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Preface
As luck would have it, I have lived and worked in many cities across the globe, 
such as London, Seoul, Bangkok, and Hanoi. Fortunately, I happened to live 
alongside the main river of cities, where I have witnessed endless (dis)appear-
ance of buildings, bridges, and natures. My life became a sort of history of the 
never-ending transformation of spaces and cities. No matter where I lived, I felt 
power arising from both systems and agents, which continuously shape cities 
and everyday of our life. Sometimes I felt angry, sad, despair, or amazed and 
stunned by such changes. Interrelated relationships between cities and society 
are the motivation, trigger, as well as subjects of my long-term journey. 

My first curiosity was how to manage changes happening in a city, especially in 
nature and cultural heritage. My second interest lay in how to manage different 
interests in public infrastructure and space so that such projects bring socially 
and economically sustainable benefits to the whole society. The more involved 
I became with urban planning researches and policy works across the globe, 
the more convinced I was that what matters is managing diverse interests in 
urban spaces through a dynamic and ethical planning process. I became eager to 
reduce gaps between what was written in textbooks and practice. I also wanted to 
tackle careless generalisation of planning theory, policy made without evidence 
or theoretical reflections, and debates without cultural awareness.    

I hoped that my PhD journey would bring me opportunities to develop my 
own insights into how to manage varied interests embedded in the fabric of 
cities in order to bring positive societal consequences over time and space. I 
also hoped that I would make theoretical and practical contribution to impact 
assessment of urban policy and infrastructure development projects. I felt so 
blessed that I was given a chance to investigate into this topic. I believe I have 
just finished the first part of my lifetime journey and I should embark on the 
second one soon. One of key things I learned from my PhD research was that 
a researcher should not stop working with passion, humility, integrity, and 
originality. I am so glad that I am even more motivated than before to become 
a dedicated academic working between planning policy, practice, and theory.

My gratitude goes to my supervisor Prof. Jos Arts and Prof. Frank Vanclay. 
While many people across the globe felt difficult to work on my topic due to its 
interdisciplinary nature and complexity, my supervisors agreed to joined this 
journey with me. As a primary supervisor, Jos has been always supportive and 
made me laugh with his own unique sense of humour. I truly appreciate his 
warmth, positivity and transparency. Frank was the one who let me start my PhD 
journey at the University of Groningen. He inspired my dedication to ensuring 
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good quality outcomes from researches. I truly appreciate his professionalism, 
pragmatic advice, and true commitment. I learned so much from the expertise, 
wisdom, and knowledge of my two supervisors. We will continue our collaboration. 

I would also like to thank the Bartlett School of Planning at UCL, a truly inter-
national knowledge hub, where I acquired not only knowledge of but also passion 
for planning. I felt so lucky that I started my journey at the place where people 
teach and research planning with integrity and originality. My gratitude goes to 
Dr. John Ward, and the other colleagues who have inspired and challenged me.     

As my research firmly stands between theory and practice, I had to collect a 
substantial amount of empirical data from people who were deeply involved with 
(re)production of urban space and infrastructure in two megacities, Seoul and 
London. I would like to express my gratitude to: researchers at Seoul Institute, 
(former) engineers at Seoul Metro Development Division, experts at National 
Research Institute including Korea Research Institute for Human Settlements 
and Korea Transport Institute, experts at Seoul Housing Corporation and Land 
and Housing Corporation, planners at Seoul Metropolitan Government, plan-
ners at local district governments, urban design and planning professors at 
universities, and professional consultants. They were so kind to share their views 
and precious data with me. In London, I would like to thank the planners and 
policy-makers who contributed to urban planning and development, particu-
larly Peter Twelftree, who provided me with so much valuable information and 
experiences. Most importantly, I would like to thank the various key informants 
and local residents who contributed their comments about the urban transport 
projects and their neighbourhoods in Seoul and London. 

I owe a debt of gratitude for inspiration and supports I received from my former 
colleagues and project partners, particularly at IOA of UCL, UN-Habitat, Port-
land State University, Sungkyunkwan University, Global Green Growth Institute, 
UNESCO Asia, National Committee for UN-Habitat in Korea and others, whose 
names I cannot fully address within the limited scope of this preface.  

I truly appreciate my friends and colleagues at University of Groningen and 
other institutes in the Netherlands. My deep gratitude goes to my lifetime 
friends in Vietnam, Korea, and UK. 

Last but not least, I would like to thank my family for their love and support 
of my endless journey. I have extraordinary parents who extremely support 
whatever I do in my life. I cannot say how much I owe them. 

 
Juhyun Lee

Groningen, September, 2020
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1.1 Social outcomes and mega urban infrastructure 
planning 

Worldwide, megacities make huge investments in urban infrastructure to deal 
with growing pains that arise from the rate and quality of their development 
(Cervero 2001; UN-HABITAT 2016). Problems that those cities face include 
urban sprawl, traffic congestion, environmental degradation, and unbalanced 
spatial development. The role of infrastructure development in promoting 
sustainable urban growth and enhancing quality of life is increasingly empha-
sized in the international urban agenda (Chapin 2012; UN-HABITAT 2017). In 
particular, mega urban transport infrastructure projects (MUTPs) are often seen 
as a catalyst in the process of urban and regional (re)development, providing 
connectivity for the development of society and the economy (ADB 2006; 
Dimitriou et al. 2015). Consequently, megacities such as London and Seoul 
have established extensive urban transport networks such as metro networks 
in response to continually expanding metropolitan areas and economic. 

In practice, however, MUTPs seem to fail in their critical role in urban and 
regional (re)development (Dimitriou et al. 2015). Mega urban transport infra-
structure planning often lacks consideration of the broader long-term conse-
quences on society and fails to meet the many varied interests in project outcomes 
(Jones and Lucas 2012; Martens 2012). The currently dominant approach of top-
down governmental master planning does not involve rigorous assessment of 
the socio-economic consequences of MUTPs, and cost benefit analysis (CBA) 
identified limited-range impacts from projects (Lee 2018; Vanclay 2017). The 
general model for infrastructure delivery incentivises stakeholders to maximise 
their own (sectoral) interests instead of communicating and cooperating across 
sectors and levels to deliver greater, common benefits (Legacy et al. 2012). With 
political and economic interests typically being dominant in the decision-making 
process, long-term social outcomes (e.g. enhanced accessibility to opportunities 
and fair distribution of benefits among urban population), especially at a local 
scale, are not well addressed, nor are they measured or assessed in the planning 
and delivery of urban infrastructure (Brenner et al. 2011; Miller and Patassini 
2005). Localised effects of projects are not as clear as widespread impacts in many 
cases, and opportunities of local development are not fully realized (Rydin 2010). 
In addition, a few authors (Brenner 2000; Beyazit 2010) argued that there is a 
mismatch between people who enjoy the benefits and receive negative impacts. 

There have been attempts to go beyond these limitations by assessing the wider 
range and long-term impacts of urban policies, programmes and projects (e.g. 
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Social Impact Assessment, Multi Criteria Analysis; see Vanclay 2002; Dimitriou 
et al. 2015). However, in practice, such alternative ways of evaluation seem to be 
insufficiently translated into the decision-making process. The broader implica-
tions of spatial changes associated to urban infrastructure projects are seldom 
evaluated or discussed. Research into the actual costs and benefits of long-term 
impacts is limited, especially in terms of micro scale (local) impacts — e.g. 
consequences on quality of daily life of urban population (Lee 2018).

Recently, policy discussion and theoretical debates addressed the critical needs 
to improve planning processes of transport development in order to ensure 
desired outcomes from mega urban infrastructure development (Banister 2008; 
Bertolini 2012). An integrated approach to transport and spatial development is 
considered to be essential to achieve sustainable urban development (Cervero 
2001; Straatemeier and Bertolini 2008). Although many discussions addressed 
the rational and urgency of utilizing an integrated approach in order to realize 
the desired outcomes, in practice, the approach is often not fully operated or 
the effects are not always clear, especially in terms of societal consequences 
(Bramley and Power 2009; Curtis and James 2004; Jenks 2019). There is little 
research on “if ” and “how” an integrated approach to transport and spatial 
development planning can contribute to the broader social outcomes from 
MUTPs including overall and fair distribution of accessibility to opportunities 
and quality of life across a city (Lee 2018). 

Overall, it is not clear whether investment in mega urban infrastructure 
projects brings broader positive societal consequences over time that meet the 
varied interests, despite the long-standing discussion on their critical roles in 
promoting sustainable urban growth and enhancing quality of life. To this end, 
there is necessity of exploring how to realize the delivery of the desired social 
outcomes, rather than simply addressing an integrated planning process. A gap 
between knowledge and practice of mega urban transport development — i.e. 
how the social outcomes from MUTPs are facilitated over time and how an 
integrated approach can contribute to enhancing the social outcomes — needs 
to be addressed.

1.2 Theoretical background

This section discusses theoretical backgrounds related to social outcomes from 
mega infrastructure development and to integrated planning approaches, build-
ing up a conceptual framework to conduct the study. This includes literature 
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on deficiencies in current mega urban infrastructure development processes, 
multi-scale spatial changes induced by MUTPs and social outcomes, and inte-
grated approaches to transport and spatial planning.

Deficiencies in current infrastructure development decision-
making processes 
Mega urban infrastructure development has been promoted as an agent of 
change for sustainable growth and wellbeing of urban population. Megacities 
invest in mega urban transport infrastructure such as urban rail infrastructure 
to improve economic efficiency and productivity, reduce traffic congestion, and 
enhance accessibility to opportunities. However, many scholars (e.g. Fainstein 
2008; Graham and Marvin 2001; Martens 2012; Stopher and Stanley 2009) 
argued that mega urban infrastructure development do not always lead to sus-
tainable urban growth and fair distribution of benefits among urban population, 
due to the spatial and intrinsically political nature of decision-making processes. 
Infrastructure integrates cities as shared spaces of common life, but also splinters 
urban territories into zones of differential access and exclusion (Graham and 
Marvin 2001). Levinson (2002) argued that any new transportation project 
or policy creates both winners and losers from the standpoints of mobility, 
accessibility, and environmental and economic concerns.

The outcomes from mega urban infrastructure development are closely re-
lated to planning and decision-making processes — i.e. complex processes of 
interactions among various actors at different levels, who often have different 
goals and ways of achieving their goals (Hall 1980). Megaproject development 
rarely satisfies everyone, often reflecting mainly the interests of (limited) key 
stakeholders and macro-scale economic development goals (Dimitriou et al. 
2015; Lee 2018). The broader long-term goals such as enhancing public (social) 
interests and fair distribution of benefits are often not prioritized during de-
cision-making processes, despite arguments suggesting that urban space and 
infrastructure need to be managed in a way that represents society in its entirety 
(Fisher 2009; Hoekveld and Needham 2013). 

Discussion of the limitations of mega urban transport development — e.g. im-
pacts of imperfect market mechanisms, the political nature of decision-making, 
narrow scopes and fragmented planning across sectors and levels — is lacking 
in the content of current evaluation tools, which mainly rely on the ratio of 
general costs and benefits (Naess 2015; Stopher and Stanley 2009). Infrastructure 
appraisal still tends to focus on monetizing a limited range of effects of projects, 
applying top-down, economically focused approaches to ex-ante evaluation, and 
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neglecting broader consequences on society. Lee (2018) argued that to enhance 
the ultimate benefits for society from mega urban infrastructure projects, there 
needs to be investigation on the socio-spatial implications of such projects at 
multiple scales over time, rather than simplistic distributional analysis. For 
measuring impacts at local scale, adequate indicators and pragmatic approaches 
to data collection methods are needed to observe the real impact on local 
neighbourhoods (Rydin 2010). 

Multi-scale spatial changes induced by MUTPs and social 
outcomes 
Literature suggests that infrastructure development has a strong influence on 
urban spatial structure and form at multiple scales, and that spatial changes 
induced by such development over time need to be considered in order to 
understand broader social outcomes from MUTPs (Graham and Marvin 2001; 
Lee 2018; Rodrigue 2017; UN-Habitat 2016). The relation between transport 
development and urban form has been much discussed (Bertolini 2012; Geurs 
and van Wee 2004; Wegener and Fürst 1999); however, limited research has 
been conducted on how the long-term spatial changes influence the societal 
consequence of MUTPs at multiple scales (Martens 2012; Jones and Lucas 2012).
Urban transport infrastructure development facilitates spatial changes at mul-
tiple scales (i.e. change in spatial structure of a city, and land use and physical 
environment in a local neighbourhood) as it continually interacts with urban 
(re)development processes at city and neighbourhood scales (Geurs and van 
Wee 2004; Hall and Pain 2006; UN-HABITAT 2009; Wegener and Fürst 1999). 
Such spatial changes and enhanced transport networks together gradually 
influence the socio-economic wellbeing of society at macro and micro scales 
(e.g. Bramley and Power 2009; Cervero 2009; Hall 2008). Macro-scale spatial 
transformation (e.g. polycentric spatial structure) and enhanced connectivity 
across a city contribute to the productivity of economic production (ADB 
2006; Hall and Pain 2006). Local-scale changes arising from infrastructure 
development influence the way people live, work, and play, which affects the 
overall quality of everyday life of local communities (Jones and Lucas 2012; 
Vanclay 2002). The long-term changes often facilitate differentiated distribution 
of benefits among social groups and over varied local areas, gradually affecting 
the social equity of cities (Adli et al. 2019; Vecchio et al. 2020). 

Overall, based on theoretical discussion above, Figure 1.1 illustrates that social 
outcomes from mega urban transport projects (MUTPs) need to be understood 
by considering consequences that occur at multiple scales over time as a result 
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of spatial transformation enacted by projects and the implementation of proj-
ects themselves. The long-term societal consequences include accessibility to 
opportunities and quality of life, and distribution of the benefits across a city 
and among social groups. Lack of attention to the positive and negative con-
sequences of the spatial changes may lead to a failure to address the outcomes 
that meet varied interests of urban population (Healey 2009; Hoekveld and 
Needham 2013; Lee 2018; Martens 2012).

An integrated approach to transport and spatial planning
Integration of transport development with spatial sectors has been advocated 
as a key to enhance desired broader goals of mega urban transport develop-
ment (Stopher and Stanley 2009; Straatemeier and Bertolini 2008). Literature 
(Banister 2008; Heeres et al. 2017; Legacy et al. 2012) suggests that an integrated 
approach to transport planning and spatial planning is essential to enhance pos-
itive benefits from projects such as environmental quality and socio- economic 
wellbeing of urban populations. 

Despite much discussion on an integrated approach, transport planning 
and spatial planning still occur in separate silos, each with its own objectives 
and priorities, failing to achieve the desired outcomes from MUTPs (Curtis 
and James 2004; Lee 2018; Switzer et al. 2013). Some local populations have 
experienced limited accessibility to opportunities and little positive changes to 
everyday life (Straatemeier and Bertolini 2008). A few authors have argued that 
to realize the delivery of the desired outcomes, there needs to be integration 
of not only policy (plans) but also planning processes through strategic to 
operational stage (Heeres 2017; van Geet 2018). Simply setting up an integrated 
vision or arranging integration in organisational structures would not lead 
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Vecchio et al. 2020).  

Overall, based on theoretical discussion above, Figure 1.1 illustrates that social outcomes from 

mega urban transport projects (MUTPs) need to be understood by considering consequences that occur 

at multiple scales over time as a result of spatial transformation enacted by projects and the 

implementation of projects themselves. The long-term societal consequences include accessibility to 

opportunities and quality of life, and distribution of the benefits across a city and among social groups. 

Lack of attention to the positive and negative consequences of the spatial changes may lead to a failure 

to address the outcomes that meet varied interests of urban population (Healey 2009; Hoekveld and 

Needham 2013; Lee 2018; Martens 2012). 
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to desired outcomes (Legacy et al. 2012). Moreover, to ensure positive social 
outcomes from (urban) policy and projects, an integrated approach needs to be 
considered at different scales: at macro scale, establishing transport networks 
that address various patterns of land use across cities (Martens 2012; Wegener 
2004); and at micro scale, assessing the consequences of spatial changes on 
local environments (Heeres 2017). 

Many authors (Healey 2003; Ostrom 2011) have argued that to understand 
how (desired) outcomes from policy and projects are produced, there needs to 
be a close investigation of actors, institutions, and their interaction at multiple 
levels. In the real world, policy formulation and implementation are negotiated 
among various actors at multiple levels, in which, various rules are taken up 
and used through a planning process (Hooghe and Marks 2003; McGinnis 2011; 
Veeneman 2018). Institutions (i.e. formal and informal rules) shape planning 
processes by defining what actions and outcomes are required and prohibited 
by whom, and what information is exchanged among actors across the tiers 
(Ostrom 2005). Understanding outcomes from project (policy) requires in-
depth investigation on how actors with different interests select actions, interact, 
or dominate, and solve problems across levels within an institutional setting 
(Alexander 2005; Healey 2003; Ostrom 2005). 

To identify how desired outcomes from MUTPs can be facilitated by an in-
tegrated approach to transport and spatial development, there needs to be 
examination on how institutions influence interplay between transport and 
spatial development processes at macro and micro levels, potentially affecting 
the outcomes (Figure 1.2).

Conceptual framework: an integrated planning approach 
towards social outcomes from MUTPs

Bringing together the various strands in literature discussed in this section, 
Figure 1.3 provides a conceptual framework of this study. It illustrates that 
social outcomes from MUTPs are closely related to spatial changes induced by 
transport development at multiple scales, and that understanding the social 
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outcomes requires a careful analysis of the interplay between transport and spa-
tial development at multiple levels in specific institutional contexts.  Accordingly, 
questions that drive this research are: how do the social outcomes play out 
given the spatial changes at multiple scales induced by MUTPs over time? and 
how can social outcomes be enhanced by an integrated approach to transport 
and spatial planning?

1.3 Aim and Focus 

Policy makers and researchers increasingly acknowledge the critical needs for 
addressing social outcomes from MUTPs and for applying an integrated ap-
proach to transport and spatial development in order to realize desired broader 
outcomes (Graham and Marvin 2001; Martens 2012; Stopher and Stanley, 2009; 
UN-HABITAT 2013). Such recognition stemmed from persisting limitations in 
current planning practices and the delivery of broader social outcomes from 
mega urban transport development. Infrastructure decision-making (still) 
rarely considers long-term broader social outcomes, and transport planning 
and spatial planning still occur in separate silos, and outcomes from MUTPs 
do not always meet all the varied interests of stakeholders. Although many 
studies focus on societal consequences of transport development, the broader 
outcomes that occur at multiple scales as a result of the implementation 
of projects and multi-scale spatial transformation induced by MUTPs are 
under-researched (Lee 2018). Moreover, even though an integrated approach 
to transport and spatial development has been much discussed in literature, 
research has focused on either institutional arrangements for an integrated 
approach or desired integrated outcomes, rather than on how to actually 
realize the delivery of the desired outcomes (Hull 2008; Legacy et al. 2012). 

Figure 1.3: A conceptual framework for social outcomes and integrated planning processes at multiple 
levels 
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Research on if and how an integrated approach to transport and spatial 
planning contributes to facilitating social outcomes from MUTPs seems to 
be rather limited. 

Accordingly, this study aims to address gaps in current planning practice and 
research regarding the delivery of broader social outcomes from MUTPs and 
integrated approaches to enhancing such outcomes. The overarching objectives 
of this research are: 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.

These objectives can be translated into a main research question that this 
PhD seeks to address: 

How are social outcomes from mega urban transport development related to the 
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? 

This main research question is divided into a set of sub-questions that structure 
the overall study (visualised in Figure 1.4). Research sub-questions 1 and 2 
focus on the social outcomes from MUTPs and associated spatial changes at 
multiple scales, and research sub-questions 3 and 4 concern integrated planning 
processes at multiple levels to enhance social outcomes. Each sub-question is 
explained below. 

Research sub-question 1: What socio-spatial changes do mega urban infrastructure 
development processes create or facilitate over time at urban regional and local 
neighbourhood scale?

The first sub-question focuses on the socio-spatial implications of mega urban 
infrastructure development processes by considering the limitation of mega 
urban transport infrastructure planning in practice. It is to examine long-term 
spatial changes facilitated by a MUTP at multiple scales from the perspective of 
public (social) benefits, local sustainability, and spatial equity. To answer this 
sub-question, this study establishes a multi-criteria analysis ex-post evaluation 
framework as a pragmatic and integrated tool to assess the socio-spatial changes 
that occur over time. 
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Research sub-question 2: What are the broader negative and positive social con-
sequences that stem from spatial changes enacted at multiple scales by mega 
urban transport development? To what extent do such consequences reflect varied 
interests in the outcomes of the projects?

The second research sub-question explores social outcomes by considering 
broader and non-monetised benefits and costs related to the spatial changes 
induced by MUTPs at multiple scales. It concerns positive and negative social 
consequences that occur as a result of the implementation of such projects 
and the subsequent spatial transformation at multiple scales — e.g. change 
in spatial structure, land use, and local environment. The sub-question also 
concerns the extent to which project outcomes meet the respective interests 
from varying perspectives — e.g. sector: transport and spatial development; 
and level: national, metropolitan and local neighbourhood levels. 

