy can be seen as necessary but not sufficient to 
achieving desired broad social outcomes from mega urban transport infra-
structure development (Lee 2018; Stopher and Stanley 2009). Enhancing social 
outcomes requires carefully designed integrated planning processes at macro 
and micro levels and institutional arrangements to operationalize an integrated 
approach, and multi-level governance that balances responsibility between 
macro and micro level actors and allow for a localised integrated approach. 
Varied contextual factors at the macro and micro levels, which directly influence 
the extent to which actors operationalise integrated policies and plans, should 
be also considered to ensure the delivery of desired social outcomes in varied 
settings (Switzer et al. 2013). Delays in these actions will lead to increasing cost 
and to compromising the effectiveness of an integrated approach to enhancing 
social outcomes from mega urban transport development. Such an integrated 
approach should be particularly considered for developing countries (see 
Cervero 2013) to ensure that huge investment in mega urban infrastructure 
development facilitate broader social outcomes and contribute to achieving 
sustainable urban development.  
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6.4 Reflection and trajectories for future research 

This section reflects the methodology adopted in this study. After reflecting some 
strengths and weaknesses of the applied research methodology, an agenda for 
further research is discussed. 

Reflection on research methods 
This study used a multiple method approach that allows to enhance the empirical 
validity and credibility of case study research (Yin 2014). Using multiple sources 
and data collection techniques, the study used triangulation of different but 
complementary kinds of evidence (Rahim and Daud 2015). One of the strengths 
of the study was that, given the complexity of evaluating outcomes from projects 
(Morrison-Saunders and Arts 2004; Vanclay 2017), it used a pragmatic and 
contextualised approach (see Hoch 2002) to investigate social outcomes from 
mega urban infrastructure development. This study conducted a preliminary 
assessment (see Chapter 2) to reshape criteria and indicators, which involved 
interviews with key informants, observation, and examination of historical 
information and local knowledge. Such process resulted in identifying gaps, 
appropriateness, and relevance of evaluation criteria so that only relevant and 
measurable indicators are selected and adjusted, while new criteria and indi-
cators could be identified. When conducting the main assessment of social 
outcomes from urban transport projects (see Chapter 3), it used multi-methods 
using qualitative and quantitative data assessment, in-depth interviews, street 
survey, and observation. Such mix of methods offered flexible ways of using var-
ious methods possible to address the complex socio-spatial inquiries ( Creswell 
2013; Madanipour 2013). Furthermore, conducting focus group discussion with 
key stakeholders and spatial analysis (see Chapter 5) played an important role 
to enhance the validity of the research findings (Hennink 2010). 

Another strong point of the study’s approach was the usage of a rigorous 
institutional analysis to understand complex planning processes and relation 
between such planning processes and social outcomes. The well-established 
theoretical and analytical framework used in this study — the Institutional 
Analysis and Development Framework (Ostrom 2005) — has shown to be 
successful in providing in-depth insights into the multi-level interplay of actors 
that lead to outcomes within institutional contexts. With such a systematic 
approach, this study identified the ongoing difficulties in an integrated approach 
to transport and spatial development planning. It also established an enhanced 
understanding on how such barriers might affect the social outcomes from 
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MUTPs and what opportunities from an integrated approach can be expected. 
Furthermore, In Chapter 5 this study thoroughly investigated not only insti-
tutional rules but also varied contextual factors that affect planning processes 
of urban projects — importance of which has been emphasised by e.g. Healey 
(2003) and Ostrom (2007) — to enhance understanding on the delivery of 
social outcomes. 

Nevertheless, there can also be seen some weaknesses in the methodology. 
This study is only “a tale of two cities” — the cases used were in London and 
Seoul — and it used only a single case study to identify planning processes that 
contribute to social outcomes. Seoul was studied as it can be an example of a 
metropolis which experienced rapid urban development and has established 
MUTPs and applied LUTI policies. Nevertheless, after all, the possibilities for 
generalising findings to other cities and contexts is limited. It would be valuable 
to examine other cases — in other cities — which also went through rapid urban 
development and recently attempted an integrated approach, and to conduct 
comparison between such cases. 