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

The third sub-question zooms in on how varied interests relating to 
MUTPs — i.e. interests (goals) related to transport and spatial development 
at metropolitan and local neighbourhood levels — are addressed and realized 
through various stages of MUTP development. The sub-question explores 
the interplay between transport and spatial planning processes at the macro 
and micro levels through strategic and operational stages, and investigate in-
stitutional contexts that influence the processes and potentially affect social 
outcomes from MUTPs. To answer this sub-question, this study adopts the 
Institutional Analysis and Development framework of Ostrom (2005), which 
offers a theoretical setting to examine how actors select actions, interact, and 
realize outcomes in the institutional and broader socio-economic contexts. 

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? 

The fourth sub-question focuses on critical elements and processes to achieve 
positive societal outcomes by an integrated approach to MUTPs. It explores key 
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issues of current land use and transport integration (LUTI) policies and practices 
and identifies necessary conditions for an integrated approach to delivering 
desired social outcomes. To answer this sub-question, this study investigates the 
views of key stakeholders such as local communities, local governments, and 
metropolitan governments regarding outcomes of LUTI policies and practices, 
and barriers and opportunities to enhance social outcomes by an integrated 
approach. It particularly concerns megacities which established an extensive 
urban transport network via MUTPs and already applied land use and transport 
integration (LUTI) with an aim to achieve sustainable urbanization. 

These research sub-questions together address issues related to the delivery 
of social outcomes from mega urban transport development processes (RQ1 and 
RQ2) and an integrated approach to realizing the desired social outcomes (RQ3 
and RQ4) (see Figure 1.4). 

Ultimately, this study aspires to contribute to both societal and scientific de-
bates. Societally, the study aims to strengthen understanding on how to enhance 
broad societal goals of mega urban infrastructure in practice. It establishes 
broader perspectives to identify solutions to maximizing positive benefits to 
society by investigating interactions between transport systems and spatial 
transformation at multiple scales. This is of great importance for policymakers 
and planners who must deal with the limited benefits or unexpected negative 
impacts from mega urban infrastructure development processes (Dimitriou et al. 
2015; Lee 2018). This study contributes by a series of recommendations about 
critical elements and processes to enhance social outcomes by an integrated 
approach to transport and spatial development. In particular, it provides les-
sons for megacities, which intend to make strategic investment in mega urban 
transport infrastructure development in the near future to achieve sustainable 
urban development. Furthermore, this research addresses the ethical perspec-
tives of mega urban projects planning (Hooghe and Marks 2003; Upton 2002; 

Figure 1.4: Relations between research sub-questions (RQ)
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van Wee 2012) by considering the extent to which varied interests are met by 
urban development planning processes. By revealing linkages between social 
outcomes and spatial and political nature of urban decision-making processes, 
it aspires to encourage policy makers and planners to reflect on their roles and 
responsibilities and to consider improving planning policies and practices. 

The scientific significance of this study can be seen, firstly, in the application 
of multi-methods to understand social outcomes from mega urban transport 
development processes. Rather than applying top-down static approach to 
project evaluation as often noted in practice (Miller and Patassini 2005), the 
study tests integrative and pragmatic approaches to assessing broader social out-
comes from mega urban projects and policies. By applying flexible, multi-scalar, 
context-specific approaches to impact evaluation (Rydin 2010), this study 
contributes to identifying broader benefits and costs generated over time due 
to mega urban transport development processes. Secondly, this study adapts 
an institutional analysis — i.e. the Institutional Analysis and Development 
Framework (Ostrom 2005) — to understand complex planning processes of 
MUTPs that influence social outcomes to be achieved. By focusing the inter-
actions between actors and institutions within a collective action arrangement 
(Healey 2003; McGinnis 2011; Ostrom 2011), this study contributes to explaining 
ongoing difficulties in transport and spatial development planning integration 
and adds to current debates on how to achieve sustainable and equitable out-
comes by an integrated approach (Banister 2008; Legacy et al 2012; Stopher and 
Stanley 2009). Third, this study contributes to enhancing the understanding of 
the varied contextual factors that influence planning processes and outcomes 
of urban projects and policies — e.g. broad socio-economic conditions that 
structure planning processes (Healey 2003; Ostrom 2005). Reflecting carefully 
on broader socio-economic contexts such as stage of urban development and 
local contexts such as actors” capacities to plan and implement integrated 
policies, it provides insights on context- specific approaches that go beyond 

“panaceas problem” (Ostrom et al. 2007) to enhancing social outcomes from 
mega urban project development. 

1.4 Research approach and methodology

This research is positioned at the intersection of theory and practice. Planning 
issues are highly context specific and every issue is different due to the speci-
ficity of its context (Flyvbjerg 2011). Therefore, empirical investigation needs to 
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examine a contemporary phenomenon in its real-life context, rather than focus 
on traditional statistical summary (Healey 2003; Yin 2014). Moreover, (urban) 
planning research requires a flexible approach that can tolerate the complex 
and unruly elements of urban transformation (Campbell 2003). Due to such 
reasons, various authors (Barnett and Bridge 2017; Campbell 2003; Flyvbjerg 
2011) argued for case studies as a strategic choice to understand multiplex, 
often contradictory urban situations and to explore if and how new (planning) 
approaches work in given contextual circumstances. 

This research uses a case study method to examine socio-spatial consequences 
and planning processes of urban (infrastructure) development by considering 
the varied contextual circumstances (Healey 2003; Switzer et al. 2013). It applies 
an exploratory approach to investigating “how” social outcomes from mega 
urban transport development can be enhanced by integrated planning processes: 
it examines in-depth the societal consequences of such development and the 
interplay between transport and spatial planning in the specific contexts of 
chosen cases. 

The research consists of two phases: the first phase that examined the social 
outcomes from mega urban transport development processes by considering 
the long-term consequences of spatial changes associated with the development 
and varied interests in project outcomes; and the second phase that investigated 
the planning processes of MUTPs involving the interplay between transport 
and spatial sectors at multiple levels, and explored critical factors to enhance 
social outcomes by an integrated approach to transport and spatial planning. 

Case selection
Effective case studies benefit from careful selection of cases (Campbell 2003). 
Two exemplars of mega urban transport infrastructure projects in metropolis 
were selected for this research: the Jubilee Line Extension (JLE) in London, and 
the Second Phase Subway Development (2PSD) in Seoul. There are several rea-
sons to choose these cases. London and Seoul are examples of large metropolitan 
cities that have around 10 million population and have established extensive 
mega urban transport networks (i.e. metro) in response to needs for sustain-
ing economic growth and improving accessibility to opportunities (OMEGA 
Centre 2011; SMG 2015). In these cities, huge investment was continually made 
to expand metro networks, and metro became one of main transport modes 
for urban population (SMG 2015; TFL 2013). JLE and 2PSD were particularly 
selected from each city, as they started operation about 20 years ago, meanwhile 
having caused spatial transformation and societal consequences (Choi et al. 



1

27

2012; Hall and Hickman 2008; Kim and Suh 2016; OMEGA Centre 2011). In 
addition, two cases differ on aspects such as stage of urbanisation (i.e. extent to 
which urbanisation happens). London faced a challenge to reduce development 
pressure in the city centre and regenerate urban spaces after experiencing much 
urban transformation through the 20th century (Hamnett 2004). Seoul recently 
experienced rapid urban growth and faced a challenge to manage fast spatial 
changes occurring across the metropolitan area (Sung and Oh 2011). 

To understand the social outcomes from mega urban transport development 
processes (Phase 1), each case in London and Seoul was studied with consid-
eration of specific contextual circumstances of each case that influence the 
spatial changes and thus social outcomes. Investigation of each case focused 
on how the social outcomes from MUTPs typically played out given the spatial 
changes induced by the mega urban transport project at multiple scales and 
varied interests in outcomes of the projects. To explore the planning processes 
of MUTPs, and critical elements and processes to achieve the social outcomes 
by an integrated approach (Phase 2), the case in Seoul was further studied as an 
example of metropolis that recently attempted an integrated approach as a key 
to achieve sustainable urban development (SMG 1997; SMG 2003; Sung and Oh 
2011). The in-depth analysis of the planning processes and social outcomes in 
Seoul is particularly relevant to megacities which consider MUTP development 
and an integrated approach to transport and spatial development as a response 
to rapid urban transformation. To this end, using both cases are instrumental 
in answering the main research question of this study.

Data collection and analysis 
To examine the social outcomes and explore the planning processes relate to 
MUTPs, this study used a multiple method approach, which is central to en-
hance the empirical validity and credibility of case study research (Yin 2014). 
Using multiple sources and data collection techniques, the study investigated 
the defined research problems (Figure 1.4) through triangulation of different but 
complementary kinds of evidence (Rahim and Daud 2015). It involved analysis 
of primary source documents (e.g. key project documents and planning pol-
icies) and secondary sources (e.g. journal articles), official statistical data (e.g. 
census data and spatial data), in-depth interviews with experts and key stake-
holders, focus group discussions, and onsite observation. Detailed information 
concerning the collection and analysis of data is provided in Chapters 2 to 5. 

First, document analysis was conducted. For the Phase 1, data (documents 
and official statistical data) about interests and outcomes were collected and 
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analysed at multiple levels and across the different areas (local neighbourhoods) 
in each city (i.e. London and Seoul). Quantitative and qualitative measures 
were considered to investigate the multi-scale spatial changes and long-term 
consequences in line with the conceptual framework — see Figure 1.3. As not 
all the relevant concepts are readily measurable, some proxy measures were 
used (see Table 1.1). Documents that were analysed for the Phase 1 include 
official project documents, impact assessment reports, White Papers, transport 
plans and spatial plans and policies at different scales, results of local surveys, 
historic maps, and empirical studies on the spatial changes and long-term 
consequences of each project. Official statistical data were examined, including 
journey-to-work time, public transport accessibility data, income data and the 
deprivation index across cities. Various time periods and scales of data were 
used to identify the changes taking place in London and Seoul over time and 
space. For the Phase 2, documents concerning transport and spatial planning 

Table 1.1: Criteria and indicative measures used to examine outcomes from infrastructure development

Scale
 

Urban spatial changes Long-term consequences 

Construct Example proxy measures Construct Example proxy measures

Macro 

 

Change 
in spatial 
structure of 
cities 

- number, size, and type 
of transport/ regeneration 
projects implemented, 
and employment density 
in (newly created) centres 
(e.g. within 500m from 
stations)

Accessibility 
and quality 
of life 
(macro 
level)

- number and % of 
population commuting over 
60 minutes
- number and % of popula-
tion with access to subway 
within 500m

Micro Change in 
land use 
and physical 
environment 

- pattern and density of 
land development along 
corridors
(e.g. within 500m of 
station)
- condition of newly 
created and existing 
public infrastructure 
around nodes
- quality and quantity of 
pedestrian access around 
transport nodes
- functionality of road 
layout

Accessibility 
and quality 
of life 
(micro level)

- local safety; range of local 
amenities
- accessibility to jobs and 
services, and public transport 
(e.g. no. of jobs within 30 min 
journey time; journey time 
of locals) 
- differential outcomes 
among local neighbour-
hoods (e.g. % of population 
commuting less than 60 mins 
by local district; % of area 
without subway within 500m 
by local district)
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processes related to the case project in Seoul and land use transport integration 
policies (e.g. policies regarding station area development) were analysed. In 
addition, laws and regulations on urban rail development, land-use, and station 
area development at different periods (1980s to 2000s) were examined. Docu-
mentation of changes in spatial policies and transport policies were also studied.  

Second, in-depth semi-structured interviews with key informants and resi-
dents were conducted to understand social outcomes and planning processes of 
each case. 39 interviews were conducted with people working for government 
or policy institutes or public corporations on matters concerning transport, 
territorial (spatial) planning, project development from various levels — the na-
tional, metropolitan, and local neighbourhood levels. Interviewees were selected 
according to their roles in the planning processes (i.e. key decision-makers, 
technical planners, and experts). Interviewees were identified through snow-
balling. Collection of interview data ceased when recurring viewpoints occurred 
with additional interviews and saturation was achieved (Hennink et al. 2010). 
Appendices A and B include the list of interviewees and interview formats. 
In addition, 29 semi-structured interviews were conducted with residents in 
Canning Town in London to investigate spatially differentiated outcomes and 
interests at a local neighbourhood level. The interviews were done in a manner 
consistent with ethical social research (Vanclay et al. 2013). All interviews were 
audio-recorded, and subsequently transcribed and summarised. 

Third, focus group discussions were conducted to gain a deeper and nuanced 
understanding of critical elements and processes to enhance social outcomes 
from mega urban transport development by an integrated approach (Hennink 
et al. 2010). Barriers and opportunities to delivering the social outcomes by land 
use and transport integration policies and practices in Seoul were explored by 
considering views of key stakeholders such as local communities, local gov-
ernment, and metropolitan governments (see Table 1.2). Three locations were 
selected for focus group discussions by considering the varied levels of centrality, 
commercial land-use, amount of foot traffic, and other socio- economic charac-
teristics — i.e. the Centre (CBD) and sub-centres; Quarter centres; and District 
centre. Random selection was chosen as it is central to probability methodologies 
to ensure that bias does not occur (Salkind 2010). Eight focus groups discussions 
with local resident groups (of the selected locations), three focus groups with 
local authorities (of the selected locations), and one focus group with planning 
officers working for the metropolitan government were conducted. 

The analysis of qualitative data from interviews and focus group discussions 
was executed using Atlas.ti 8. The interviews and discussions were transcribed 



CHAPTER 1. Introduction: Social outcomes from mega urban transport development processes

30

and analysed using a mixture of theoretical and inductive coding through an 
iterative process (Hennink et al. 2010) (see Appendix C). Codes were assigned 
to interview quotes based on their latent content to capture the underlying 
meaning of the data (Babbie 2010). Subsequently, connection between the 
different categories were established, often resulting overarching themes. The 
data analysis is further specified in Chapters 2–5. 

Fourth, spatial data was gathered and analysed to supplement the focus group 
discussion results, especially regarding accessibility to opportunities. To un-
derstand macro-scale accessibility (of the metropolitan area), the number of 
nodes people can reach by the metro lines within a given time (30–45 minute 
and 45–60 minute) was identified (Palmateer et al. 2016). To understand micro- 
scale accessibility (of the specific locations), the number of public facilities and 
shops located within 5 minute and 10-minute walking distance from the nodes 
were identified.

Fifth, site observation was undertaken in London and Seoul during weekday 
and weekend, which involved walking around in the vicinity of the selected 
nodes. The observation of the surrounding environment and quality of pedes-
trian paths were conducted to validate results from interviews and document 
analysis. Photos were taken, and notes were made in a research diary. 

Table 1.2: The structure of focus group discussions

Local residents Local planners Metropolitan planners

What What are local people’s 
experiences of the 
consequences of LUTI and 
MUTPs on their daily life?

Validating focus group re-
sults; societal consequences 
of spatial transformation at 
local level (what happened, 
what aims were met?).

Validating focus group re-
sults; societal consequences 
of spatial transformation 
at metropolitan and local 
level?

Why some interests were 
achieved and others not?

Reasons behind that some 
interests were achieved and 
others not?

Reasons behind that some 
interests were achieved and 
others not?

How How to enhance social 
outcomes through local 
spatial planning policy & 
processes?

How to enhance social 
outcomes through: (i) local 
spatial planning policy & 
process; and (ii) multi-level 
planning process & MUTP 
planning in general?

How to enhance social 
outcomes through: (i) 
spatial planning policy and 
process; and (ii) multi-level 
planning process &  
MUTP planning in general?
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Ethical considerations
Ethical issues were considered carefully in this study given that the qualitative 
research methods (i.e. in-depth interviews and focus group discussions) were 
applied to get to know perceptions, beliefs and feeling of people (Hennink et al. 
2010). The ethical principles (Vanclay et al. 2013) were applied throughout the 
research process: seeking permission and informed consent (see Appendix F), 
voluntary participation, minimization of harm, and anonymity and confiden-
tiality. First, all participants were provided with sufficient information about 
the research in a format that is comprehensible to them and made a voluntary 
decision to participate in a research. Second, participants were asked for per-
mission to audio-record either the interviews or focus groups discussions. 
Summaries of the interviews were sent to the interviewees when requested. 
Third, to minimise harm and do justice to the participants, their names or 
positions were anonymised and only job descriptions and expertise were shown. 
Participants were informed that the research information would be collected, 
analysed and reported anonymously so that participants could not be identified 
in any of the research data. Fourth, recordings are kept in a secure location, 
where only researcher had access. The procedure to manage and store data 
were explained to participants before conducting interviews and focus group 
discussions. Additionally, focus group discussions were held in a closed setting 
so that discussions could not be heard, and confidentiality were established. 

1.5 Outline of the study

In line with the structure of the research questions depicted in Figure 1.4, this 
study consists of six chapters (Table 1.3). 

The first part (Chapters 2 and 3) investigates social outcomes from mega 
urban transport infrastructure development processes. Chapter 2 deals with 
socio-spatial implication of mega urban infrastructure decision-making pro-
cesses. It focuses on spatial changes facilitated by mega urban infrastructure 
development processes over time at urban regional and local neighbourhood 
scale. Chapter 3 identifies social outcomes from MUTPs, by considering the 
long-term consequences of the spatial changes induced by MUTPs at multiple 
scales and varied interests in project outcomes (interests related to transport 
and spatial development at the macro and micro levels). The second part (Chap-
ters 4 and 5) focuses on integrated planning processes to enhance the social 
outcomes. Chapter 4 focuses on the interplay of transport and spatial planning 
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processes at the macro and micro levels in institutional contexts, and how the 
planning processes influence the social outcomes to be achieved. Chapter 5 
explores critical elements and processes to enhance the social outcomes from 
MUTPs by an integrated approach to transport and spatial planning. It concerns 
stakeholders” views on what is necessary for an integrated approach to planning 
policies and practice to achieve social outcomes. Finally, Chapter 6 draws overall 
conclusions based on the performed study. It reflects on the research findings 
and provides recommendations for further research and lessons for practice. 

Table 1.3: Overview of the chapters of this study

Problem statement
Main objectives

Chapter 1
Introduction

Diagnosis of social 
outcomes from mega 
urban transport 
development

Chapter 2
Socio-spatial implication of urban decision-making

Chapter 3 
Long-term societal consequences of spatial changes induced by 

mega urban transport development at multiple scales

Investigating barriers 
and opportunities 
to enhancing social 
outcomes by an 
integrated approach

Chapter 4
Planning processes of MUTPs influencing social outcomes: interplay 

between transport and spatial sectors in institutional contexts  

Chapter 5
Critical elements and processes for an integrated approach 

to enhancing social outcomes from MUTPs 

 Conclusion 
Recommendation

Chapter 6
Conclusion: Enhancing social comes from mega urban infrastruc-

ture development
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TOOL FOR THE LONG-TERM IMPACTS 
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ASSESSMENT TO CANNING TOWN 

REGENERATION PROJECT, LONDON



Abstract

Decision-making processes for mega urban infrastructure developments are far 
from closed rational systems. They rarely satisfy everyone, and are politically driven, 
reflecting the interests of key stakeholders and macro-scale economic development 
goals, with limited evaluation of multi-scale impacts and unwanted negative 
consequences to society at large. An integrated approach to evaluating impacts 
is required in consideration of the spatial and thus unavoidably ethical, political 
nature of decision-making on mega infrastructure development. Spatial Ethics 
(SE) is addressed as a conceptual basis to investigate the multi-scale impacts and 
the spatial equity issues of urban infrastructure development. SE multi-criteria 
assessment (MCA) has been explored as a tool to evaluate urban transport projects 
in respect of plurality of actors, interests and priorities by involving stakeholders 
in shaping the framework as well as evaluating the impacts. A case study, which 
applies the framework, identifies that urban transport infrastructure investment 
brings benefits and costs related to urban spatial transformation. The positive 
return to society over time and space is limited from the spatially ethical per-
spective; however, identification of winners and losers cannot be generalized as 
the impacts are perceived differently by individuals who are affected by various 
external and internal factors. 
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2.1 Introduction

The question that drives this research is “does urban investment bring positive 
returns to society over time and space, and if so how?” Mega infrastructures 
are seen as catalysts in the process of strategic change, urban and regional (re) 
development, and nation-building, providing step changes in connectivity and 
production that support the development of society and the economy. Emphasis 
has been placed mainly on the positive contributions of such investment, 
while negative impacts generated over time and space are often downplayed in 
decision-making, despite significant criticism from the perspectives of public 
benefits, urban spatial justice, local sustainability, and, amongst others. With 
a prevailing policy and decision-making process that is politically driven and 
commonly in favour of efficient economic growth via market mechanisms, the 
importance of certain types and scales of project impacts is not well discussed 
nor measured through the appraisal and the delivery of such projects. Infra-
structure investment appraisal tends to focus on monetizing a limited range 
of effects of projects, applying top down, economically focused approaches 
to ex-ante evaluation, and neglecting long-term social and environmental 
consequences. This research aims at developing an integrated framework to 
examine urban spatial transformation that accounts for multi-scale (social) 
impacts. It examines Spatial Ethics (SE) as a theoretical and methodological 
basis for long-term impact evaluation, which sees planning as an applied 
ethics to be shaped not only by economic values, but also ethical ones directed 
towards achieving balanced spatial development (Miller and Patassini 2005; 
Upton 2002). The concept is translated into a conceptual framework and 
integrated evaluation tool, and applied to an actual case, Canning Town in 
London, to show a working example of how the evaluation can promote the 
ethically sound and integrated development of urban space. Impact evaluation 
conducts a mixed assessment, which draws on observation, and qualitative 
and qualitative data analysis.
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2.2 Impact evaluation with respect to mega 
infrastructure investment for urban regeneration 

2.2.1 Mega urban transport infrastructure for urban 
regeneration: public interest, spatial equity and local 
sustainability 
Decision-making in mega transport infrastructure is influenced by national, re-
gional and local contexts, as well as the political ideology of the decision-makers 
(Dimitriou et al. 2015). With the impact of neoliberal ideology on government 
and public service delivery, and a reliance on partnerships with private sectors 
in an era of fiscal constraint, the goal of enhancing public interests is often 
not prioritized during decision-making processes and delivery phase, despite 
arguments suggesting that urban space and facilities need to be managed in a 
way that represents society in its entirety (Booth 2012; Hoekveld and Needham 
2013). The construction of highly capable infrastructures is seen as being of 
strategic importance in spatially selective areas, whilst other parts of the 
city may be neglected with deteriorating public infrastructure (Graham and 
Marvin 2001). Preferred ways of increasing the efficiency of investment tend 
to include cutting short-term financial costs in favour of finding ostensibly 

“innovative” ways to meet narrowly conceived objectives, which in turn, can 
result in considerable negative externalities borne by the public. 

Attention paid to the social-spatial impacts of transport has increased in policy 
discourses over the past decade. Levinson (2002) argued that any new transpor-
tation project or policy creates both winners and losers from the standpoints 
of mobility, accessibility, and environmental and economic concerns. Urban 
transport infrastructures for urban regeneration often do not accommodate 
both fairness and equity in the physical and geographical distribution of goods, 
accessibility for people, and distribution of other gains such as increases in 
land and property prices (Beyazit 2010). In addition, transformations of urban 
spaces and urban economies as a result of mega transport projects have unequal 
impacts concerning land-use change over long-term periods (Kaparos et al.  
2010). Burdens and exposure to social and environmental risks can also bring 
spatially differential impacts (Jones 2010). 

It has been argued that mega urban projects are still based on demand and 
activities forecasts, not on the actual needs in the neighbourhood of urban re-
generation (Martens 2006). The local sustainability concept has been addressed 
to understand impacts that mega urban infrastructure investment generates on 
the communities and neighbourhoods. It is based on traditional social policy 
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areas and the notions of happiness and quality of life such as education, housing 
and environmental health, as well as in identity and sense of place, and social 
cohesion across multiple spatial scales including household, community, city, 
region and nation (Colantonio 2009). 

2.2.2 Issues of impact evaluation of mega urban projects 
Discussion of the impacts of imperfect market mechanisms, the irrationality of 
decision-making, and the other issues is lacking in the content of current eval-
uation tools (Fisher 2009). Social issues and micro scale impacts rarely feature 
prominently on the agenda of decision-makers and are often subordinated to 
macro-economic growth (Miller and Patassini 2005). Most impact assessments 
involve the aggregation of impacts no matter who benefits or loses, where 
people benefit or lose, and to what extent. For measuring local sustainability, it 
is often the case that inadequate indicators and poor or under-resourced data 
collection methods obscure the real impact (Rydin 2010). It is also difficult to 
attribute observed outcomes to specific programs.

A few alternative approaches have been discussed and used. Social Impact As-
sessment (SIA) has been measuring the socio-cultural consequences of projects 
that alter ways in which people live, work, and play by different groups (NEF 
2007). Some of key measures include social equity and distributional effects, 
and impacts on vulnerable groups. Critically, it distinguishes “social changes” 
and “social impacts” by measuring the pattern of social change such as physical 
segregation first, then identifying impacts including well-being (Vanclay 2002). 
Furthermore, Local Sustainability Assessment (LSA) has been discussed within 
the context of calls for the robust appraisal of policies, programmes, plans 
and projects against sustainability criteria at the local scale. It emphasizes the 
importance of governance and local contexts in devising and using indicators to 
discern clear links between the development of an indicator and actual changes 
in the outcomes of projects and programmes (Rydin 2010).

Multi-criteria assessment (MCA) for the appraisal of infrastructure has been 
promoted in comparison with CBA, permitting a wide set of objectives to be 
assessed (Dimitriou et al. 2015). It allows both quantified and non-quantified 
criteria of project outputs, outcomes and impacts to be set out together in a 
common framework. Importantly, MCA needs to be undertaken by a group 
of key stakeholders, through dialogue, who shape the formulation of criteria 
and relevant project performance data, and conduct their own assessments 
(Dimitriou et al. 2015).
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2.3 Spatial Ethics Multi-Criteria Assessment 

Firstly, Spatial Ethics is explored as a conceptual basis to shape a multi-criteria 
evaluation framework to investigate the long-term impacts of mega urban infra-
structure investment. Secondly, a basic framework of Spatial Ethics Evaluation 
is defined: key dimensions of Spatial Ethics are shaped into a basic framework 
with SE measurement criteria. Thirdly, a brief process of application of the 
Spatial Ethics MCA framework into a case is identified.

2.3.1 Four dimensions of Spatial Ethics (SE) for long-term 
impact evaluation
Spatial Ethics offer a holistic view and approach to achieving balanced spatial 
development, recognizing that planning needs to be understood fundamentally 
as spatial ethics, a form of applied ethics (Miller and Patassini 2005; Hoekveld 
and Needham 2013). Fisher (2009) identified four dimensions of SE, which 
can be referred to as a basis for decision-making of spatial planning and urban 
development (see Figure 2.1).

Virtuous space, based on the Aristotelian approach to ethics, addresses the 
ethical characteristics of space including connectivity, integration and inclu-
siveness in urban space. Contractual space, which emerges from the social 
contracts ethics of Hobbes and Rousseau, highlights the important role of space 
to the public and society in keeping the peace and avoiding conflicts. Dutiful 
space respects the golden rule of the Kantian approach; it stresses the duty of 
examining the impacts of creating or using space for the needs or ends of a 
much larger number, especially those who may never encounter spaces being 

Figure 2.1: Four dimensions of Spatial Ethics. Source: adopted from Fisher (2009).
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created. Finally, consequential space focuses on maximizing the long-term 
return on investment in space, benefiting the needs of the greatest number.

2.3.2 Developing a basic framework for Spatial Ethics 
Evaluation (SEE) 
To operationalize the four SE dimensions (Figure. 2.1), a basic framework has 
been developed for SEE (see Table 2.1). Firstly, key values for each of the four 
dimensions of Spatial Ethics were related to some of the critical impacts and 
outcomes of mega infrastructure investment, in particular urban transport 
infrastructure for urban regeneration projects. The key values of virtuous space 
such as integration, inclusion and connection, were related to the issues of 
spatial differentiation and segregation between different social groups through 
the splintering of urban spaces, increasing inequality and other socio-economic 
problems. As for contractual space, its key values, such as those pertaining to 
the public social benefits of urban space, were linked with the issues of mega 
infrastructure which do not treat urban space in a way that represents society 
in its entirety. Dutiful space was related to the (un) fair and (in) equitable 
distribution of the benefits and burdens of urban transport infrastructure 
development. Consequential space reflected the concern that the long-term 
impacts of mega urban transport investment (MUTI) should lead to a wide 
distribution of benefits, enhancing the quality of life of diverse members of 
local communities. 

Secondly, the domains and the sub-domains of the Spatial Ethics Framework 
were defined and shaped into four objectives and nine sub-objectives, based on 
which impacts of mega infrastructure projects can be measured as they relate 
to Spatial Ethics (Table 2.1). The contribution of MUTI’s impact to society can 
be measured by considering: (i) the integration of space and communities, as 
well as the inclusiveness of spaces being created, making positive socioeconomic 
impacts on society; (ii) enhancing the value of public goods, which bring social 
and economic vibrancy to society, meeting common (social) interests and 
needs for urban spaces; (iii) the fair and equitable distribution of benefits of 
MUTI, which refer to good accessibility to transport and opportunities, and 
the regeneration effects at a local (micro) scale, the mitigation of negative 
externalities, and the obviation of economic and social disparities between the 
least and most disadvantage areas; and (iv) the contribution to the quality of 
life of local communities by bringing positive changes to everyday life. 

Thirdly, SE criteria were identified to serve as the performance measures of 
the operational objectives of the multi-criteria framework. Criteria from other 
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evaluation frameworks, which afford clear pictures of the multiple criteria 
mostly associated with assessing progress toward achieving four domains of 
Special Ethics, were referred to. Considered here included a few appraisal 
frameworks which measure the land use impact of transport, outcome quality 
of urban spaces, transport sustainability and equity, and local sustainability of 
urban regeneration (ADB 2014; Mehta 2014; VTPI 2009; VTPI 2020).

To apply SEE into MUTI projects through MCA, three phases of MCA devel-
opment and application processes (i.e. problem defining, model building, and 
model use) were adopted to specify how well the performance of investment 
projects contributes to the key values of SE expressed by the criteria. Notably, 

Table 2.1: Domains (objectives) and sub-domains (sub-objectives) of Spatial Ethics 

Domains (Objectives) Sub-domains (Sub-objectives)

Virtuous 
Space
 

To ensure the integration 
and inclusiveness of 
urban space, creating 
positive socio-economic 
impacts on society

: To foster the integration and the connection 
of physical space and communities, reducing 
segregation;
 : To ensure the inclusiveness and the openness of 
space, meeting needs of various users

Contractual
Space
 

To enhance the values of 
public goods, through 
meeting common 
(social) interests and 
needs for urban space

: To ensure that newly created public infrastructure, 
spaces, and services bring social and economic 
vibrancy to local areas
: To contribute to enhancing the condition of ex-
isting publicly owned or managed spaces, facilities, 
and services

Dutiful 
Space

To ensure the fair and 
equitable distribution 
of opportunities and 
benefits (of mega urban 
projects)
 

: To improve accessibility to public transport and 
opportunities, as well as regeneration effects at a 
local scale
: To improve accessibility to public transport and 
opportunities as well as regeneration effects for 
disadvantaged areas (of the studied areas)
: To ensure negative environmental and social 
externalities produced at a local level are mitigated/ 
minimized; 
: To contribute to the obviation of economic and 
social disparities (of the studied area)

 
Consequen-
tial Space
 

To foster the wide 
distribution of benefits 
contributing to the qual-
ity of life of local people 
(of the studied area)

: To ensure the outcome of mega urban projects 
leads to improving the overall quality of everyday 
life of local communities, by brining positive 
change to both tangible and intangible factors of 
social sustainability 
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preliminary assessment can be conducted to provide valuable inputs into both 
reshaping the criteria and indicators, and project evaluation later during the 
model use stage. Based on the assessment of the results, scores are derived by 
researchers and/or key stakeholders. An example of the SE MCA framework 
is presented in Appendix D.  

To sum up, as identified above, the SE MCA can be a pragmatic and integrated 
tool to evaluate MUTI projects, using qualitative and quantitative measurement, 
in consideration of four dimensions of Spatial Ethics. It adopted a robust eval-
uation process, which involves local stakeholders in an evaluation process both 
for shaping the evaluation framework and evaluating the long-term impacts. 
In the following chapter, a case study will be undertaken to apply the SE MCA 
as a practical calibration and proof of concept test.

2.4 Application of the Spatial Ethics Multi-Criteria 
Assessment: A case study of Canning Town

This chapter introduces the case study, to which the SE MCA is applied. It focuses 
on mega urban transport projects such as tubes and DLRs in East London with 
primary objectives including the regeneration of the area, and which have 
seen differential impacts from the spatial perspective since MUTI projects. It 
proceeds in three steps. First, background context into transport investment for 
regeneration in East London is presented, focusing on spatial impacts around 
Canning Town. Secondly, the SE MCA framework is shaped through a second-
ary data assessment and preliminary impact assessment. Thirdly, qualitative 
and quantitative assessments are undertaken using the SE MCA framework. 
A scoring exercise is then conducted by the researcher and a planning officer 
of the local authorities, as an initial test of this aspect of the framework. The 
illustration of such steps is presented below in Figure 2.2.

2.4.1 Setting the context: impacts of transport investment 
for urban regeneration of East London and Canning Town 
regeneration 
East London suffered between the 1960s and 70s when the Docklands area was 
unable to compete with new container ports resulting in its rapid decline, and 
the emergence of associated social issues. However, more recently central and 
local government have put in much effort to regenerate the area identifying it 
as London’s major source of brownfield land with significant capacity for new 
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housing, commercial space and other development. Transport development and 
improvement efforts have been an important part of the regeneration of East 
London (Hall and Hickman 2008). Firstly, the DLR opened in 1987 to secure 
the transport necessary to realize the potential of the public investment made to 
date by the London Docklands. The Jubilee Line Extension (JLE) was opened in 
1999 to create a better link from the East to the West, contributing to economic 
growth and job opportunities, as well as increasing accessibility to opportunities 
in London. Further investments in DLR extension from Canning Town to 
Stratford were completed in 2011 to maximize the effect of the Olympic Legacy. 

The transportation investments have been considered successful in terms 
of ultimate passenger numbers attracted and its contribution to supporting 
the further initiatives of Canary Warf development; however, it is not clear if 
impacts at micro scale met the various needs of local areas along the corridors 
(Jones 2010). In particular, it is questionable how much the local areas such as 
Canning Town benefit from the MUTI projects in East London, which, even 
in recent years, have shown the high level of deprivation in contrast with its 
neighbour areas such as Canary Wharf and Stratford (Jones 2010). In Canning 
Town, local people have had difficulties in accessing infrastructures and services, 
and lack a direct daytime bus route to the West End of London. The area has 
become transitory, and crime rates have been persistently high compared to 
other parts of London. 

Understanding local contexts 
SE issues of MUTI in East London/ Canning Town

Spatial Ethics Evaluation
Framework

(Re) shaping
criteria/

indicators

Preliminary
Impact 

Assessment
(Snap shot

observation and 
interviews with 

local stakeholders)

Secondary data
Assessment

References of 
frameworks

Assessment (Quantitative & Qualitative)
:  local stakeholder interviews, observation, 
spatial analysis, and secondary data (official 

statistics) assessment

Problem 
Defining

Problem 
Defining

Model
Use

Scoring

Figure 2.2: A process of application of SE MCA for the case study
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In this condition, regeneration initiatives took place in 2004 when Newham 
Council adopted the Master Plan of Canning Town Regeneration to improve 
the overall socio-economic situation, as well as the condition of the physical 
environment. The major projects included the mixed–use development at the 
catchment areas of Canning Town underground station, market redevelopment 
of a new town centre and the re-development of the most deprived residential 
area and upgrading a public school. Notably, the regeneration programme is an 
on-going project and many of the objectives are long-term and will be delivered 
incrementally through three phases.

2.4.2 Building the SE MCA framework for the case study
SE MCA framework is shaped with a preliminary impact assessment (i.e. ob-
servations and interviews with local stakeholders) and the secondary data 
assessment. Notably, the reshaping process is not linear but progressive and 
recursive as the impact assessment proceeds.

Preliminary assessment

SE MCA framework has been shaped with the secondary data assessment and a 
preliminary impact assessment using the snapshot observations and interviews 
with local stakeholders to identify any missing measures to assess spatially 
differential impacts at local level as well as to obtain qualitative information 
as an input for the impact evaluation. Semi-structured local interviews (see 
Appendices A and B) investigated the long-term impacts perceived by local 
people with various profiles living in different locations in the studied area.

Results and reshaped SE MCA framework

Overall, the assessment identified differential impacts over space, as well as 
the long-term impacts at the micro scale. As a result, the SE MCA framework 
(Table 2.1) has been reshaped clearly and properly articulated so as to enable 
quantitative and qualitative assessment with simple and easily understandable 
and measurable indicators (see Table 2.2; see Appendix D for the full framework)
The result of preliminary assessment (re) shaped the SE MCA framework. Firstly, 
the extent to which existing public infrastructure was preferred by local residents 
over the newly created public infrastructure, needed to be investigated in order 
to identify the opportunities costs. Secondly, the quality of newly created public 
infrastructure and the quantity of those had to be measured separately as the 
observation identified that the private sectors” contribution for public infra-
structure mainly met the planning requirements in term of quantity. In addition, 
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Table 2.2. The Spatial Ethics Multi-Criteria Assessment Framework

Spatial 
Ethics 
dimension:

Objective
Sub
objectives

Criteria

Virtuous
Space

To ensure 
the integra-
tion and the 
inclusiveness
of urban 
spaces, 
creating 
positive 
socio-eco-
nomic 
impacts

To foster the 
connection and 
the integration of 
physical spaces and 
communities

Extent to which space is linked with 
adjacent streets and spaces, as well as other 
public transport, increasing overall mobility 
and connectivity around the area
Extent to which the differences in socio-eco-
nomic and physical environment are present 
around the station and regeneration

To ensure the in-
clusiveness and the 
openness of space, 
meeting the needs 
of various users

Extent to which space allows infrastructure 
and service to be accessed by all users, 
regardless of their age, physical ability or 
status
Extent to which mixed use and high density 
are created with the range of activities and 
behaviours

Contractual
Space

To enhance 
the values of 
public goods 
through 
meeting 
common 
(Social) 
interests 
and needs 
for urban 
spaces

To ensure that 
newly created pub-
lic infrastructure, 
spaces, and services 
bring social and 
economic vibrancy  
to local areas

Extent to which public spaces/ street 
networks are created and/or extended
Extent to which new public spaces function 
as socio-economic hubs with spatial concen-
trations of social (public) activities

To contribute 
to enhancing 
the condition of 
existing publicly 
owned or managed 
spaces, facilities, 
and services

Extent to which the quantity and the quality 
of social infrastructures for local com-
munities (e.g. schools and hospital in the 
residential areas) is enhanced
Extent to which the public realm of local 
identities and everyday life is retained/ 
enhanced over time

Dutiful
Space

To ensure 
fair and 
equitable 
distribution 
of benefits

To foster good 
accessibility to 
public transport 
and opportunities, 
and regeneration 
effects for local 
people

Extent to which local people benefit from 
improved access to opportunities within the 
local areas 
- accessibility within the areas/ to neigh-
bourhood for opportunities (e.g. social life 
and employment)
Extent to which local people benefit from
- newly created jobs and better business 
opportunities/ built housings/ choices of 
local amenities
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Spatial 
Ethics 
dimension:

Objective
Sub
objectives

Criteria

To foster good 
accessibility to 
public transport 
and opportunities, 
and regeneration 
effects for the 
disadvantaged areas 
(i.e. area with high 
deprivation level)

Extent to which deprived people/areas 
benefit from
- accessibility to public transportation/ 
public facilities and services
Extent to which regeneration projects bene-
fit people living in the deprived areas with
-  social (rent) housing/ local choices of 
amenities

To ensure negative 
environmental and 
social externalities 
(costs) produced at 
local level are mini-
mized/ mitigated

Extent to which environmental pollution 
is produced at the local level (e.g. pollu-
tion created from the construction and 
transport)
Extent to which local households and 
businesses in affected areas are relocated
Extent to which local population are 
impacted by long-term displacement with 
altered land values and land use change

To ensure mitiga-
tion of negative ex-
ternalities affecting 
the disadvantaged 
area (->contribute 
to the obviation 
of economic and 
social disparities of 
local areas)

Extent to which disadvantaged areas (of 
high deprivation level) are influenced by 
the negative environmental and social 
externalities
Extent to which gaps between the areas 
lowest and highest deprivation increase

Consequen-
tial Space

To foster 
the wide dis-
tribution of 
benefits con-
tributing to 
the quality 
of life

To ensure net 
positive impacts 
brought to the 
welling-being of the 
local areas

Wellbeing level of status/ extent to which it 
has improved
Deprivation levels of most disadvantaged 
areas of status/ extent to which it has 
decreased

To ensure net 
positive impacts on 
the everyday life 
of local people, as 
perceived by local 
people

Perception about the positive impacts on the 
areas and daily life
Perception about positive changes in various 
components influencing quality of life (com-
munity cohesion, sense of place, overall 
image of the areas, local mobility, choice of 
local amenities, safety, living environment 
(physical) and health related environment)
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negative intermediate impacts at the local scale, and certain temporal negative 
externalities needed to be reflected in the SE MCA framework. Importantly, 
the criteria of Consequential Space needed to assess both changes in the areas 
and its impact on the everyday lives of local people. Moreover, some indicators 
and criteria needed to be re-identified through further research on alternative 
options as they were not relevant to the local context and/or required data/ 
information, which were not available or have been collected irregularly. In 
addition, impacts that were yet to be felt needed to be distinguished from impacts 
as of now, and the corrective evaluation needed to adopt long-term monitoring.