Moreover, this research used qualitative research method, which focuses 
on perceptions and feeling of people (Hennink 2010), in order to identify in-
stitutional conditions and varied contexts that affect planning processes. It 
involved in-depth interviews with transport and spatial planners and policy 
makers to understand how such actors contributed to (desired) social outcomes 
from mega urban transport development. As a result of selection of such key 
informants, this study might have overlooked perceptions from other actors 
who are less related to the planning processes. Further research that investigates 
wider range of actors” perspectives on an integrated planning processes could 
further contribute to understanding of barriers and opportunities to achieving 
the social outcomes.

Future research agenda 
Further research could explore planning processes and social outcomes from 
mega urban infrastructure projects in other contexts. The analytical framework 
used in this study has shown to be successful in understanding the production 
of the social outcomes in developed and recently developed cities — respec-
tively London and Seoul. The framework can be applied in further studies 
which aim to explore social outcomes in currently developing megacities. Many 
cities are experiencing rapid urbanisation and are in need of prompt action to 
deal with various issues arising from population increase and urban expansion 
(UN-HABITAT 2017). How to apply an integrated approach to transport 
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and spatial development effectively and sustainably to achieve desired social 
outcome in these cities should be carefully investigated (Jenks 2019). After all, 
comparing cases in three different stages of urban development — developed, 
recently developed, still developing megacities — can be considered in order to 
further develop the analytical framework and to get deeper understanding of 
barriers and opportunities regarding social outcomes, as well as the planning 
approaches necessary to address these issues. Moreover, integrated planning 
processes applied in practice to enhance social outcomes from different 
transport modes can be examined in more detail. Especially investigating the 
planning for mega transport systems that operate at a regional scale such as 
regional high-speed rails would be valuable as many metropolitan regions are 
investing in expanding transport networks to serve wider areas. 

Moreover, further studies on how similar planning rules lead to different 
outcomes in different local contexts should be conducted to enhance our 
understanding of the interplay between integrated planning, contextual factors, 
and resulting social outcomes. Such research can examine planning processes 
in different local neighbourhoods in a megacity where different factors at a 
local scale — e.g. varied local capacities and characteristics of communi-
ties —  affect an integrated approach and social outcomes. this could involve 
qualitative analysis of planning processes using in-depth interviews with a wide 
range of local actors as well as quick assessment of social outcomes in different 
localities. The analysis of planning processes may consider various variables 
related to local capacities such as financial resources, production resources, 
competencies (e.g. authorities), knowledge (e.g. technical, information, etc.), 
and legitimacy (e.g. leadership) (see Klijn and Koppenjan, 2015) 

In addition, research on key planning instruments to achieve desired social 
outcomes worth exploring. This study identified some relevant instruments 
such as agreement-based land development around nodes and planning ob-
ligations for developers, which can play a role to enhance social outcomes. 
Currently, many cities try to achieve social goals of urban projects by applying 
various planning tools such as Community Infrastructure Levy (DCLG 2017). 
To identify how such instruments work and contribute to enhancing social 
outcomes, cases in different cities, where different features of planning tools lead 
to different social outcomes can be investigated. Assessment of social outcomes 
(Vanclay 2017) can be done first by looking at level of access to centre, land 
use pattern and density, and street functionalities of each case in two cities. 
This can be followed by thorough examination of key instruments applied 
for selected cases and comparison among cases. Such research could provide 
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insights into critical elements and processes to optimise planning instruments 
to realize balanced distribution of benefits in various contexts (Martens 2017). 

6.5 Lessons for policy and planning practice  

This section provides lessons for planning practice and policy development 
based on the research performed and the preceding discussion. 