2.4.3 Model application
Both qualitative and quantitative assessments were conducted to assess long-
term impact across the four dimensions of SE MCA. First of all, observation 
was conducted at several places, which were visited regularly at three different 
times of the day (9–10 AM, 1–2 PM, and 5–6 PM) both during weekdays and 
weekends. Secondly, in-depth interviews with relevant stakeholders, such as a 
real estate agency and regeneration officers, were conducted (see Appendices A 
and B). The results of the preliminary assessment and the in-depth interviews 
provided critical inputs into overall evaluation, reflecting multi-scale interests 
in the mega urban projects. Moreover, the desk-based assessment was based on 
collecting and assessing government published data and regularly conducted 
research and surveys for the borough, as well as key policy documents. Borough, 
ward (i.e. Canning Town South), and LSOA (Lower Layer Super Output Area) 
data were used to assess the impacts at multiple scales. In particular, LSOA data 
are used to identify the least deprived (i.e. 34 H) and the most deprived areas 
(i.e. 34 I and 36 A) within the studied area to measure the equitable distribution 
of benefits and negative externalities (see Figure 2.3). To identify changes over 
time, various time periods of data were used. 

Virtuous Space assessment: enhancing connection and integration 

of urban spaces 

The creation of the inter-change was perceived as an agent of change by inter-
viewees, which made a great contribution to connecting Canning Town to the 
rest of London. During the observation and the stakeholder interviews, good 
levels of connectivity between the station and Canning Town were identified 
with the pedestrian and cycling passages which were developed during both the 
Jubilee Line extension and the catchment area regeneration. However, physical 
severances were created over time by the Rathbone market regeneration, which 
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blocks the previous public passage between the public markets square and the 
station, while new residential buildings at the catchment areas block the whole 
view towards Canning Town from the station, separating residential areas from 
the public transport interchange and high streets. The issues of spatial differen-
tiation were well observed, in particular, in terms of land-use and the quality 
of built environment between the station area and the rest of town. Although 
mixed-use development has been planned at the areas, high-end residential 
developments dominate the corridors. 

Contractual Space assessment: enhancing the values of public 

goods meeting common interest 

Since the Jubilee Line Extension, the interchange plays a role as a public space. 
However, the newly created public spaces adjacent to the station do not appear 
to function as socio-economic hubs. Notably, minimal adherence of private 
sectors to their planning obligations has led to negative outcomes such as much 
lower level of socio-economic activities in comparison with before, due to the 
reduced size and the poor quality of regenerated public spaces (i.e. the Rathbone 
Market). In addition, in the residential areas, community activities were rarely 
observed at the newly created public spaces while the existing public spaces in 
the non-regenerated area were fully used by local communities despite their poor 
quality. Some positive impacts were also noted. Local communities were present 
and fully used the spaces at the upgraded primary school, and the recreational 
playground in the most deprived areas.

Dutiful Space assessment: fair and equitable distribution of benefits 

and burden

First of all, local accessibility to public transport remains poor although acces-
sibility to neighbourhood areas was rated as good. Half of local population in 
Canning Town South still have poor accessibility to the public transport (TfL 

Figure 2.3: Integrated deprivation level of Canning Town of Newham (Source: adapted from ONS 2015a)
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2016) while accessibility to the major town centres in neighbourhoods such as 
Stratford, Barking, Canary Wharf, and East Ham improves: travel takes less than 
20–30 minutes to the centres. It was not easy to identify the extent to which 
the JLE and the regeneration projects have brought benefits to locals, apart 
from the increased connectivity to neighbourhood and improved quality of 
the built environment in the regenerated areas. Notably, although the housing 
density of the area has increased, many of the new homes have been occupied 
by newly arrived people, rather than local people who were resident before the 
regeneration project started. 

Secondly, it was noted that most areas with poor accessibility to public trans-
portation are highly deprived areas. On average, 98% of the local population 
living in the areas of high deprivation (i.e. 36 A and 34 I at the scale of LSOA) 
had poor accessibility to public transportation (TfL 2016). As most of people who 
currently benefited from the new housing and upgraded living environments 
were those new comers, it was difficult to define the extent to which people 
living in the disadvantaged area have benefited from the regeneration. Moreover, 
although the regeneration project was set to provide 35% affordable housing, 
approvals of projects were much less well aligned with these targets. 

Thirdly, displacement due to the transport development was limited while 
most local businesses have been replaced by residential blocks, and tenants 
who used to live in the most deprived areas have been relocated. Notably, the 
local authorities emphasized that it was mainly housing policy change and 
overall welfare reform, which played the key role in making people leave the 
area rather than the regeneration programme. One important finding was that 
unexpected costs could be incurred due to the weak level of environmental 
impact mitigation (i.e. the dust from construction). It was noted that the areas, 
which were most exposed to the pollution, included those with the highest levels 
of deprivation: the areas with the least accessibility to the public transport as 
well as the highest levels of deprivation were located along the A13. In addition, 
the difference in household income level between the area along the corridors 
and the areas with high deprivation groups has increased gradually since 2001, 
which hints that the socio-economic disparity in the studied area has increased 
since 2001 (ONS 2015a; 2015b). 

Consequential Space assessment: outcome enhancing the quality of 

life 

It appears that although the well-being status of Canning Town South has 
increased since 2001, the overall level was far under the wellbeing stage. Less 
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than half of the interviewees saw positive changes in their daily life. Positive 
impacts were reported most frequently by the local business community on the 
high streets and all the residents who recently moved (back) to the regenerated 
residential areas. Negative changes were recognized by local businesses in the 
residential areas, and local communities whose jobs/employment opportunities 
have been affected, and the long-term residents complaining about the need to 
travel further for amenities. A few long-term residents saw no changes in their 
daily life while perceiving negative changes in Canning Town. Notably, locals 
perceived negative changes in terms of community cohesion, local mobility, 
choice of local amenities and the sense of place while seeing positive changes 
in safety and living (built) environment. 

Scoring based on the assessment 

The scoring was completed by the researcher based on the results from the qual-
itative and the quantitative assessment. Some of key points from the results are 
discussed in the following chapter. In addition, pilot scoring and weighting was 
undertaken by the planning officer. The highest level of importance was given 
to the sub-objectives of mitigating the negative environmental externalities, 
followed by connection and integration of physical spaces and communities. 
The social externalities related objective was given the least importance. The 
results of scoring exercise showed some similar and different opinions on 
the impacts between that of the researcher, as presented above. Overall, the 
long-term impact was rated much more positively by the officer than the one 
conducted by the researcher. 

2.5 Discussion and conclusion 

Following discussion reflects on the main findings of the research, concerning 
the long-term impact of mega infrastructure investments with respect of Spatial 
Ethics. 

2.5.1 Urban spatial transformation and public (social) benefits 
On basis of this SEE, it can be concluded that the MUTI and urban regeneration 
projects produce spatial transformations, reflecting the market driven macro 
scale interests and a reliance on private sector for infrastructure investment. At 
the macro scale, differential outcomes are noted between the spatially selective 
areas of strategic importance and other places, which has continued to remain 



CHAPTER 2. Spatial Ethics as an evaluation tool for the long-term impacts of mega urban projects

50

deprived over the long term. At the micro scale, socio-economic disparity is 
visible in the physical difference between the corridors/catchment areas and 
other parts of the local area. Notably, although MUTI has resulted in good 
accessibility to opportunities to some extent, regeneration projects can decrease 
pedestrian mobility through poorly integrated designs blocking public passage, 
while the need to travel further to neighbourhood areas is increased by the loss 
of local amenities. 

The contribution of the MUTI for enhancing public goods and meeting social 
interests is not clear, while regeneration projects bring identifiable negative 
impacts on public benefits of local areas. Some public infrastructures and public 
spaces, which had previously played key social and economic roles in the local 
area, were pushed aside for more competitive uses. Such loss is even more ap-
parent where the overall contribution of newly created social infrastructure is 
lower than the benefits brought by the enhancement of existing public facilities. 
As identified in the case study, the tendency of the private sector towards min-
imal adherence to the planning obligations can also lead to negative outcomes. 
Moreover, the quality of life of residents and business communities were further 
exacerbated since most of the projects developed for enhancing public facilities 
are typically phased in the final stages of regeneration. 

2.5.2 Differential spatial impacts and the Golden Rules 
As Levinson (2002) argues, current infrastructure planning practices contain 
biases and distortions that tend to be both horizontally and vertically inequitable. 
Differential levels of accessibility to the urban transport infrastructure are 
evident across the case study areas. In fact, the more negative community effects 
were concentrated within particular geographical locations, particularly within 
the areas of high deprivation. The area with the highest deprivation, appeared to 
be also the locality with the least accessibility to public transport as well as the 
most exposure to environmental and social risks from various projects. As such, 
the contribution of MUTI to the obviation of economic and social disparities 
is limited, and in fact the project could reinforce the effect of deprivation and 
the inequalities arising from the socio-spatial division. 

However, the generalization of the impact of regeneration/ MUTI on equity 
needs to be reconsidered. It is important to note that negative impacts are per-
ceived differently by the diverse 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, 
are strongly related to the extent to which local people accrue benefits or are 
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influenced by changes. It is also noted that some locals choose not to come 
back post-development due to changes in family structure or little attachment 
to the deprived areas, while others get displaced due to external factors such as 
housing benefit reforms. Fundamentally, some detrimental impacts are directly 
related to macro factors such as reforms to the social welfare policy as well as 
socio-demographic changes at the macro level. 

2.5.3 Impacts from a utilitarian perspective: who wins and 
who loses? 
A final question to be asked is whether the benefits of the MUTI project exceed 
the costs ultimately, contributing to, or detracting from, the quality of life of 
members of society over different space. Mega urban projects may bring im-
provement that does not even make society better off as a whole due to multiple 
negative impacts and limited regeneration effects. As identified in the case 
study, at local scale, it appears that the MUTI did not make contribution to the 
obviation of economic and social disparities while the ultimate impacts on the 
quality of life of the local is unclear, leaving the question on the ultimate winners 
of the local areas unsolved. In addition, the additional costs, which could be 
incurred by the negative environmental impacts that have not been actively 
mitigated could burden public sectors and the society as a whole. However, at 
the wider level, the positive impacts from the perspectives of boroughs in East 
London, can be considered: people who benefit from the affordable housing 
policy and increasing accessibility by moving from the East London or further 
areas, also the beneficiaries of transport investment and the regeneration scheme. 
Moreover, the stakeholders with the macro interests could be also beneficiaries 
in terms of the achievement of housing-led regeneration projects, which lead 
to increasing the economic values of urban space ultimately.  
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3.1 Introduction

Urban transport infrastructure development is often seen as a critical catalyst 
in the process of nation-building and in urban and regional development, 
providing step changes in connectivity for the development of society and the 
economy (ADB 2006; Dimitriou et al. 2015). Such development is emphasized 
as a means of promoting economic growth, both in the West and increasingly 
in Asia (ADBI 2017). Many megacities across the globe make huge investment 
in mega urban transport infrastructure. Arguably, an over-emphasis has been 
placed on the economic goal of infrastructure development at a macro level (e.g. 
national and metropolitan level), while the varied interests in such projects and 
social outcomes over time and space have been under-assessed in planning and 
decision-making, especially at a local level of neighbourhoods (Beyazit 2010; 
Geurs et al. 2009; Stolp et al. 2002). 

Rodrigue (2017) and Lee (2018) noted that there is only limited investigation 
of the socio-spatial implications of urban transport infrastructure development, 
often via simplistic forms of distributional analysis of travel time gains. It was 
argued that infrastructure development has a strong influence on urban spatial 
structure and form, and that the long-term consequences of spatial changes 
enacted at multiple scales also need to be considered in order to understand the 
outcomes of transport development. Several authors (e.g. Levinson 2002) have 
emphasized that these consequences affect various socio-economic indicators, 
and that urban infrastructure development does not always improve wellbeing, 
as it often fails to meet many of the varied interests over time and space (Brenner 
2000; Graham and Marvin 2001). In practice, the relation between transport 
development and urban form has been much discussed (Bertolini 2012; Wegener 
and Fürst 1999), however, there has only been limited research on how the long-
term spatial changes at macro and micro scales influence the social outcomes 
of urban infrastructure development over time and space (Martens 2012; Jones 
and Lucas 2012). Moreover, the outcomes are rarely examined in terms of the 
specific context of each setting, even though the spatial changes and long-
term consequences are much influenced by the context (Healey 2003; Switzer 
et al. 2013). In practice, the long-term social outcomes of urban infrastructure 
development are rarely assessed (ex-ante) or evaluated (ex-post), especially in 
terms of how the respective interests are or will be affected by the multi-scale 
spatial changes generated by the projects. 

The purpose of this paper is to analyse how the social outcomes from urban 
transport infrastructure projects typically play out, given the long-term spatial 
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changes and the varied interests in the outcomes of projects. We do this by 
examining the long-term consequences at multiple scales of the spatial changes 
facilitated by two exemplars, metro projects in two metropolises, London (UK) 
and Seoul (Korea). These two cities are examples of metropolitan cities with 
around 10 million population that have established extensive public urban 
transport networks (i.e. metro) in response to their need for sustaining eco-
nomic growth and improving accessibility to opportunities. We consider the 
respective interests in the two projects from the perspectives of transport and 
urban spatial development at multiple levels (i.e. national, city, neighbourhood 
levels), and we reflect on the extent to which these interests were met by project 
outcomes. Using a case study approach (Flyvbjerg 2011), we investigate the 
social outcomes of the projects by considering the specific context of each case. 

By “social outcomes’, we mean the societal consequences that actually occur 
at multiple scales over time as a result of the implementation of urban infra-
structure projects, as well as the spatial transformation enacted by such projects. 
The outcomes include, for example, enhanced mobility and accessibility, im-
proved wellbeing, and increased livelihood opportunities for urban populations. 
 Ultimately, we seek to contribute to planning practice by addressing how the 
ultimate benefits of transport development are shaped by multi-scale spatial 
changes over time, and by the context. Furthermore, we discuss how integrated 
approaches to transport and urban spatial development at macro and micro 
scale contribute to social outcomes at all levels.

3.2 Urban infrastructure development and spatial 
changes at multiple scales

Urban infrastructure is a critical agent of change in the current era of global-
ization and the market-driven economy (Dimitriou et al. 2015). Infrastructure 
development plays a key role in increasing the competitiveness of cities and 
the socio-economic wellbeing of urban populations (ADB 2006). City rankings, 
such as the Global City Power Index (IUS 2018), often include infrastructure 
as a key element in their assessments. The experience of urban infrastructure 
investment suggests there is an intertwined relationship between infrastructure 
development and urban growth (UN-HABITAT 2009), and possibly decline 
(Bhatta 2010). Infrastructure plays a critical role in the construction and de-
velopment of urban territory, especially in the formation of networks and 
linkages (of all kinds), which create connections and interdependencies within 
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and between places and their users, and designate the form and function of 
the space in physical and socio-economic terms (Castells 2010; Pflieger and 
Rozenblat 2010; Zanon 2011). 

Urban infrastructure facilitates spatial changes at a macro scale (i.e. change in 
spatial structure of a city) and a micro scale (i.e. change in land use and physical 
environment in a local neighbourhood) as it interacts with urban (re)devel-
opment processes at city and local neighbourhood levels (Geurs and van Wee 
2004; Rodrigue 2017; UN-HABITAT 2009; Vecchio 2020). At the macro scale, 
transport infrastructure can enhance connectivity to major nodes, facilitating 
spatial (re)organisation, e.g. the concentration of social and economic activities 
in the core of cities (Hall and Pain 2006; Rodrigue 2017). At the micro scale, an 
increase in urban transport capacity could facilitate high density, mixed-use 
development at the nodes, enhancing attractiveness of a location for certain land 
uses (Bertolini et al. 2012; Gospodini 2005). Urban infrastructure development 
not only connects areas, but also causes spatial severance, fragmentation, and 
the physical displacement of communities (Stolp et al. 2002; Vanclay 2002). 
These spatial changes often occur over the long-term and are cumulative in 
nature (Jones and Lucas 2012).

Various authors have argued that the spatial changes facilitated by urban 
infrastructure influence the socio-economic wellbeing of society (e.g. acces-
sibility and quality of life of urban population) at macro and micro levels (e.g. 
Cervero 2009; Hall 2002). Macro-scale spatial transformation induced by 
urban infrastructure (e.g. a city’s polycentric spatial structure) contributes to 
increasing economic production and an increased supply of labour (ADB 2006). 
Local-scale changes arising from infrastructure development influence the way 
people live, work, and play, which affects the overall quality of everyday life of 
local communities (Bramley and Power 2009; Jones and Lucas 2012; Vanclay 
2002). A few scholars (Martens 2012; Pereira et al. 2017) emphasised that 
transport development should enhance people’s life opportunities by facilitating 
improvement in accessibility for all. However, in practice, long-term changes 
related to infrastructure projects often facilitate a spatially-differentiated dis-
tribution of benefits over time and gentrification effects, gradually affecting the 
social equity of cities (Lucas et al. 2016; Revington 2015), e.g. spatial mismatches 
between low income groups and job opportunities (Ong and Miller 2005).  
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3.3 Varied interests and long-term consequences at 
multiple levels

The long-term consequences of urban infrastructure development projects 
are closely related to urban (re)development policies (Brenner 2000; Hall 
1980). The consequences are complex, and are influenced by the interactions 
between various actors who have varied interests (Marsden and May 2006; 
Healey 2009). The diversity and complexity of the interests vary across urban 
areas and by scale (Heeres et al. 2012). Giddens (1985) emphasized that urban 
transformation should be examined at macro and micro levels. At the macro 
perspective, infrastructure development is viewed as a means to achieve the 
macro-economic goals of cities and regions, and is considered to be a catalyst 
for spatial development (Dimitriou et al. 2015; Graham and Marvin 2001). 
The micro perspective relates to how infrastructure projects interface with the 
spaces in which everyday life occurs (Madanipour 1996), e.g. enhancing access 
to local infrastructure and services being important to improve the wellbeing 
of local communities (ADBI 2017). Madanipour (1996) argued that interests 
from macro and micro perspective need to be met by the spatial transformation 
that is triggered by urban development projects. Understanding the long-term 
consequences of infrastructure development requires investigating the processes 
of spatial change in conjunction with considering the interests at the multiple 
levels (Giddens 1985).

In practice, decision-making has often been framed by politics that reflect 
macro-scale economic goals, thus influencing the long-term consequences likely 
to arise from urban development projects (Dimitriou et al. 2015; Priemus et al. 
2008). With political and economic interests typically being dominant in the 
decision-making process, the high-level goals (i.e. increasing access to economic 
centre of cities) are often prioritized over lower-level goals through top-down 
planning process (Baker and Hinks 2009; Feinstein 2008). Moreover, despite 
claims that transport development needs to address broader long-term goals 
of urban development by an integrated approach (Straatemeier and Bertolini 
2008), transport planning and spatial planning still occur in separate silos, and 
address different priorities (Legacy et al. 2012; te Brommelstroet and Bertolini 
2010). In fact, how the multi-scale spatial changes induced by urban transport 
projects actually influence the project outcomes is rarely considered (Martens 
2012; Miller and Patassini 2005). Rydin (2010) argued that the consequences 
are not addressed with respect to the varying socio-economic needs of local 
neighbourhoods across cities. In our paper, we address this lack of consideration 



3

59

of the consequences of the multi-scale spatial changes that are triggered by 
mega urban infrastructure projects and how they affect the varied interests 
by developing a conceptual framework for examining the social outcomes of 
urban infrastructure development projects. 

3.4 A framework to examine the social outcomes from 
urban infrastructure development

Although we have provided a literature review above, in order to develop our 
framework, here we specifically focus on how the social outcomes from urban 
transport infrastructure projects typically play out, given the long-term spatial 
changes and varied interests in projects. First, urban transport development 
creates winners and losers, especially from the standpoints of mobility, accessi-
bility, and environmental and economic concerns (Levinson 2002). Second, by 
overlooking the long-term social consequences of transport decision-making 
at every level of the project process, infrastructure development undermines 
the quality of life and wellbeing of urban populations (Jones and Lucas 2012). 
Third, the outcomes of urban spatial development should be understood by 
considering the diverse needs of the urban population who live and work in 
the city (Healey 2009; Hoekveld and Needham 2013). Fourth, there is need for 
comprehensive investigation of the diversity of contextual circumstances in 
order to understand the long-term outcomes of urban projects (Healey 2003). 
Therefore, the ultimate outcomes of urban infrastructure development need 
to be evaluated by examining the extent to which the long-term consequences 
of spatial changes associated with infrastructure development meet the varied 
interests over the long-term. 

We present a conceptual framework to illustrate the social outcomes of urban 
infrastructure development (see Figure 3.1). In this framework, the long-term 
consequences of spatial changes at macro and micro scales induced by urban 
transport infrastructure projects are related to the multiple interests in urban 
transformation at macro and micro levels. Macro-scale change includes change 
in spatial structure of a city (e.g. creation of new urban centre), and micro-scale 
change comprises change in land use (e.g. change in the density of development 
around transport nodes) and physical environment (e.g. change in functionality 
of road layout). The long-term consequences refer to changes in quality of 
everyday life and accessibility to jobs and services. Multiple interests refer to 
the varied goals of the different stakeholders in a project from transport and 
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spatial development perspectives and at macro and micro levels (e.g. nation, 
metropolitan, and local neighbourhood levels). The figure illustrates that high-
level social outcomes are delivered when the long-term consequences arising 
from spatial changes at macro and micro scales together contribute to meeting 
the varied interests in a project over a longer period. Below, we apply this model 
to specific cases of urban development in London and Seoul.

3.5 Methodology 

To examine the social outcomes from infrastructure development projects, we 
used two exemplars of urban transport infrastructure projects in megacities: 
the Jubilee Line Extension (JLE) in London; and the Second Phase Subway 
Development in Seoul (Second Phase). We used a multi-case study approach 
(Flyvbjerg 2011) to investigate how social outcomes from urban transport de-
velopment projects play out over time in given contextual circumstances.

Both London and Seoul are examples of large metropolitan cities (around 
10 million population) that have established extensive urban transport networks 
(metro lines) in response to a perceived critical need to (re)develop the met-
ropolitan area because of a growing economy and population (Omega Centre 
2011; SMG 2003). With continually expanding metro networks, in both cities 
the metro became a main transport mode for the urban population (SMG 
2015; TFL 2013). The JLE and Second Phase were selected because each project 
started operation around 2000 and both created spatial changes at metropolitan 

Figure. 3.1: An indicative conceptualization of social outcomes from urban transport development
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and neighbourhood scales, influencing the socio-economic wellbeing of the 
whole urban population (Choi et al. 2012; Hall and Hickman 2008; Kim and 
Suh 2016; OMEGA Centre 2011). However, these two cities do differ in some 
aspects, such as their pattern and stage of urban development. 

As indicated in Figure 3.1, the mid to long-term consequences (i.e. about 
15 years) of the two projects were evaluated in relation to spatial changes and 
the varied interests in the projects at multiple levels. Given the complexity of 
evaluating outcomes (Vanclay 2015), we used multiple methods in a pragmatic 
and contextualised approach (Hoch 2002) to investigate each exemplar. Our 
research included: an analysis of primary source documents (e.g. key project 
documents); secondary sources (e.g. news reports, journal articles); official 
data (e.g. census data); in-depth interviews with experts and key stakeholders; 
semi-structured interviews with residents; and onsite observation. 

Using multiple methods, data about interests and outcomes were collected and 
analysed at multiple levels and across the different areas (i.e. local neighbour-
hoods) in each city. To understand the interests related to the projects, although 
arguably conceptually different, we used stated project goals as a proxy for the 
interests of certain stakeholders. To understand the outcomes, quantitative and 
qualitative measures were used to investigate the multi-scale spatial changes 
(i.e. change in spatial structure, land use, and physical environment) and 
long-term consequences (i.e. accessibility to opportunities and quality of life 
at multiple scales) in line with the conceptual framework in Figure 3.1. As not 
all the relevant concepts are readily measurable, some proxy measures were 
used (see Table 3.1).

To identify the interests and understand the context of each case, we ex-
amined all relevant documents, including official project documents, White 
Papers, territorial policy, transport plans at different scales, strategic urban 
plans, and local development plans and policies. To understand the outcomes 
of each case, we examined impact assessment reports, results of local surveys, 
historic maps, and empirical studies on the spatial changes and long-term 
consequences of each project. Official data and surveys were also examined, 
including journey-to-work time, public transport accessibility data, and annual 
business surveys. Income data and the deprivation index across cities provided 
information about differential outcomes between and within neighbourhoods. 
Various time periods and scales of data were used to identify the changes taking 
place in London and Seoul over time and space. Onsite observation was also 
undertaken, especially to validate information relating to ease of access, and 
quality of public space in proximity to nodes.
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Some 22 in-depth interviews were conducted in 2018 with a range of key 
stakeholders (16 in Seoul and 6 in London). They included people working for 
government or policy institutes (urban and transport development) at national, 
metropolitan, and local neighbourhood level, on matters concerning transport, 
territorial (spatial) planning, project development. Interviewees were selected 
according to their role in the planning process (i.e. key decision-makers or 
technical planners in spatial and/or transport planning involved in the actual 
projects). Interviewees were identified through snowballing. Collection of 
interview data ceased when recurring viewpoints occurred with additional in-
terviews and saturation was achieved (Hennink et al 2010). The interviews were 
structured along the lines of the conceptual framework (Figure 3.1), identifying 
policy goals and key interests in the project at multiple levels, and views on 
spatial changes and associated long-term consequences. The interviewees were 
asked which interests were prioritized during planning and implementation of 
the project. Interviewees were also asked to give their opinions on the extent 

Table 3.1: Criteria and indicative measures used to examine outcomes from infrastructure development

Scale
 

Urban spatial changes Long-term consequences 

Construct Example proxy measures Construct Example proxy measures

Macro Change 
in spatial 
structure 
of cities 

- number, size, and type 
of transport/ regeneration 
projects implemented, and 
employment density in 
(newly created) centres (e.g. 
within 500m from stations)

Accessi-
bility and 
quality 
of life at 
macro 
scale

- number and % of population 
commuting over 60 minutes
- number and % of population 
with access to subway within 
500m 

Micro Change 
in land 
use and 
physical 
environ-
ment 

- pattern and density of 
land development along 
corridors
(e.g. within 500m of station)
- condition of newly created 
and existing public infra-
structure around nodes
- quality and quantity of 
pedestrian access around 
transport nodes
- functionality of road 
layout

Accessi-
bility and 
quality 
of life at 
micro 
scale

- local safety; range of local 
amenities
- accessibility to jobs and 
services, and public transport 
(e.g. no. of jobs within 30 min 
journey time; commuting 
time of locals) 
- differential outcomes among 
local neighbourhood (e.g. % 
of population commuting less 
than 60 mins by local district; 
% of area without subway 
within 500m by local district)
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to which the project met the various interests and to identify any other factors 
that affected the project process and outcomes. The interviews were done in a 
manner consistent with ethical social research (Vanclay et al. 2013). 

In London, in addition to the in-depth interviews with key stakeholders, 
29 semi-structured interviews were conducted with Canning Town residents in 
July 2016. These interviews investigated the spatially-differentiated outcomes and 
interests among the different social groups. Canning Town was one of the most 
deprived neighbourhoods along the JLE (ONS 2015a), even though regeneration 
schemes had been implemented there since the JLE opened. Questions were 
structured around three topics: the life pattern of these residents; the positive 
and negative changes experienced; and the impacts of these changes on their 
quality of life. 

The long-term consequences of the projects were evaluated by analysing all 
data collected. The transcripts of interviews were coded and analysed using 
ATLAS.ti. The analysis was based around the following specific questions: (1) to 
what extent did the spatial transformation triggered by the project bring positive 
consequences at the local scale as well as the macro scale?; (2) to what extent 
were the varied interests of the population (at neighbourhood and metropolitan 
and national levels) addressed in the long-term?; and (3) to what extent the 
interests of different parts of the cities (i.e. centre and periphery, most deprived 
and least deprived) addressed in a fair manner? 

3.6 Exemplar 1: Jubilee Line Extension in London

3.6.1 Background
London experienced much urban expansion and transformation in the 20th 
century (Hamnett 2004). This transformation was largely possible because of 
its network of metropolitan railways, the backbone of which was developed 
between 1850 and 1930 (Hall 2002). London’s expansion was not without some 
setbacks. Economic decline following World War II up until the early 1990s 
led to net out-migration (Hamnett 2004). The London Docklands, in East 
London, was particularly affected by this decline. Traditionally an important 
port and warehousing district, containerisation and the shift to large freight 
ships diminished its status. With poor land transport links to London central 
city, the Docklands was effectively cut off and its local economy floundered, 
leading to widespread deprivation (Hall and Hickman 2008). In the 1980s, 
the national government, Greater London Council, and five local borough 
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governments in the Docklands put much effort into regenerating the area. One 
important project was the Docklands Light Rail, which was opened in 1987 to 
improve access and provide the transport infrastructure necessary to stimulate 
development in East London. Economic and population growth across London 
in the 1990s led to discussion about the need for new economic centres and to 
extend and enhance London’s mass transport system. 

The Jubilee Line Extension (JLE) was opened in 1999 to create better links 
between London city centre, Thames South Bank, Canary Wharf and Stratford 
(see Figure 3.2). At 16 km in length, it passes through 6 boroughs. The line was 
initially conceived by the developers of Canary Wharf as a way to facilitate its 
further development as a major financial and commercial centre.

3.6.2 Key interests related to the Jubilee Line Extension at 
multiple levels
The analysis of documents and interviews enabled the varying interests in the 
outcomes of the JLE to be identified, and were affected by level (e.g. national, 
city, and neighbourhood) and sector (e.g. transport and urban development). 
The principal transport planners for the JLE project (whom we interviewed) 
emphasised that the main intention of the decision-makers at the national 
level was for the JLE to contribute to sustaining London’s dominant position 
as a financial centre by facilitating the further development of Canary Wharf. 
The top priority of central government and the owner of Canary Wharf was 
to increase accessibility to Canary Wharf by ensuring there was a direct link 
between it and the city centre, as well as to the mainline rail terminals (e.g. 
Waterloo) (Willis 1997). As indicated by our interviews with local planning 
officers and our document analysis, the key interests at the city level were to: 
reduce development pressure in the city centre by encouraging development of 
housing and office projects in East and South London; and provide better access 
to the Underground, especially for people who were previously underserviced 
(OMEGA Centre 2011).

At the local level, we identified that the major interests were increased ac-
cessibility to various destinations and job creation. A transport planner we 
interviewed indicated that local authorities had different levels of interest in the 
secondary development effects (i.e. housing, office, commercial development) 
around the new and redeveloped stations built for the JLE due to the differing 
priorities of the local authorities. Some aspired to have high-density mixed-use 
development, which would flow from the development of stations, while others 
(e.g. some boroughs in South London such as Southwark) were not interested in 
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such development (OMEGA Centre 2011; Pharoah 2003). Furthermore, in the 
interviews with local residents in Canning Town, different interests in urban 
regeneration associated with JLE were identified among different groups of 
people. Some anticipated a better living environment and business opportunities, 
while others were concerned that the development opportunities would be 
inconsistent with the needs of local people in their neighbourhood. Table 3.2 
presents a summary of the interests identified in our study.

Figure 3.2: The Jubilee Line Extension in East London (Note: the JLE is the dark grey line running 
from Westminster to Stratford) (Source: adapted from london-tube.com)

Table 3.2: Interests related to the outcomes of the Jubilee Line Extension at multiple levels

Level Interests related to transport 
development

Interests related to urban 
development

National and 
Regional levels

Increase access to a newly devel-
oped economic hub from central 
hubs and wider areas

Support continuation of investment 
and economic growth by establishing 
a financial centre

City level Give better access to Underground 
services for a wider area (i.e. East 
and South-east London), and 
relieve traffic and congestion

Support development, enhance 
regeneration along the routes, and 
reduce development pressure in the 
city centre

Neighbourhood 
level

Increase accessibility to jobs and 
services in the centre and local 
areas (aspiration since 1980s)

Job creation and business opportuni-
ties, modern facilities and housing, 
and public services
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3.6.3 Spatial changes and associated long-term 
consequences at macro and micro scales
Our research revealed that the macro-scale spatial changes facilitated by the JLE 
included a transformation of the Docklands into a major commercial centre 
in competition with the traditional commercial centre of London, thereby 
contributing to changing the overall spatial structure of London, arguably 
from a monocentric to polycentric form (Hall and Pain 2006). Development 
at principal nodes led to demand for more transport, which in turn produced 
increasing demand for more development. As seen in Figure 3.3, Canary Wharf 
became the key centre of commerce and business in London, with its growth in 
employment outperforming most of the rest of London since the JLE opened 
(GLA 2016; OMEGA Centre 2011). The JLE also unlocked the development 
potential of a number of former industrial sites in East London, such as Canada 
Water and North Greenwich (Pharoah 2003). Major projects that became 
possible (or at least, facilitated) by the JLE include the Millennium Dome, 
regeneration of Stratford and Olympic Park, and the Greenwich Peninsular 
redevelopment project. The JLE was also associated with enhancement of 
London’s South Bank, a major centre of entertainment. As a result of all this 
development, the general conception of London’s inner boundary has shifted 
towards the East (Hall and Hickman 2008).

The JLE led to land-use changes around the stations along its route (MH-
CLG 2005; 2011), especially in the catchments outside central London (i.e. 
Bermondsey and the stations to the east) (Mitchell 2003). The Canary Wharf 
development and related projects led to multi-nodal spatial concentration of 
economic and social activity. A development impact study (Pharoah 2003) and 
our interviewees indicated that development activity has been strong in most 
areas served by the JLE. The major interchange stations, such as Waterloo and 
London Bridge, became renewed transport hubs, providing an interchange with 

Figure 3.3: Numbers of employees per km2 in London in 2003 (left) and 2014 (right) (Source: adapted 
from GLA 2016, p.65)
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National Rail services (Willis 1997). They experienced mixed-use development 
of higher density, including commercial development as well as redeveloped 
public space (JLEISU 2004). Around some residential towns, such as Canning 
Town and West Ham, regeneration projects with a high portion of residen-
tial development occurred (OMEGA Centre 2011). The interviews with local 
planners indicated that this involved re-designing under-utilised sites. New 
local roads and pedestrian routes between stations and their catchments were 
gradually developed.

Our study showed that along with changes in spatial structure (macro scale), 
the JLE increased accessibility to jobs and to major cultural and commercial 
facilities around the principal nodes, contributing to economic growth at the 
metropolitan and national scales, but not necessarily in all localities (Mitchell 
2003; Pharoah 2003). This increased accessibility brought about further devel-
opment at the major nodes. For example, even London’s CrossRail project is 
intended to support the ongoing development of Canary Wharf (Mboumoua, 
2017). Moreover, the creation of interchanges and improvement of public fa-
cilities resulted in a vibrant socio-economic environment around the principal 
nodes, benefiting much of London’s population (JLEISU 2004). As a result of 
the 2012 Olympics, and following the redevelopment of its station, Stratford 
has become a commercial and transit hub at a regional level, contributing to 
the ongoing spatial transformation of the area (CABE 2009).

At the local scale, according to the analysis of the official data and interviews, 
the JLE and the change in land use and local environments in close proximity 
to stations contributed to bringing positive changes to neighbourhoods, albeit 
in unique ways, depending upon the particulars of each location. The local 
population benefited from enhanced accessibility to jobs in the commercial 
centres, as well as from increasing commercial services and socio-economic 
activities near the intermodal interchange stations (JLELIU 2004; OMEGA 
Centre 2011; TfL 2014). Moreover, the interviews with people in Canning Town 
and with local officers indicated that, with the redevelopment of the stations, 
there were improvements in safety and in the local built environment, especially 
in terms of improvement of facilities and creation of modern public spaces. 
However, some negative consequences were also identified (e.g. Transport 
Studies Groups 2004), for instance, many interviewees from Canning Town 
complained that a high-density mixed-use development project at the station 
impeded their access to the station and that the redeveloped public space was 
of lower quality than before. Some households were displaced by new housing 
developments in the vicinity of their station (Lee 2018). Moreover, the local 
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planning officers pointed out that spatial changes concentrated around stations 
negatively influenced community cohesion among local communities due to 
disparity in the quality of the built environment between the new developments 
around the nodes and the rest of catchment areas.

Spatially differentiated outcomes were noted in terms of the varying levels of 
benefits from the JLE occurring between and within neighbourhoods, indicating 
spatial and social disparity. Official statistics (TfL WebCAT 2019) — e.g. the 
numbers of workplaces and services that can be reached from stations within 
a specified time, and public transport accessibility level (PTAL) — and our 
interviews showed that the three neighbourhoods with the greatest income 
deprivation (North Greenwich, West Ham and Canning Town) (ONS, 2015a) 
had less regeneration effects than other neighbourhoods and had lower acces-
sibility to jobs and services. Differential outcomes (in terms of land use, quality 
of the built environment, and accessibility to public transport) were observed 
within some catchment areas (notably Canning Town), particularly between 
the station area and the rest of the neighbourhood (ONS, 2015b). Our analysis 
of interviews and statistical data indicated that the most disadvantaged areas in 
Canning Town experienced only minimal benefits, because people had limited 
public transport or local amenities. The majority of people living in these areas 
experienced poor accessibility to public transportation (TfL WebCAT 2014), 
while the least deprived lived in close proximity to the Canning Town station. 

3.6.4 Analysis of issues related to the social outcomes from 
the Jubilee Line Extension
Our analysis of key documents, official statistics, and interviews illustrate that 
the JLE delivered outcomes that largely met the macro-level economic goal. 
The JLE contributed to increasing the competitiveness of the metropolitan 
area as a driver of economic growth of the nation by increasing accessibility 
to the new financial centre (Canary Wharf) and other key destinations. It also 
met the goal of bringing regeneration effects along the route by unlocking the 
development potential of South and East London and by increasing socio- 
economic vibrancy along the transport corridor. This occurred gradually as 
new spatial development increased demand for transport, which in turn led to 
further development. As such, the JLE met the objectives of enhancing access 
to the new economic hub and better access to the Underground, especially for 
those living further away.

At the local level, however, it is not clear whether the JLE and the associated 
spatial changes brought about net improvement in the quality of life in all local 
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neighbourhoods, or met the varied respective interests. Our analysis indicated 
that neighbourhoods in east London (e.g. Canning Town) experienced poor 
accessibility to opportunities and public transport, because of the local conse-
quences of the regeneration projects (e.g. poorly integrated designs blocking 
public passages and poor quality of the regenerated public space adjacent 
to nodes). The regeneration projects hardly addressed the interests of some 
neighbourhoods for improved social infrastructure, as they mainly resulted 
in high-density mixed-use development. Moreover, our research identified 
that local neighbourhoods benefited from reduced journey time once the 
project opened. However, there was spatial and social differentiation in the 
benefits over time. This study showed that the differential levels of accessibility 
to infrastructure were exacerbated by regeneration projects targeted only to 
specific locations (e.g. areas adjacent to transport nodes), and by the loss of 
local amenities in locations at the edge of catchment areas. Such consequences 
are related to multiple negative impacts on accessibility for people living in 
the most deprived areas within neighbourhoods, negatively influencing social 
cohesion. Overall, it is questionable whether the JLE brought about positive 
net change in the wellbeing of all local communities over time, or in meeting 
the interests of all stakeholders in a balanced manner.

As confirmed by the interviews with principal transport planners at national 
and metropolitan levels, key decision makers were mainly concerned about the 
cost efficiency of development and quickly increasing connectivity to Canary 
Wharf and between the principal nodes. The central government took control of 
local planning, and the differing priorities and concerns of the various boroughs 
were not taken into consideration, even though some local authorities including 
those in South London expressed concerns about the negative consequences 
their neighbourhoods would experience. In practice, the primary concern of 
the planners was to enhance the mobility of the urban population rather than 
to increase overall accessibility to opportunities and connectivity to stations. 
Interestingly, the planner at one local borough suggested that the key objective 
of the regeneration projects was not increasing overall social wellbeing, but 
increasing density through more private residential housing.
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3.7 Exemplar 2: Second Phase Subway Development in 
Seoul

3.7.1 Background
By 1990, Seoul had become a global metropolis with a population reaching 
10 million, having gone through high economic growth and rapid urbanization 
since the end of the Korean War in 1953 (SMG 2015). During recent decades, 
the city has built large-scale urban infrastructure at a rapid rate, resulting in 
a continuously-rising population and traffic congestion, along with economic 
growth (SMG 2015). The city centre experienced rapid development and in-
creasing employment. In the 1970s, the metropolitan government decided 
to redistribute key urban functions and population to Gangnam — South of 
the Han River (Gang=river, Nam=South) — previously a peripheral area. The 
increasing need for subway development was also considered, especially because 
of road congestion and to support the shift to a polycentric city structure 
(KOTI 2012). During the First Phase of subway development, from 1970 to 1985, 
lines 1, 2, 3, and 4 were built, 116 km in total. These lines all pass through the 
commercial centre in the North and the newly-created sub-centres (Yeouido 
and Youngdong) in the South (see Figure 3.4). 

In the 1990s, the Second Phase Subway Development (lines 5 to 8) was 
constructed to support the continually-increasing employment growth con-
centrated in the centres, to increase accessibility to jobs and services from 
wider areas, and to support city expansion. The Second Phase extended the 
subway network by 145 km, adding 148 stations. Taking approximately 10 years 
to complete, it created rapid and major changes to the city structure and 
contributed to urban expansion (Lee 2017). 

3.7.2 Key interests related to the Second Phase Subway 
Development at multiple levels
Based on the analysis of documents and interviews conducted, varying interests 
in the Second Phase can be identified at national, city, and neighbourhood scales 
and from transport and urban development perspectives. At the national level, 
the major interest in the Second Phase was supporting macro socio-economic 
goals in response to rapid urban development. As identified in the interviews 
with transport and spatial planners working at national and metropolitan lev-
els, the top priority was to deal with the increasing demand for access to the 
economic hubs and the shift to a polycentric urban structure (Kim and Suh 
2016). Improving the connectivity between Seoul and the newly-developed 
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residential neighbourhoods in the peripheral areas was also a concern (SMG 
2003). Furthermore, the project sought to create balanced spatial development 
across the metropolitan area. 