Lessons for an area-based approach to evaluation of mega 
transport projects
An integrated planning of mega transport projects should adopt an area-based 
approach to large transport infrastructure development. This should consider 
the spatial changes induced by transport development over time that are often 
incremental, and that the societal consequences of such changes cannot be 
fully foreseen at the time infrastructure planning takes place. Such area-based 
approach should comprise ex-ante evaluation that needs to consider the poten-
tial consequences of spatial (dis)integration triggered by projects on local-level 
accessibility and connectivity between transport nodes and neighbourhoods. 
This should be followed up by ex-post monitoring and evaluation that focuses 
on the change in scale and density of land use around transport nodes, change in 
the level of integration between stations and (re)developed local environments, 
and change in connectivity and functionality of local road networks. Moreover, 
an area-based approach should address differing priorities of various localities 
living with varying socio-economic conditions. Planners need to come up 
with area specific directions to enhance accessibility and wellbeing of local 
neighbourhoods. For example, in peripheral residential areas, enhancing links 
between different transport modes and refurbishing local amenities and built 
environments around nodes could have priority in order to increase livelihoods 
of local communities. 

Lessons for strategic directions for urban spatial policy and 
planning practice
A macro-level urban policy needs to address a broader range of goals of  urban 
transport projects, particularly a balanced spatial development across metro-
politan cities. When setting up a macro-level direction for urban development, 
special consideration should be paid to integration of spatial development 
and transport development at strategic locations (e.g. commercial centres in 
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sub-centre and periphery areas), especially those with potential to become re-
gional transit hubs. Realizing such direction requires institutional arrangements 
to facilitate integration of transport and spatial planning processes through 
various stages of MUTP development. During the initial stage, spatial planners 
should be involved to jointly establish a city-level or even a metropolitan 
regional level-plan for MUTPs (Mailde and Morfoulaki 2019), and during the 
operational stages, local actors need to be engaged in the quality control of 
land development around the nodes.

Spatial policies are not only implemented by government but are dependent 
on the investment of private developers and landowners (Herspergerm et al. 
2018). To direct private investments, spatial policies should set an appropriate 
level of restrictions and incentives to facilitate desired outcomes by integrated 
transport and spatial development. In practice, integrated plans are only im-
plemented to a limited extent by developers and landowners, no matter how 
carefully these plans are made. Restrictive measures and development incentives 
should be balanced to encourage developers to create positive impacts on 
neighbourhoods. Important thing to consider is that desirable outcomes of 
each project are discussed, adjusted, and agreed by stakeholders through an 
accountable process. Formal procedures such as advanced negotiation system 
(Joo et al. 2017) can help developers and local authorities negotiate a reasonable 
incentive based on a few criteria to determine type and level of incentive before 
development project starts. 

Spatial planning policy needs to continuously involve developers and land-
owners to effectively maintain socio-economic vibrancy and local environmen-
tal quality around nodes. For instance, the agreement-based approach (Sung 
and Im 2013) that allows landowners to take the lead in maintaining local 
environmental quality can be considered. To operationalize such an approach, 
public authorities need to provide some financial resources and supportive 
planning tools, and let landowners establish agreements among themselves on 
how to revitalize the environment of respective neighbourhoods. Moreover, 
to mitigate negative impact on access to public amenities, authorities need to 
explore opportunities of transferring some underutilized facilities into mixed 
land-use that provide essential services to local communities. Another example 
of an instrument that can be considered is Community Benefit Agreement 
(Marantz 2015) which might help to ensure that developers contribute to 
enhancing quantity and quality of public spaces in proximity to major nodes. 
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Lessons for multi-level governance to achieve desired social 
outcomes
To achieve desired social outcomes, a careful multi-level governance and 
planning approach should be in place, which involves metropolitan, as well 
as national and local authorities, private land-owners and investors, and local 
communities. Only project-oriented transport planning proves to be insufficient 
as well as macro level metropolitan strategic planning. Local authorities should 
be responsible for deciding key criteria for giving incentives and negotiating 
outcomes of development around nodes, based on their specific needs (e.g. 
conservation, or regeneration, or redevelopment of station areas). Metropolitan 
(city) government has not only a role to play in strategic policy formulation 
but also needs to prevent local authorities from taking improper advantage of 
their decision-making power, and check effectiveness and importance of pro-
posed projects by considering an overall direction of urban policies. National 
governments should help facilitating coordination among city governments 
to ensure fair distribution of accessibility and quality of life at regional level.  