Our research shows that, at the city scale, high-density mixed-development 
around the stations was promoted as a catalyst for development of local hubs 
according to a spatial hierarchy, from metropolitan to neighbourhood scale. 
Facilitating such local hubs was expected to contribute to a balanced and effi-
cient spatial development of Seoul (SMG 1990; SMG 1997). From a transport 
perspective, key goals were increasing accessibility between centres, and between 
centres and remote areas, as well as improving network functionality (SMG 
2003). At the local level, a key objective was to improve accessibility to job 
and opportunities, as well as to encourage commercial development in the 
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Figure 3.4: Subway maps for Seoul (Insert a: First Phase Subway Development Insert b: Second Phase 
Subway Development) (Source: adapted from Seoul Metro 2008)
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immediate vicinity of the stations (OGD 1995; SMG 1997). The development 
of local hubs around stations was promoted for enhancing the overall quality 
of living environment, especially in disadvantaged areas (Choi et al. 2012). A 
summary of interests is presented in Table 3.3.

3.7.3 Spatial changes and associated long-term consequences 
at macro and micro scales 
The Second Phase contributed to ongoing change in spatial structure from a 
monocentric to a polycentric metropolitan area, which was initially triggered 
by the First Phase of subway development (Kim and Suh 2016; SMG 2003). 
Since the Second Phase started, commercial activity and employment density 
increased in proximity to the nodes (i.e. within 500m radius of subway stations), 
primarily in the sub-centres, such as Yongdong (Choi et al., 2010; Jin and Jin, 
2015) (Figure 3.5). Major nodes in the South, especially in Gangnam District, 
became major centres of development, especially because of additional public 
transport projects (e.g. a regional metro system), which were developed to 
connect these nodes, and these nodes with satellite cities further South. Some 
other local centres (i.e. those in the North of Seoul) gradually lost their functions 
(Lee and Kim 2009; Jin and Jin 2015). Eventually, Yongdong took over many of 

Table 3.3: Interests related to the outcomes of the Second Phase Subway Development at multiple levels

Level Interests related to transport 
development

Interests related to urban development

National and 
Regional 
levels

Deal with increasing demand for 
access to jobs and services at a 
national/regional scale 

Increase competitiveness of Seoul and 
foster balanced development of the 
metropolitan areas by moving towards a 
polycentric urban structure

City level Reduce congestion and improve 
accessibility to the major centres 
from wider areas including new 
towns, and connectivity between 
(sub)centres

Trigger balanced and efficient develop-
ment across the city through high-den-
sity mixed-use projects and facilitating 
local hubs around stations

Neighbour-
hood level

Improve local transport network 
and improve accessibility to 
public transport and pedestrian 
networks

Develop local amenity and better 
infrastructure and services around the 
stations



3

73

the key economic and social functions (Maeng 2010). In the peripheral areas, 
the enhanced access provided by the Second Phase partly contributed to the 
development of new towns. 

Our analysis illustrated that the Second Phase created varied levels and patterns 
of change in land use and the local environment along the transport corridors 
(i.e. the local scale). An empirical study (Lim and Kim 2011) and our interviews 
with spatial planners showed that the development effects around stations varied 
between North and South, as well as between the commercial and residential 
centres. High density (re)development around stations and along transport 
routes was noted mainly in the commercial centres of the South, while some 
in the North (Whangship-Li and Cheongrang-Li) were redeveloped to a mod-
erate extent due to the low availability of vacant land and restrictive planning 
regulations (Choi et al. 2012). Another issue is that, across Seoul, land near 
many stations has become dominated by residential development rather than 
by mixed-use development (Choi et al. 2012). Massive housing-led regeneration 
projects have occurred in close proximity to stations, while the majority of local 
amenities were positioned along roads (Lim and Kim 2011). A limited extent 
of positive change in the local built environment adjacent to the stations was 

Figure 3.5: Change in employment density at centres of employment in Seoul from 2000 to 2010 
(Source: adapted from Jin and Jin, 2015)
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noted (Lim 2007). Public spaces and pedestrian paths near the stations were 
inadequate, especially in the North, and regeneration projects were often poorly 
integrated with the local environment around stations (Go 2008; Lee et al. 2015). 

According to our analysis of documents and our interviews, the changes in 
the spatial structure of Seoul associated with the Second Phase contributed to 
the socio-economic development of the city at the macro scale. The centres 
of commerce and employment in Seoul, which were well connected to each 
other as well as to their wider areas, had a continuously-increasing role as a 
socio-economic hub. However, it was difficult to confirm whether the subway 
development actually increased access to opportunities for the whole urban 
society. Our research identified a growing percentage of the population who 
commuted by subway more than one hour (KOSIS 2000; 2010; 2015). Moreover, 
various studies (Jin and Jin 2015; Lee and Kim 2009) have indicated that different 
levels of job accessibility were observed in different parts of the city. Districts in 
the South (e.g. Gangnam District and Seocho District) have the highest level of 
job accessibility with the highest rates of increase, while North and East Seoul 
did not see much change since 2000. 

Interviews with transport planners and a few studies on accessibility to public 
transport (e.g. Chang et al. 2007; Go 2008; Lee et al. 2015) indicated that there 
were limited consequences on quality of life at the local level, especially in local 
residential areas, due to the moderate level of station area development and 
poor connectivity between stations and the rest of the neighbourhoods (see 
also Choi et al. 2012). Station areas appeared to have played only a limited role 
as a socio-economic hub, given the dominance of residential projects as well as 
many of the local amenities located along roads (Lim and Kim 2011; Lim 2007). 
Much of the population (except for those living in the sub-centres in the South) 
needed to travel to access services (Jeong et al. 2011). Some negative impacts of 
the housing-led regeneration projects were noted within the neighbourhood 
areas. Large-scale housing developments adjacent to stations often restricted 
mobility within the neighbourhoods, affecting the functionality of pedestrian 
pathways, and contributed to the loss of local identity (Chang et al. 2007; Go 
2008). We also identified that some local communities were displaced to make 
way for new housing developments in the vicinity of stations, although many 
of these developments were already planned, and were not strictly due to the 
subway expansion.

Our analysis revealed that there were spatially differential outcomes (e.g. 
accessibility to jobs and public transport) across the urban area, especially 
between the least and most deprived areas. In the districts with highest income 
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(of household) (SRDS 2008; 2011), such as Gangnam, about 70% of residents 
commuted to work within one hour, while less than half of the residents in the 
areas of lowest income (e.g. Gangbuk District) could travel to work within one 
hour (KOSIS 2010; 2015). Such a difference was also seen with accessibility to 
public transport; the areas of highest income had much greater accessibility 
to public transport than the poorest areas. Almost half of Gangnam District 
had subway stations within a short walking distance (i.e. within 500m), while 
Gangbuk in the North has highest proportion of areas without a subway station 
within 500m (KRA 2012; Lee et al. 2012).

3.7.4 Analysis of issues related to social outcomes from the 
Second Phase Subway Development
Our study suggests that the Second Phase appeared to contribute to achieving 
the macro scale economic goals of the city. Within a short time period, the 
project increased connectivity to the major nodes from wider areas. However, 
it is not clear whether the Second Phase contributed to facilitating balanced 
development across the whole metropolitan area, even though this was a stated 
goal. In the centres, especially in the South, the positive impacts increased 
due to the iterative effect between development and the provision of transport 
infrastructure, while the peripheral areas experienced only limited positive 
impacts. The sub-centres in the South have seen an increasing concentration 
of jobs, while other sub-centres and local centres only had a limited amount of 
change around the nodes, especially in the peripheral areas. As a result, more 
people have to commute a longer time, especially those living in peripheral 
areas although subway lines have served a wider population. 

The extent to which the respective interests at the local level were met by the 
outcomes of the Second Phase was less clear due to the limited level of spatial 
change around stations and the differential level of increase in accessibility 
between the centres and the rest of the city. Despite strong interest in spatial 
development around the stations, the subway development facilitated only a 
limited amount of high-density commercial development, especially in local 
centres in the peripheral areas, and the station areas only played a limited 
role as a local hub. The positive consequences on quality of daily life in local 
neighbourhoods were limited due to the inadequacy of the pedestrian pathways 
that connected to the stations, as well as the poor connectivity between subways 
and neighbourhoods, especially in the peripheral areas. Our research identified 
that the long-term spatial changes were closely related to multiple negative 
impacts on people living in low-income districts in the peripheral areas. They 
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travelled further to access jobs and services, and were influenced by a lower 
quality of the living environment around the transport nodes. Overall, it is not 
clear whether the Second Phase has contributed to enhancing accessibility to 
opportunities for the whole urban population, or meeting the strong interests 
in obviating socio-economic disparity across the city.

Interviews with a principal transport planner and a project manager suggested 
that, because of the rapidly growing economy and population, the central gov-
ernment only focused on achieving immediate outcomes. Cost efficiency and 
increasing connectivity between principal nodes, and between the nodes and 
the new residential developments, were the main issues that were considered. 
Interviews with spatial planners indicated that developing station areas as a 
catalyst for the development of local hubs was little considered or discussed in 
the project planning process, despite being a stated goal of the official spatial 
plan [80,81]. Planners only considered station area development to a limited 
extent, and rarely took connectivity to public transport or the lack of pedestrian 
paths into consideration. Furthermore, meeting the differential needs of the 
different parts of the city (e.g. centres and peripheral areas) was hardly discussed, 
even though facilitating balanced development was a key policy goal.

3.8 Discussion on social outcomes from urban transport 
development

The two exemplars of London and Seoul have illustrated that social outcomes 
from urban infrastructure development are produced in a complex manner, and 
are influenced by spatial changes and varied contexts. Our study showed that 
evaluating social outcomes from transport projects requires careful consider-
ation of the consequences of multi-scale spatial changes over time, as well as of 
the varied interests in the project in the specific context of the city in question. 
In this section, we discuss the importance of understanding the interaction 
between transport and spatial development at macro and micro scales. We also 
discuss our insights related to how the social outcomes could be enhanced to 
better address the varied interests in urban transport development

3.8.1 Multi-scale spatial development and long-term 
consequences of transport development
The two exemplars demonstrate the importance of understanding how spatial 
changes induced by urban transport infrastructure development at various 
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scales influence the ultimate benefits for society that arise from such develop-
ment. Our study revealed that benefits such as enhanced accessibility can be 
undermined by incremental spatial changes. In the case of the London, the JLE 
contributed to the success of a new economic centre (Canary Wharf) and to 
facilitating regeneration around the nodes, which resulted in enhanced accessi-
bility to opportunities for many members of society. However, various negative 
consequences from spatial changes that were triggered by the regeneration 
projects detracted from the benefits of accessibility gains and enhanced living 
environments around stations. In the Seoul subway case, despite increased 
mobility at the macro level, the positive changes to quality of life were limited 
because of the low level of spatial change at many nodes (except for the com-
mercial centres), and poor accessibility to jobs and services (concentrated in 
commercial centres) for most of the urban population.

Our study also indicated that expansion of transport networks does not 
guarantee increased access to opportunities for all because of the differential 
patterns and scales of the spatial changes occurring across cities. Both in Seoul 
and London, differential outcomes across urban areas can be attributed to 
the varied pace and scope of spatial development occurring over time in the 
different locations across each city, and among different social groups. In Seoul, 
the high-income districts in the commercial centre of the South benefited from 
enhanced accessibility that arose from increasing job density and improved 
transport networks. However, people in most other districts, especially those in 
the low-income peripheral areas, received only limited benefits and experienced 
multiple negative impacts, due to longer travelling time to jobs (which were 
being concentrated in the centres), limited development of local amenities, and 
little improvement in the built environment. In London, our study identified 
differential levels of benefits within and between neighbourhoods, and among 
different social groups. Such differences were closely related to the varied scales 
of the regeneration projects, as well as to varying accessibility to opportunities 
between the centre and peripheral areas, and between least and most deprived 
areas. Both cases also indicated that the long-term spatial changes created 
negative influences on social cohesion among local populations at city and 
local levels.

These results suggest that evaluating social outcomes requires investigating 
the interaction between transport and spatial development at macro and micro 
scales over time, and reflecting on how the consequences of such multi-scale 
interactions affect accessibility and the quality of life of local neighbourhoods 
across a city. Our research illustrated that the spatial changes occurring around 



CHAPTER 3. Examining the social outcomes from urban transport infrastructure.

78

transport nodes were incremental, and that the societal consequences of this 
cannot be fully foreseen when infrastructure development planning takes place. 
Therefore, to enhance the achievement of positive long-term social change in 
the future, rather than primarily focusing on enhancing ex-ante evaluation 
(see also van Wee 2012), what is perhaps more needed is improving ex-post 
evaluation, especially in relation to examining what actually happens from the 
spatial changes created. Such ex-post evaluation needs to consider changes in the 
patterns and scale of land use around nodes, changes in the level of integration 
between stations and (re)developed local environments, changes in connec-
tivity of the local road network, as well as connectivity to major destinations. 
Moreover, our study indicates that there needs to be explicit attention to the 
cumulative effects from the multi-scale spatial changes for specific populations 
and areas, especially those who experience multiple negative impacts (Lee 2018). 
Urban transport projects alone will not always bring about positive changes to 
the wellbeing of the whole society, nor facilitate a fair distribution of benefits 
across society (Adli et al. 2019; Levinson 2002; Martens 2012). The consequences 
of unbalanced spatial development across cities on the most and least deprived 
groups need to be evaluated and monitored to ensure that urban transport 
development bring desired outcomes across varied localities and social groups. 

3.8.2 Social outcomes within specific contexts 
Our study illustrated that the social outcomes from urban infrastructure projects 
were related to the specific context of each case, such as the pattern and stage of 
urban spatial development and broader socio-economic contexts. These factors 
varied between Seoul and London, which created different issues that had to be 
addressed. In Seoul, the Second Phase resulted in only a limited level of spatial 
development around nodes and a limited role of the station areas as local hubs. 
Many interviewees emphasised that the linear pattern of urban development 
along roads resulted from the car-oriented, rapid urban development of Seoul, 
as well as from the restrictive planning regulations on land development at 
transport nodes. Conversely, in London, the JLE facilitated refurbishment of 
station areas and regeneration of the vicinity of stations, due to the rail-oriented 
urban (re)development (i.e. spatial development concentrated around nodes), 
as well as the availability of developable land around station areas.

These differences between the two exemplars imply that each case had different 
issues to deal with. In London, priority needed to be given to mitigating the 
various negative social consequences of the long-term spatial changes triggered 
by the (re)development of station areas. In Seoul, the key issue to enhance 
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social outcomes appeared to be dealing with the increased commuting time 
for many local residents. Explicit attention is needed to consider how to trigger 
the appropriate spatial development at nodes in the peripheral areas of the 
city. Overall, our research clearly shows that an approach to enhance social 
outcomes should carefully address the huge diversity of local contexts that affect 
long-term consequences, and that such approach should be moving beyond 
panacea thinking (Healey 2003).

3.8.3 Implications for an integrated approach to enhance 
social outcomes from urban transport infrastructure 
Our research suggests that discrepancies between transport planning and spatial 
development planning (see Legacy et al. 2012) might result in limited benefits 
from urban infrastructure projects for society. These discrepancies may lead 
to a failure to deal with the long-term societal consequences arising from the 
multi-scale spatial changes. Our study indicates that, to ultimately enhance 
social outcomes, an integrated approach to transport and spatial development 
is needed (Bertolini 2012; Straatemeier and Bertolini 2008), and that it should 
give attention to the scale and time dimensions of the spatial changes triggered 
by urban transport development projects. 

The study findings suggest that a multi-level integrated approach needs to 
facilitate planning and evaluation of social outcomes, focusing on the long-term 
consequences of spatial changes on the quality of life of urban populations. A 
macro-level urban policy needs to address a broader range of goals of urban 
transport projects, as well as the social consequences that arise from unbalanced 
spatial development across cities. Such a policy needs to consider integration 
of spatial development and transport development at strategic locations (e.g. 
commercial centres in sub-centre and periphery), especially those with potential 
to become regional transit hubs. At the micro level, an area-based approach 
to planning and evaluation of projects — e.g. integrating infrastructure de-
velopment into adjacent land uses and assessing the consequences of spatial 
changes on local environments — should be considered. In addition, there 
needs to be a tailor-made approach to integrated planning and evaluation that 
carefully addresses the interests and priorities of the local population in specific 
contexts, according to location (e.g. city centre, local centre, regional centre), 
function (e.g. commercial and residential areas), socio-economic conditions 
(e.g. high-income and low-income areas), and the overall development stage 
of the city (e.g. rapidly expanding or renewing existing cities).
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3.9 Conclusion 

By examining urban transport development projects in megacities, London and 
Seoul, this paper investigated how the social outcomes from such projects play 
out by reflecting on the long-term spatial changes and on the varied interests in 
the outcomes of the projects at multiple levels. Our research clearly shows the 
need for an integrated and broader approach to urban transport infrastructure 
development that addresses social consequences of multi-scale spatial changes 
induced by projects, including those that are unexpected or unintended. Our 
research indicated that the expansion of urban transport networks by itself 
does not guarantee increased accessibility or quality of life for the whole 
of the society, due to the differential pace and scope of the spatial changes 
that occur across a city, as well as the unexpected or unintended negative 
impacts of spatial transformation at the local neighbourhood scale. The two 
case studies (London and Seoul) revealed that interactions between transport 
development and spatial development at multiple scales will cause unbalanced 
development across a city (e.g. concentrated commercial development in city 
centres) and negative consequences for neighbourhoods (e.g. physical severance 
and disparity around nodes). Such multi-scale consequences result in limited 
social outcomes from urban transport development — specifically, uneven 
distribution of accessibility and quality of life across local areas and groups.

We have established that the social outcomes are closely related to each specific 
context, such as the patterns of urban spatial development in a city. We argue 
that there is a need for a context-specific approach to evaluate outcomes and 
for adaptive management. In a city like London, which experienced spatial 
development occurring around the main nodes over a long period of time, 
attention needs to be given to the increasingly differentiated outcomes between 
nodes and the rest of their catchment areas. In rapidly growing cities, such as 
Seoul, which experienced high agglomeration effects in the CBD, priorities for 
enhancing social outcomes should be: dealing with the limited spatial devel-
opment around nodes in the peripheries; and reducing the disparity between 
the centre(s) and peripheries.

To ensure sustainable and equitable outcomes from urban transport projects, 
our research suggests that an integrated approach to transport and spatial 
development at multiple levels is essential. In developing a macro-level strat-
egy for transport network development, urban policy makers and transport 
planners should consider a broader range of goals of urban transport projects, 
especially balanced development across the metropolitan area. At the local 
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level, there needs to be an area-based approach to the planning (e.g. integrating 
infrastructure into land use) and to the evaluation of projects (e.g. ex post 
evaluation of the social impacts of spatial changes, including changes in local 
environmental quality and the functionality of local road networks). Such an 
integrated approach should carefully address the varying priorities of the various 
localities (e.g. city centre or local centre; commercial or residential areas) with 
their different socio-economic conditions. Overall, enhancing social outcomes 
requires careful consideration of the diversity of contextual circumstances that 
affects spatial changes and thus long-term consequences.

We recommend that to understand and enhance social outcomes at all scales, 
further examination of the contextual and institutional factors that affect the 
planning process and delivery of urban infrastructure development projects is 
required. For social outcomes to be the overarching objective of development 
projects, urban transport planning needs to be supported, not only by an 
integrated approach to transport and land-use planning, but also by appropriate 
institutional arrangements to support the delivery of integrated outcomes. 
Further research is needed to explore how specific institutional conditions 
(e.g. formal and informal rules) influence the way interests are identified and 
managed at multiple levels, so that, overall, social outcomes will be enhanced. 
Research about how planning rules might lead to different outcomes in dif-
ferent contexts will contribute to understanding the interrelations between 
local socio-economic conditions and resultant social outcomes. Moreover, by 
examining local stakeholder perspectives, in-depth investigation of the social 
consequences of spatial changes at varied localities will be of great value. Such 
research will enhance understanding of the social outcomes in different local 
contexts, such as those with varying levels of densification, gentrification, 
pedestrian traffic, and the socio-economic conditions of the neighbourhood.
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Abstract

In response to rapid growth, megacities across the globe make huge investments in 
mega urban transport projects. An integrated approach to transport and spatial 
planning has been argued as being key to ensure positive social outcomes from 
projects, such as accessibility for all. This paper seeks to identify the barriers and 
opportunities to using an integrated approach in planning in order to enhance 
the social outcomes. Using Ostrom’s Institutional Analysis and Development 
Framework, we examined how the rules-in-use shape the ways varied actors select 
actions, interact, and realize outcomes. We investigated a metro project in Seoul, 
Korea, a rapidly-growing metropolis that has established an extensive transport 
network. Our analysis showed that various rules triggered imbalances between 
transport and spatial planning, affecting the social outcomes that were achieved. 
Incongruence in scope between transport and spatial planning, the limited roles of 
local actors, sectoral fragmentation within the metropolitan government regarding 
station area planning, and institutional ambiguity regarding the responsibilities 
of various actors for ensuring quality of land development, all affected project 
outcomes. Our research concluded that enhancing social outcomes requires in-
stitutional harmonization between sectors and across territorial levels, as well as 
with local capacity to operationalise an integrated planning approach. 
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4.1 Introduction 

In response to rapid urban growth, many cities around the world make major 
investments in mega urban transport projects (MUTPs). The role of urban 
transport development in enhancing economic growth and the quality of life 
of the urban population is increasingly emphasized in the international urban 
agenda, especially in rapidly-growing megacities (ADBI 2017; UN-Habitat 
2017). However, in practice, MUTPs rarely consider the broader, long-term 
consequences for society, and therefore they often fail to meet all of the many 
varied interests in project outcomes (Jones and Lucas 2012; Stopher and Stanley 
2014). Because project benefits and negative impacts are spatially, temporally 
and socially differentiated (Vanclay 2002), many authors have argued that 
urban transport development alone cannot enhance the wellbeing of the whole 
population across a city (e.g. van Wee and Geurs 2011; Martens 2012). To ensure 
the fulfilment of positive social outcomes from MUTPs, an integrated approach 
that adequately considers the spatial changes induced by transport projects is 
essential (Heeres et al. 2017). A lack of attention to the impacts from the urban 
spatial changes that occur over time at multiple scales will result in reduced 
benefits to society as a whole (Lee 2018). 

To achieve sustainable urban development, integrated approaches to transport 
planning and spatial planning and policy have been widely advocated (e.g. 
Bertolini 2012; Switzer et al. 2013; Sung and Oh 2011). However, in practice, 
discrepancies between urban transport and spatial development still exist, 
contributing to the failure to achieve a fair distribution of benefits to society 
(Heeres et al. 2017; Martens 2012). Discussion about integrated approaches has 
focussed mainly on the desired outcomes from projects or on the institutional 
arrangements for integrated approaches, rather than on how to actually achieve 
the desired outcomes (Legacy et al. 2012). Further investigation of the planning 
processes for urban transport and spatial development is required, especially 
focussing on how to operationalise integrated planning to achieve social out-
comes. Stead and Meijers (2009) argued that achieving integration in practice 
is dependent on a multitude of factors, including regulations, organisations, 
processes, and culture — in effect, institutional factors. Ostrom (2011) and 
Healey (2003) emphasised the need for examination of actors, institutions, 
and their interactions at multiple levels within the institutional setting and 
socio-economic situation. Examining how social outcomes are determined 
and delivered requires critical investigation of the complex interplay between 
the planning of urban transport and spatial development. 
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The purpose of this paper is to identify the barriers and opportunities to using 
an integrated approach in planning in order to enhance the social outcomes from 
MUTPs. We do this by using Ostrom’s (2005) Institutional Analysis and Devel-
opment (IAD) Framework. By “social outcomes’, we mean the broad societal 
consequences that occur as a result of the implementation of projects and from 
the spatial transformations that are induced by projects. These outcomes include: 
accessibility to opportunities; quality of life; and the extent to which benefits 
are fairly distributed across an urban population (Geurs et al. 2009; Jones and 
Lucas 2012). The planning processes pertaining to MUTPs can be examined by 
investigating the complex interplay between spatial planning and urban transport 
systems at multiple levels from policy formulation through to implementation. 

We applied the IAD Framework in order to investigate how an integrated 
planning approach would influence the social outcomes from MUTPs. There-
fore, we used a metro development project in Seoul, Korea as an exemplar to 
identify the barriers and opportunities to undertaking an integrated approach. 
Like Beijing, London, and Tokyo, Seoul is a classic example of large metropol-
itan capital city that has experienced rapid economic and population growth, 
and in response has developed an extensive metro system. We aim to provide 
a theoretical contribution and empirical insights into how opportunities for 
enhancing social outcomes from MUTPs can be facilitated by a multi-level 
integrated approach in planning. 

4.2 Theoretical background: an integrated approach to 
urban transport and spatial development

Cities should make strategic investments in infrastructure to keep up with 
growing populations, and to address expansion, environmental stress, and other 
socio-economic problems that arise from rapid urban development (ADBI 2017; 
Graham and Marvin 2001). Many scholars have argued that MUTPs tend to 
focus on achieving macro-scale goals in the short-term and they neglect the 
longer term, broader social outcomes from projects (Jones and Lucas 2012; 
Stanley et al. 2017). The desired social outcomes associated with spatial changes 
induced by MUTPs (e.g. accessibility gain, enhanced livelihood opportunities, 
and fair distribution of benefits among urban population) are rarely considered 
or addressed (Geurs et al. 2009; Lee 2018; Switzer et al. 2013).  

A few scholars (e.g. Bertolini 2012; Geurs and van Wee 2004; Rodrigue 2017) 
have argued that achieving long-term benefits from MUTPs for the whole 
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population requires attention, not only in relation to improved transport 
systems, but also about the appropriate changes to spatial structure of cities, 
patterns of landuse, and the local environment. The social outcomes from urban 
transport development are closely related to the consequences of the spatial 
changes that occur at multiple scales and over time (Guers and van Wee 2009; 
Jones and Lucas 2012; Lee et al. 2020). Macro-scale spatial changes (e.g. new 
urban centre development) and micro-scale changes (e.g. mixed-use land de-
velopment and enhanced infrastructure and services around the nodes) jointly 
influence the socio-economic conditions and accessibility to opportunities 
(Bertolini 2012; Hall and Pain 2006; Heeres et al. 2017). A lack of attention to 
the consequences of such changes will likely lead to the failure to address the 
fair distribution of desired outcomes across a city (Lee 2018; Martens 2012). 

An integrated approach to urban transport and spatial planning has been 
advocated as being key to achieving desired outcomes, such as environmental 
quality and the social wellbeing of urban populations (Banister 2008; Cervero 
and Murakami 2009). The integration of transport policy into spatial planning 
is essential to enhance the positive benefits from urban transport projects, given 
that many outcomes (e.g. accessibility to opportunities) are closely related both 
to the transport system and to landuse change (Straatemeier and Bertolini 
2019; Switzer et al. 2013). To ensure positive social outcomes, some scholars 
(e.g. Heeres 2017) have argued for an integrated approach at multiple levels. 
At the metropolitan or city level, to ensure accessibility gains for all and a fair 
distribution of benefits, urban policies should establish transport networks that 
address the varying patterns of landuse across a city (Martens 2012; Wegener 
2004). At the local neighbourhood level, integrating infrastructure development 
into adjacent landuses (e.g. station area development) and assessing the social 
consequences of spatial changes should be considered (Heeres 2017; Rydin 
2010; Sung and Oh 2011). 

In practice, however, transport planning and spatial planning still occur in 
separate silos, each with its own objectives and priorities (Curtis and James 
2004; Legacy et al. 2012). Legacy et al. (2012) argued that simply establishing 
an integrated vision and strategic plan and/or arranging integration in the 
existing organisational structures would not lead to the desired outcomes from 
urban transport development. Curtis and James (2004) emphasised that the 
failure to deliver desired outcomes is closely related to the discrepancy between 
strategic policymaking and the operationalisation of an integrated approach. 
Moreover, in planning processes, the alignment of goals across all levels of 
institutions and actors is essential to ensure achievement of the intended 
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social goals of urban projects (Stanley et al. 2017; Stopher and Stanley 2014). 
Overall, creating social outcomes from MUTPs requires operationalisation 
of an integrated approach, and institutional arrangements that support such 
an approach, from policy formulation to implementation at multiple levels. 

Many authors (Alexander 2005; Healey 2003; Ostrom 2005) have argued that, to 
understand how outcomes are produced, investigating the interactions between 
actors in the institutional setting of a project is important. Policy formulation and 
implementation are negotiated among actors at multiple levels (Hooghe and Marks 
2003; McGinnis 2011; Veeneman 2018) in which various rules are established, taken 
up and used through a planning process (Healey 2003). Ostrom (2005) stressed 
that institutions — including the formal and informal rules — shape a planning 
process by defining what actions and outcomes are required, or prohibited, by 
whom, and what information must be exchanged among actors across all levels. 
These rules influence the interaction patterns and flows of information between 
sectors and across scales, thereby affecting the desired outcomes from proj-
ects (van Geet et al. 2019). Furthermore, Ostrom emphasised the importance 
of examining the contexts that structure planning processes and going beyond 

“panacea thinking” (Ostrom 2007). The contextual factors that influence MUTP 
development, including culture, politics, and the distribution of agency (power), 
must be considered (Stead and Meijers 2009; Veeneman 2018). 

Overall, critical investigation into how an integrated planning approach can 
(and does) contribute to the social outcomes arising from MUTPs is needed. 
Such an investigation requires examining the dynamic urban transport and 
spatial planning processes at multiple levels and considering the actors and 
rules in the specific context of MUTPs. 

4.3 Institutional Analysis and Development Framework

We used Ostrom’s (2005) IAD Framework to explore the complex interplay 
between urban transport and spatial development planning processes at 
macro and micro levels. We considered how, within specific institutional and 
socio-economic contexts, an integrated approach to MUTP planning will 
influence the broader social outcomes from projects. The IAD Framework is a 
tool for analysing complex situations that involve many actors and multitudes 
of interests. The Framework has been used to investigate the ways decisions are 
made and implemented by actors in interaction with institutions at multiple 
levels (Healey 2003; McGinnis 2011). It offers a coherent theoretical approach 
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that can be used to study the roles of stakeholders and institutions, and their 
interactions in varying contexts. 

The IAD Framework comprises action situations, contexts, and outcomes (see 
Figure 4.1). Ostrom (2005, p.14) defined action situations as social spaces where 

“participants with diverse preferences interact, exchange goods and services, 
solve problems, dominate one another, or fight”. The Framework focusses on 
investigating how individual and collective stakeholders select actions, engage 
in patterns of interaction, and realize outcomes (McGinnis 2011; Ostrom 2011). 
Each action situation is shaped by the specific context in which it is embedded, 
such as the characteristics of a community, as well as by the formal and informal 
institutional rules at play. What actions are possible, what outcomes can be 
produced, and what is contained in the information available to the actors are 
all affected by the broader context and by the rules-in-use that support pre-
scriptions concerning permitted or prohibited actions (Ostrom 2005). Ostrom 
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(2011) emphasized that there can be situations where rules do not exist, or where 
there are institutional ambiguities. 

There are seven types of rule that structure the action situations (Figure 4.1b). 
These are: (1) Position rules that specify the positions that actors could hold 
in a decision-making process; (2) Boundary rules that specify who may enter 
or exit a position and how they do this; (3) Choice rules that specify the sets 
of actions that can, may be, or must not be taken at specific points in time; (4) 
Information rules that specify the amount and type of information that should 
be available to participants and how this information is used and shared amongst 
actors; (5) Aggregation rules that specify how decisions are made, e.g. by an 
individual actor or in collaboration with others; (6) Pay-off rules that specify 
the costs and benefits that derive from particular actions or outcomes; and (7) 
Scope rules that specify sets of possible outcomes, as well as who has jurisdiction. 

Drawing on the literature about the integrated approach to transport and 
spatial planning, we developed a heuristic diagram to illustrate the potential 
action situations in a MUTP planning process. Figure 4.2 provides a schema 
for analysing the action situations and institutions that govern the actions of 
key stakeholders and that influence project outcomes within a collective action 
arrangement relating to transport and spatial planning. As represented in the 
diagram, we examined the interplay of spatial planning and transport systems, 
at macro and micro levels, from policy formulation to implementation. The 
action situations were investigated with respect to Ostrom’s rules-in-use in 
the setting of a MUTP (the metro system in Seoul). Consistent with the IAD 
Framework, the planning processes were interpreted in terms of how institutions 
and actors selected actions, interacted, and realized social outcomes. In our 
research, we also identi fied the barriers to and opportunities for integrated 

Figure 4.2: Application of the IAD Framework to the planning process for a mega urban transport project
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planning processes, and we considered how the MUTP planning process in 
Seoul affected the social outcomes from the metro project.

Our application of the IAD Framework in the context of Seoul metro project 
involved three steps. First, we established the action situations and we identified 
the variables and rules of these action situations (see Table 4.1). Second, we 
analysed the planning processes, focusing on the key issues in implementing an 
integrated approach to spatial and transport development at macro and micro 
levels. Third, we identified the barriers to and opportunities for enhancing the 
social outcomes from transport projects. 

4.4 Methods

4.4.1 Justification for use of Seoul as the exemplar
To examine the potential of an integrated planning process to contribute to 
enhancing the social outcomes from MUTPs, we used the Second Phase Subway 
Development (2PSD) in Seoul as our exemplar. There were several reasons 
for choosing Seoul and the 2PSD. First, Seoul is a rapidly-growing metropolis 
that has experienced rapid population increase and economic growth. Second, 
Seoul has developed an extensive urban transport network in response to 
environmental pressure and the socio-economic problems arising from rapid 
urbanization. Third, the subway has become the most-used mode of transport 
in Seoul, due to its continual expansion across the metropolitan area. Fourth, 
various issues related to the social outcomes from Seoul’s subway development 
have been identified in earlier research (Jin and Jin 2015; Lee and Kim 2009), 
including that it was difficult to meet all goals and respective interests, and that 
a differential distribution of outcomes (e.g. accessibility and quality of daily life 

Table 4.1: Rules and action verbs used for institutional analysis (adapted from Ostrom 2005)

Variables Rules (Abbreviation)
(see Appendix E)

Action verbs to 
identify rules

Examples of action verbs

Position
Participants
Actions
Information
Control
Costs/benefits
Outcomes

Positions (Po)
Boundary (Bo)
Choice (Ch)
Information (In)
Aggregation (Ag)
Pay-off (Pa)
Scope (Sc)

Be
Enter or leave
Do
Send or receive
Jointly affect
Pay or receive
Occur

In charge of
Involve, participate
Allowed to do
Presented, shared
Decide alone, together
Paid for, benefit from
Expected, targeted
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across the metropolitan areas) has been experienced across the various local 
neighbourhoods.

4.4.2 Data collection 
Data collection involved document analysis and in-depth interviews with key 
stakeholders who had been involved in the planning processes related to the 
2PSD at national, city, and local district levels. Because rules-in-use are often 
developed over a long time and usually are implicitly understood by partici-
pants rather than being written down explicitly (Ostrom 2008), to thoroughly 
understand the rules-in-use, we triangulated legal and policy document analysis 
with our in-depth interviews. 

First, documents concerning transport and spatial planning and implemen-
tation relating to the Seoul metro system were analysed (Appendix C provides 
the list of documents used). To identify the action situations, we considered the 
various steps in the planning process, as well as the defined project goals, the 
actors and their interests. We did this by examining all project documents relating 
to the 2PSD, consultation reports, policies and guidelines on urban rail develop-
ment, and spatial and transport policies and plans at multiple levels. To identify 
the influential rules for each action situation, laws and regulations on urban rail 
development, landuse, and station area development at different periods were 
examined. To identify the broader contextual factors and project outcomes, we 
examined the ex-ante impact assessment and ex-post project evaluation reports, 
and empirical research about the outcomes from the 2PSD. The document anal-
ysis provided input for our in-depth interviews with key stakeholders.

A total of 33 in-depth semi-structured interviews were conducted between 
May 2018 and May 2019. Interviewees included key stakeholders (i.e. planners, 
policymakers, and experts) from various levels (national, regional, city and local 
district levels), sectors (transport, landuse or both), and organisations (policy 
institutes, governments and public corporations). We also interviewed private 
sector professionals involved with station-oriented development planning and 
implementation. The 33 interviewees had key roles during the strategic and/or 
operational stages of the 2PSD. Starting with people in obvious government 
positions (i.e. key planners), a snowball sampling approach was used to identify 
the people to be interviewed. Collection of interview data ceased when addi-
tional interviews led to recurring viewpoints and thus saturation was achieved 
(Hennink et al. 2010). A list of interviewees is provided in Appendix B. Inter-
views were done in a manner consistent with ethical social research (Vanclay 
et al. 2013), with informed consent being given verbally. The interviews, which 
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lasted between 60 to 90 minutes, were recorded. All interviews were done in 
Korean and were transcribed for analysis. 

The interviews had three parts. We started with open-ended questions, which 
provoked discussion about the key issues related to the social outcomes from 
the 2PSD, and about the broader socio-economic context. Then, we asked 
semi-structured questions to investigate the action situations according to the 
variables specified in Table 4.1. Interviewees were asked to describe the rules in 
the planning process generally. Then, they were asked which of these rules they 
thought were especially important in the 2PSD planning process. They were also 
asked how these rules affected the action situations, and what rules were not 
applied. Finally, the interviewees were asked to discuss how the social outcomes 
from the 2PSD were affected by the planning process. To consider the different 
contexts of each local neighbourhood, we asked the interviewees about the 
varied socio-economic conditions of the local districts in which they had worked. 

The research process was iterative in that the determination of the rules-in-use 
started by examining official documents, and was further informed by the in-
depth interviews with key stakeholders. The key points that emerged from the 
analysis of the documents and the initial interviews were validated by a small 
number of second-round interviews with 5 key planners.

4.4.3 Data analysis 
The transcripts of the interviews and documents were coded and analysed using 
ATLAS.ti 8. Codes were assigned based on latent as well as manifest content to 
capture the underlying meaning of the data (Babbie 2010). Interview passages 
that pertained to each action situation of the 2PSD were coded deductively, using 
the seven types of rules from the IAD Framework. Because action verbs (e.g. to 
be, enter or leave, do, jointly affect, send or receive, pay or receive, and occur) 
are important identifiers of the different rules (Ostrom 2005), the transcripts 
were analysed for their presence (see Table 4.1). We also identified statements 
about the broader context, as well statements about social outcomes. Key issues 
affecting integration were inductively identified.

4.5 An institutional analysis of the Second Phase 
Subway Development in Seoul

In this section, we use Ostrom’s (2005) rules to describe the action situation of 
the 2PSD and to analyse the key issues for an integrated planning approach to 
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subway development. Below, the specific rules that apply to each action situation 
are given in brackets (e.g. Sc1 = scope rule 1). The lists of rules, respondents and 
data sources are given in Appendices A, B and C respectively.

4.5.1 Context 
By the 1990s, Seoul had become a global metropolis with a population exceeding 
10 million. Seoul had been going through rapid economic and population 
growth since the 1950s (SMG 2015). During this time, the city built much large-
scale urban infrastructure, resulting in economic growth, a continuously-rising 
population, and traffic congestion. The population went from 1 million in 
1950 to over 10 million in 1990, an average annual growth rate of 6% (SMG 
2015). During the 1980s, the Seoul Metropolitan Government (SMG) focused 
on the urgent issues stemming from this rapid development (SMG 2016). 
Because of road congestion, the shortage of public transport, and the need to 
support urban expansion, development of a subway system was considered to 
be increasingly urgent. 

The First Phase of subway development (i.e. lines 2, 3, 4, totalling 186 km) 
started operation in the early 1980s (Figure 4.3). In the 1990s, the network was 
extended with the Second Phase Subway Development (2PSD) (line 5,6,7,8, 
totalling 145 km). The key aims of the 2PSD were to: support employment 
growth that was concentrated in the centre and sub-centres (i.e. Young Dong 
and Yeouido); to increase access to the centres from a wider area; and to support 
the populations living in new satellite city developments outside the SMG’s 
boundaries (SMG 2003) (Figure 4.3). The 2PSD project also aimed to facilitate 
local socio-economic hubs at nodes and to enhance the living environment and 
quality of life of local population in order to contribute to balanced development 
and social equity across Seoul (SMG 1997; 2003). 

Several studies have discussed that the subway development contributed 
to ongoing changes in spatial structure, which have led to Seoul becoming a 
polycentric metropolitan area (Jin and Jin 2015; Kim and Suh 2016). The 2PSD 
project enhanced access to major hubs in Seoul and extended the subway 
network to a wider area (Choi et al. 2010). However, it is not clear if the project 
fully realized its other social goals, such as facilitating balanced development 
across the metropolitan area, and triggering station-oriented development 
at local hubs. In the centre and subcentres in South Seoul, accessibility to 
opportunities was enhanced due to the increasingly-concentrated jobs and 
services, and because of the improved transport network, while many other 
districts, especially those in peripheral areas, experienced only limited spatial 
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Figure 4.3: Subway maps for Seoul (Insert a: First Phase Subway Development Insert b: Second Phase 
Subway Development) (Source: adapted from Seoul Metro 2008)
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change and little increase in access to opportunities (Jin and Jin 2015). In 
peripheral locations, station areas only played a limited role as local hubs 
because their limited potential for development (Choi et al. 2010; Lee and Kim 
2009). Moreover, the positive consequences on local living environments were 
limited due to the poor integration of station areas into neighbourhoods and 
because of the inadequacy of pedestrian pathways (Go 2008; Lee et al. 2015). 
Furthermore, a socially-differential distribution of outcomes was noted. The 
districts with lowest incomes (e.g. peripheral areas in the Northeast of Seoul) 
had the highest proportion of people with poor access to public transport, 
jobs and services (KOSIS 2010; 2015; KRA 2012; Lee et al. 2011). 
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4.5.2 Action situations 
The multiple action situations of the 2PSD across the three stages of the planning 
process (see Figure 4.4) were identified and analysed. The first stage of the 
planning process included project decision-making and developing a proposal. 
The second stage involved detailed planning and design at the macro level (i.e. 
planning and design of an overall route across Seoul) and at the micro level 
(planning and design of stations and adjacent developments). The third stage 
included implementation of station area development, which often took place 
several years after the subway commenced operation. The action situation of 
each stage is explained below.