Social responsibility of private landowners, developers, and residents should 
be promoted to ensure that social (public) goals of urban infrastructure projects 
are delivered. Often, difficulties to enhance the social outcome from urban 
projects arise from decreasing power of public sector and increasing hindrance 
power of local communities — related to NIMBY syndrome — in mega cities 
(Zhang et al. 2018). Roles, commitment, and capacity of local communities 
should be defined and enhanced, and employed by local actors proactively 
participating in setting up overall direction and identifying key opportunities 
and barriers for local neighbourhood levels. 

Lessons for land use and transport integration in different 
localities 
LUTI policy is seen as necessary but not sufficient to bring sustainable and 
equitable distribution of positive outcomes across cities. Different localities 
should consider different strategies to ensure benefits from LUTI. In CBD 
area, it proves to be important to make the best of developer contributions 
to facilitate high-quality and wide-ranging facilities that serve both residents 
and business communities. Planning officers and local communities should 
proactively and jointly come up with suggestions (for developers) that keep 
the CBD attractive and liveable. Moreover, rather than focus on costly refur-
bishment, there should be thought of soft policies to enhance the quality of 
living environment in the context of the limited land and extremely high price 



6

157

in the CBD. Such soft solutions may involve creating pocket parks around 
nodes that can be function as public space holding socio-economic activities. 
In addition, creating buffer zones between high density mixed land uses 
and residential areas should be given priority in local development agendas. 
Mitigation measures (e.g. defining safety zone on the back lanes) to be in place 
before commercial development can have detrimental impact on the residential 
areas and local mobility.

In quarter and district centres, local authorities should consider giving rea-
sonable incentives and being more flexible with type of land development to 
facilitate spatial development and realize local interests. It is important to take 
development, first of all, as an opportunity to cope with challenges and priorities 
related to local development, provided such development can be guided towards 
the social outcomes desired. A fundamental solution to long-term success is to 
provide more incentives and push developers to fulfil the quality criteria while 
planners are in a strong position during negotiation with developers. Commu-
nity consultation is required to identify the need for public amenities of local 
populations, and results from consultation processes should be referred to when 
planners negotiate with developers regarding developers” contribution. Another 
key recommendation for quarter and district centres appears to facilitate equal 
distribution of quality of life within the area by improving local mobility and 
connectivity to nodes as early as possible. 

Lessons for an integrated approach to enhancing social 
outcomes in rapidly developing cities
Rapidly developing cities, which consider developing MUTPs or applying LUTI 
policies, should carefully take into account the strategic as well as operation-
alization issues in their planning and decision-making to achieve sustainable 
and equitable urban development. 

Firstly, decision-making on urban (transport) development should carefully 
consider the socio-economic consequences of the short-term urban (trans-
port) measures, which focus on dealing with urgent issues raising from rapid 
urbanisation (Bolay 2019). In the context of rapid urban expansion, transport 
planning needs to consider providing sufficient urban transport networks to 
wider areas including new satellite cities, even if demands are not high at the 
time of the planning. Spatial planning should avoid “land development first, 
transport development later” approach (Sung et al. 2010), which can increase 
negative environmental and social externalities such as congestion and increas-
ing gaps in quality of life between centre and peripheral areas. Metropolitan level 
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transport network development needs to be considered before new residential 
area development project starts.

One of key lessons from this study is that the strategic decision-making stage 
of MUTPs should pay much more attention to translating an integrated vision 
into a macro-level integrated plan by facilitating a joint-decision making process 
and exchange of knowledge between transport and spatial planners. Even 
though prompt actions are needed to deal with congestion and other urgent 
issues, transport planners and spatial planners should be engaged together in 
identifying strategies to realize transport and spatial integration at the macro 
level. For example, transport planners can plan a metropolitan-level transport 
network by explicitly considering urban hierarchical localities (e.g. metropolitan 
centre, city centre, local district centre) to gear urban spatial development to 
the level of nodes. This would require not only a clear vision on the transport 
network development but also on the spatial development of and around 
nodes, at which the experiences gained with concepts such as Transit-Oriented 
development are relevant (Cervero 2013; Tan et al. 2014) .

Secondly, spatial equity needs to be regarded as one of goals of mega urban 
transport development and LUTI policy from the strategic decision-making 
stage. Balanced spatial development is not realized naturally as a result of 
transport expansion to the wider area and the spill-over effects of development 
around nodes (Jenks 2019). As seen in this study, urban transport development 
in megacities like Seoul mainly contributes to increasing concentration of 
socio-economic development in the city centre while land development in 
peripheral areas appears to be limited. The question of “how” to trigger desired 
spatial outcomes at neighbourhoods to facilitate balanced spatial development 
should be addressed thoroughly during strategic decision-making stage. Trans-
port project evaluation needs to assess not only economic impacts but also 
impacts on balanced development and relevant social costs over longer period 
of time (Lee 2018). Spatial planning around nodes should consider integrating 
public amenities into station area to ensure socio-economic vibrancy, rather 
than primarily focusing on high-density commercial development in the area.

Thirdly, to effectively operationalize an integrated policy in rapidly growing 
cities, mega urban transport development needs to consider balancing respon-
sibility between private and public sectors and establish clear rules and policies 
that define roles of each sectors. As seen in this study, public-led MUTP planning 
could create a situation, in which (transport) planners give up initiative to 
integrate transport system into land use due to the lack of financial resources 
necessary for the integration. Often there will be a need to involve private 
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sector in station area development, at which clear regulations are required that 
define prohibited and allowed (or encouraged) actions of private developers 
and landowners. Balancing development incentives and restrictive measures 
for land development is necessary to facilitate private sector creating public 
benefits out of their development projects. 

Fourth, operationalizing an integrated approach in rapidly developing cities 
requires reconciling top-down and bottom-up approaches through the different 
stages of planning processes (Crescenzi and Rodriguez-Pose 2011). At the initial 
stage, top-down, policy makers need to take leadership in pushing MUTPs 
and LUTI policy to be implemented, and planners focus on ensuring quality 
and feasibility of plans not only regarding technique, budgets but also the 
broader social outcomes in an accountable manner. At the operational stage, 
local district governments need to control the quality of project deliverables, 
as well as address various needs and priorities of neighbourhood comprising 
such issues as accessibility, environmental quality and livelihood. They should 
also screen feasibility and significance of local initiatives (e.g. requests from 
local communities). 

Finally, ethical consideration should be applied for determining the content 
of planning policies and procedures. As discussed in this study, land use and 
transport integration policy may contribute to rapid increase in land prices, 
loss of public amenities, decreasing social cohesion, and other negative so-
cial impacts (Kang 2012; Newman 2005). Critical reflection on the planning 
processes and outcomes of MUTP and LUTI from the perspective of (spatial) 
ethics (Lee 2018; van Wee 2012) is necessary. Both public and private agencies 
(actors) should carefully consider the specific characteristics of transport and 
spatial planning that make a specific domain of ethics desirable: how land is 
used in one location can affect others in another location, as well as others in 
the future; and due to these characteristics of land use, private actions on land 
use should be decided in consideration of (un)desirable external effects, missed 
opportunities, and (un)met social goals. As Goodin (2007) addressed also, it is 
important that (spatial) planning should focus on balancing interests and on 
measuring outcomes by appropriateness and being reasonable. To this end, the 
social outcomes from an integrated approach should be discussed, agreed, and 
adjusted among stakeholders with reference to the societal needs and broader 
socio-economic contexts.

In conclusion, achieving social outcomes from mega urban infrastructure 
development has been a challenge across the globe despite the long- standing dis-
cussion on the critical role of infrastructure as an agent of change for sustainable 
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urban development. Limitations in decision-making and planning processes of 
MUTPs and their impacts on broader social outcomes can be seen in megacities, 
not only in the West but also elsewhere such as in Asia. This study indicates the 
need for a carefully designed integrated planning approach and institutional 
conditions at multiple levels, and the importance of capable actors to opera-
tionalise an integrated approach, in order to enhance accessibility and quality of 
life, and fair distribution of benefits across a city. Although the findings of this 
study have been derived from London and Seoul practice, other megacities can 
learn from these findings — especially those cities who consider integration of 
land use and transport to achieve sustainable urban development. 
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