Stage 1: Decision-making and developing a proposal

In Stage 1, the Seoul Metropolitan Government (SMG) had the lead role in 
developing the initial proposal. Upon receiving an order from the President 
and the Office of the Prime Minister (Po1, i.e. Position Rule 1, see Table 4.1 
and Appendix E), SMG developed an overall route plan and a financing plan 
(Pa1–2,Po1), mainly with experts from the central government’s Transport Policy 
Institute (Ag2,Bo1). A number of options were developed, each reflecting a 
varying combination of assumptions, including projected demand, which was 
specified in the key macro-scale urban policy (i.e. Seoul Urban Plan) (Ch2). 
The central government reviewed and approved the proposal by considering 
a few factors including the financial and economic feasibility of the project 
(Ag1,Ch4,Po2). In this stage, district governments and communities were in-
volved only to a limited extent, primarily by attending public hearings relating 
to initial options, which were facilitated by SMG (Bo2–3,Ch3,In1). 

Stage 2: Detailed planning and design 

In Stage 2, the Seoul Metro Development Division (SMDD), which was estab-
lished within the SMG to plan the project, held a central position in the planning 

Strategic stage-------------------------------------------------------- Operational stage

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3

Macro

Micro 

Detailed Planning and Design 
of overall route

Decision-making
Developing a proposal 

Detailed Planning and Design 
of station and adjacent areas

Station (re) development 
Adjacent area development

Figure 4.4: Multiple action situations of Second Phase Subway Development in Seoul
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process at city and local levels (Po4). At the city level, the SMDD developed 
a detailed route plan, mainly with transport experts (Ag2,Bo1). To decide the 
locations of stations, the SMDD conducted a thorough investigation of local 
contexts along the routes (Ch6), examining the location of local markets, the 
availability of public land, local development plans, and geographical and 
topographical conditions. Urban planning experts, policymakers, and other 
sectoral experts participated in finalizing the detailed route plan only when 
consultation was facilitated by SMDD (Ag3). The plan was continually adjusted 
until the agreement of experts and policymakers was achieved (Bo2,Ch3,In2).

At the local level, the SMDD developed a plan and design for station and 
adjacent areas, including station facilities, pedestrian paths, and mixed-use 
development around the stations (Ch10–11,Po7,Sc5). They were also responsible 
for land acquisition and compensation for negative impacts on private land 
(Ch8,Po5,Pa3). The SMDD negotiated details of the development plan with 
key stakeholders, including: other divisions in the SMG (e.g. land develop-
ment division) (Po5); district governments (Bo4–5,Ch12); private landowners 
( Bo4–5,Ch12); and the owners of adjacent commercial buildings (Pa4). In addi-
tion, transport experts investigated the impacts on local mobility and identified 
mitigation measures using Transport Impact Assessment (Ch13) (CUTR 2000). 

After the detailed plans were reviewed by expert committees of the SMG, local 
residents and business communities were consulted on the route plan and station 
design (Bo3,In3,Po6). In addition to the general consultation process, through 
the district government they could officially request modification of the plans 
(e.g. changing the location of station exits or the route of subway lines) and they 
could demand mitigation measures for potential negative impacts (Ch14). After 
meetings with district governments and experts, the SMDD determined what 
was feasible and beneficial for the majority of stakeholders (Ag3,Ch3,Ch15).

Stage 3: Station area (re)development

After the subway development was completed, new actors were often involved in 
the operational stage. Private developers could develop the areas adjacent to the 
stations that were designated by the SMG as District Plan Areas (Bo6,Ch16,Po8). 
Developers had to prepare a specific landuse plan, details of building design, 
and traffic management plans according to guidelines issued by the district 
government (Ch17). SMG and district governments reviewed the development 
proposals, focusing on a few criteria such as density of buildings (Ch19). Dis-
trict governments and the SMG discussed the details of the development plan 
with developers and recommended options to improve design (e.g. integrating 
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subway exits into private buildings and pedestrian-friendly urban design on 
the ground floor) (Bo7,Ch20,Po9,Sc7). Developers would usually be given per-
mission to increase development density (e.g. the height of buildings and floor 
area ratio) if they donated land to the SMG for public amenities or pedestrian 
paths, or if they implemented designs that were suggested in the District Plan 
(Ch18,Pa5).

4.5.3 Analysing key issues for an integrated planning 
approach to subway development
We identified the key institutional barriers and opportunities for integrated 
planning of transport and spatial development at multiple levels from strategic 
to operational stages by using the conceptual framework in Figure 4.2. 

Stage 1: Strategic decision-making stage 

The strategic decision-making stage involved only a limited number of actors, 
primarily the central government, the SMG, and transport experts. A primary 
issue was that although the SMG had an integrated goal — “effective landuse 
around stations at key local hubs to facilitate balanced development across the 
city” (SMG 1990) (Sc1) — no one was in a position to translate this goal into 
specific targets in the 2PSD proposal. As the lead actor, the SMG and transport 
experts focused on developing a proposal to reduce congestion and expand 
transport networks for the rapidly-increasing population (Po1,Pa1,Sc2). The 
central government played a limited role during this stage (Po2–3). A transport 
planner (Res1) emphasised that: “It was an emergency. The speed of urban 
development was too fast, and the problem of congestion was out of control. 
SMG focused on building more subway lines as soon as possible”. Transport 
planners and urban policy experts (Res3,5,8,11) emphasised that the funda-
mental issue was that most experts did not understood the relation between 
subway development and effective spatial development. As such, there was no 
procedure for joint decision-making on spatial and transport development 
integration during the strategic stage.

The second finding was that the limited scope of transport policy (SC4) and 
the limited involvement of district governments and communities during 
the strategic stage (Bo3) created a situation in which in developing the initial 
proposal no consideration was given to the varied needs and conditions of 
districts. This was identified by transport planners at the national and city 
levels (Res1,10) and by urban spatial policymakers (Res11,13). “SMG mainly 
thought about enhancing overall accessibility to the city centre. Any issue related 
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to development at the district level was rarely discussed at any time during 
the strategic planning stage” (Res13). Interviewees identified that the limited 
involvement of local actors was related to the fact that the decentralization 
policy was not yet issued (Res11,13). There was no mechanism by which local 
actors could get involved in developing the transport plans and the spatial 
plans of Seoul.

The third issue was related to the unclear roles and responsibilities for devel-
oping and implementing the regional infrastructure plans. Although the new 
satellite cities were developed to relieve the concentrated development of Seoul 
(Sc3), no agency was in charge of establishing a regional transport plan. SMG 
was only responsible for developing subway networks within Seoul using its 
own budget (Pa1,Po1). An urban spatial policymaker (Res11) and a transport 
planner at the national level (Res 3) argued that the central government did not 
understand the importance of having an strategic overview for the metropolitan 
area overall, and it did not take responsibility for providing such direction. 
Some interviewees (Res4,11,14) also mentioned that the central government 
did not facilitate collaboration between SMG and other cities, and considered 
that local governments had to be responsible for their own development (Po4). 
As such, SMG and other cities individually developed their own urban rail 
development plans.

Stage 2: Developing detailed plans at macro and micro levels 

Our research identified that choice rules and scope rules created a setting in 
which decisions about the overall route were based only on a few indicators 
related to benefit-cost ratio (e.g. expected passenger numbers), rather than by 
considering the broader outcomes of the project. With a primary concern about 
the economic efficiency of the project (Sc4), the SMDD and transport experts 
prioritised providing a service to areas with high demand (Ch5,7). This was 
identified by several interviewees (Res9–11,15–16). A SMDD transport planner 
emphasised that “When planning the overall route, the key concern was pro-
viding services to the centre and sub-centres where demand was already high. 
Areas with low demand or an area which did not have a concrete development 
plan could not be considered” (Res9). Urban spatial planners at the city level 
(Res11,13,31) also argued that transport planners and SMDD only considered 
current demand, rather than thinking of the long-term wider goals of subway 
development: “SMDD hardly included lines that connected peripheral centres 
and newly developed areas in the final plan due to the low benefit-cost ratio, even 
though the initial proposal aimed to provide better services to peripheral areas 
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and trigger balanced spatial development”. Furthermore, the spatial planners 
emphasised that, without a joint decision-making process between urban and 
transport planners (Bo2, In2), they did not have much chance to stress the need 
to promote the wider outcomes of the subway development.

Regarding the development of a detailed plan at the micro level (i.e. for station 
and adjacent area development), our research showed that the pay-off rules 
and position rules contributed to the limited scope of station development, e.g. 
developing only a limited area at the stations rather than developing adjacent 
areas. The SMG had an urgent need for transport network expansion and had 
to finance station area development as well as the construction of the subway 
lines (Po4,7; Pa1,3). To meet its targets, the SMDD developed a cost-effective 
and time-saving plan for station area development (Sc4). This resulted in the 
SMDD only focusing on developing a limited number and range of facilities 
within stations, even though they wanted to operationalise the station-oriented 
spatial development policy (Res9,16,17). A SMDD planner emphasised that “we 
ended up focusing on a narrow scope due to the time-consuming process [of 
the integrated approach] and the greater cost involved in land acquisition, com-
pensation, and construction of buildings etc”. He indicated that the key barriers 
included the complicated process of negotiating with all relevant stakeholders 
(Bo5,Ch8, Ch11–12,Po5,In3), which caused delays and an increase in costs: “we 
had to hold thousands of meetings. It often took so long to negotiate with all 
those affected communities and private landowners”.

Our research identified that the fragmented responsibility of different divisions 
and the lack of a joint decision-making process within SMG were attributed 
to the limited scope of station area development. The Land Development Unit 
within the SMG was in charge of all the processes involved in land develop-
ment around stations, and the SMDD had no authority to intervene in the 
decision-making of the unit (Ag4, Po10). A SMDD planner (Res16) emphasised 
that “without any joint decision-making procedure and clearly defined roles, 
we just had to accept the decisions made by the unit. If the unit decided to stop 
the process [of land development around station] due to the complexity of the 
project or other priorities, we had to give up planning station area development.”

Another dominant issue was confusion regarding roles and responsibilities 
in planning local-level accessibility during the operational stage. Our study 
identified that no one had any commitment to enhancing connectivity be-
tween stations and the rest of each district, or to enhancing the pedestrian 
environments around the stations. Many interviewees (Res8,19,31,33) stated 
that a key barrier was a lack of clarity regarding who should pay for and how 
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to implement actions to enhance local accessibility. A SMDD planner admitted 
that the SMDD focused mainly on the technical and financial feasibility of the 
project (Ch7,SC4): “we mainly cared about mitigating impacts on private land. 
We thought works such as enhancing local environments or access to stations 
were not within our scope.” Furthermore, urban spatial planners (Res20–22,31) 
stated that the only role of district governments was to assist the SMG’s land 
acquisition process and to collect complaints from local communities (Ch8). 
Mitigation measures suggested during the Transport Impact Assessment, such 
as improving pedestrian networks, were rarely considered due to their technical 
complexity or high cost. 

Stage 3: Station area re-development 

Prominent issues were the limited level of quality control over landuse around 
stations and institutional ambiguity regarding an integrated approach to station 
area development. The planning regulation primarily focused on floor ratio 
and the density of development of the projects around stations, and the SMG 
had limited influence on the way land was developed by private developers 
(Ch19,Sc6). An urban planner working at the district level stated that: “Our ur-
ban planning system lacks rules and strategic planning directions [to developers] 
that would facilitate effective landuse and quality in the living environment in 
the vicinity of transport nodes.” Some interviewees (Res20,28) also emphasised 
that there was lack of incentives to encourage developers to embed appropri-
ate actions in their development proposals, e.g. to integrate station exits into 
private buildings, improving the public paths leading to stations, and having 
socially-desirable retail activities on the ground floor (Ch17–18). Given the 
lack of controls or methods to promote integrated development around nodes, 
in practice, private developers primarily focused on maximizing development 
density. The SMG and district governments could only “encourage” (as defined 
by Territorial Plan and Use Law) developers to consider an integrated approach 
(Ch20). A district official emphasised that “private developers only listened to 
us if they would expect profitability. We often tried to suggest improvements 
in the way they used and designed land around stations, but it did not work 
very well due to the limitations of the current law and district plans” (Res30).

We also identified that the lack of incentives and controls in the application of 
an integrated approach (Ch17,20,Po9) created a situation in which the financial 
capacity and vision of district governments played a key role in landuse and 
transport integration around nodes. This was identified by all interviewees who 
worked at the district level, as well as by the urban planners working for the 
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SMG. Some districts in the periphery that were eager to quickly realize station 
area development (e.g. to increase their rate revenue) tended to accept developer 
proposals outright, rather than encourage the developer to minimize negative 
impacts. In contrast, other districts (e.g. districts located in the sub-centres) 
that had greater financial independence often strongly requested private sector 
proponents to improve their plans by adjusting landuse or site design. A district 
planner (Res21) mentioned that “the level of integration was closely related to 
the socio-economic conditions of districts. Those that had enough money and 
negotiation power, being in primary locations such as sub-centres, strongly 
gave many recommendations to private companies in order to maximize the 
benefits at the local level”.

4.6 Barriers and opportunities to enhancing social 
outcomes in the planning process

An assessment of the extent to which the planning process for the project in 
Seoul reflected an integrated planning approach is given in Figure 4.5. The 
figure reveals that there was an imbalance between transport and spatial de-
velopment at multiple levels and from the strategic to the operational stages. 
It also clearly shows that there were missing action situations and an absence 
of linkages between the action situations. Such a planning process influenced 
the social outcomes from the MUTP, specifically, an unbalanced distribution 
of benefits across the city, a limited level of positive impacts at the local level, 
and differential outcomes among social groups. Based on our analysis, below 
we discuss explanations for the ongoing difficulties and potential opportunities 
to enhance social outcomes.

4.6.1 Social outcomes and integration at the macro level 
Our analysis of action situations illustrates that the incongruence in scope 
between transport and spatial development is an obstacle to addressing broader 
social outcomes from MUTPs. Such incongruence is closely related to the 
absence of a joint decision-making process between transport planners and 
spatial planners (i.e. aggregation rules and boundary rules) that would translate 
an integrated vision into a strategic plan and targets. The Seoul case showed that, 
during the strategic phase, the macro-level planning process, which was led by 
only a few transport planners, resulted in decision-making about the overall 
route that disregarded the overarching goals of urban policy, i.e. facilitating 
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effective landuse around stations at local hubs, and balanced development 
across the city (SMG 1990, 1997). The operational stage became driven by 
technocratic planning, which prioritized serving highly-populated areas over 
peripheral areas and newly-developed areas in satellite cities. Because the plans 
to extend the transport network to a wider area were delayed by 10 to 15 years, 
people living in such areas (especially those areas with poor socioeconomic 
conditions) suffered from limited accessibility to public transport and oppor-
tunities (KAR 2012; KOSIS 2015; Res3,8,9,31).

In addition to institutional barriers, the case study suggests that contextual fac-
tors — e.g. knowledge of actors about the relations between MUTPs and spatial 
changes at a macro level — play an important role in MUTP planning processes. 
The Seoul case showed that a fundamental barrier was the lack of understanding 
of all actors regarding how to use urban transport projects to realize effective 
and balanced development across Seoul. Such a lack of understanding can create 
a situation in which only limited actors participate in developing an overall 
route plan. Long-term desired social outcomes, such as facilitating balanced 
development by providing better access to peripheral areas and creating local 
hubs at nodes, would not be considered during an operational process.

4.6.2 Social outcomes and integration at the micro level 
Our analysis indicates that, at the micro level, the limited involvement of lo-
cal actors in the strategic stage (i.e. boundary rules) and the limited scope 
of integrated planning during the operational stage (pay-off rules and scope 
rules) can create barriers to achieving desired social outcomes. The case study 
showed that the limited roles and lack of involvement of local authorities and 
communities in strategic decision-making potentially led to the limited ability 

Figure 4.5: An evaluation of the planning process for the Subway Development in Seoul
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of planners to ensure that the desired outcomes at the local level were actually 
achieved (e.g. enhanced local accessibility and living environment). Moreover, 
in the context of resource constraints and institutional ambiguity regarding 
procedures, despite the keen interest of the metropolitan government, wider area 
planning was often halted due to delays in the planning process and consequent 
cost overruns (Res16,17).

Our research also suggests that, in spatial planning, the absence of rules 
that strongly require actors to utilise an integrated approach to development 
projects around node (i.e. choice rules) negatively influences the achievement 
of positive outcomes at neighbourhoods. Our analysis revealed that the lack 
of clear guidelines regarding acceptable “carrot and stick measures” for land 
development meant that private developers hardly encouraged to integrate 
their development activities into the surrounding area and to concern negative 
social consequences. As a result, many development projects around stations 
resulted in poorly-planned pedestrian paths and poorly-integrated station 
areas in the local environment, creating negative impacts on quality of life and 
accessibility at neighbourhoods (Go 2008; Lee et al. 2015; Res11,12,20,29). Our 
research indicates that such negative impacts could be particularly notable at 
stations in peripheral areas due to the resource constraints of local governments 
in those areas (Lee et al. 2011). 

In addition to the institutional barriers, the socio-economic contexts at the 
local level also influence the social outcomes that are achieved during the 
operational stage of a project. Our analysis revealed that the socio-economic 
condition of local districts influenced the extent to which developers and the 
district governments jointly established a desired outcome. This implied that, 
in comparison to the peripheral districts, the districts with better conditions 
(e.g. the commercial centre of a city) have seen a higher level of improvement 
in the local environments around stations and overall social outcomes. This is 
likely to have contributed to the differential outcomes among different social 
groups across the city.

4.6.3 Social outcomes and the multi-level planning process 
Our analysis indicates that a lack of integration between macro and micro level 
planning processes for MUTPs creates barriers to achieving social outcomes. 
High institutional ambiguity regarding the responsibilities of national and 
metropolitan governments to operationalise a macro-scale development policy 
(i.e. positions rules) can affect the distribution of positive outcomes across 
varied localities. In the case of the 2PSD, the limited role of the metropolitan 
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government in establishing strategic direction for station area development 
across the city created negative impacts at the local level. Specifically, it resulted 
in a similar approach to land development around nodes being applied by 
developers, irrespective of the socio-economic conditions of the neighbourhood 
(Res11,20,22). Consequently, station area development failed to be appropriate 
in some locations and to fully address the varied needs and interests of the 
different localities (SI 1997; Res11,13,21,22).

Our research identified that limited information flow and a lack of commu-
nication across levels can be obstacles to realizing desired social outcomes. 
In Seoul, the strategic stage only involved a limited range of actors, had a 
limited exchange of ideas, and an absence of information flow across multiple 
levels (Res9,11,14,20,31). During the operational stage, many requests from local 
communities and planners were not accepted, because acting on those requests 
would have delayed the process or were too costly (Res7,15,16). Options to 
enhance the local environmental quality around station areas, or to improve 
local-level accessibility, were rarely considered during the operational stage, 
creating a limited level of positive change at the neighbourhood level (Chang 
et al. 2007; Go 2008).

4.6.4 Lessons learned: a multi-level integrated appraoch
Our analysis provides valuable insights into the opportunities to enhance the 
social outcomes from MUTPs that would come from a multi-level integrated 
approach. To facilitate accessibility and improved quality of life for all, there 
should be institutional arrangements at the macro level that fully integrate 
macro-level route plans into city-level spatial development plans. Such arrange-
ments need: (1) the intellectual capacity of actors to comprehend that bringing 
about balanced development across a city requires an integrated macro-level 
plan; and (2) joint decision-making processes that encourage the flow of ideas 
and knowledge between transport planners and spatial planners.

Facilitating positive changes at the local neighbourhood level requires: (1) 
greater institutional clarity and harmonization between the different elements 
within metropolitan governments, especially in relation to operationalisation of 
an integrated plan; and (2) a strong regulatory framework for landuse planning 
that clearly outlines the permitted and prohibited actions needed to realize 
desired spatial development at nodes. Furthermore, increasing the capacity and 
responsibility of institutions (actors) both at the metropolitan and local level 
to utilise an integrated approach is essential, if a fair distribution of the desired 
outcomes across the various localities is to be achieved.
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Overall, our research advances current discussions on an integrated approach 
to MUTPs for sustainable urban development (c.f. Bertolini 2012; Heeres 2017). 
It suggests that, to realize the delivery of broad social outcomes from projects, 
institutional harmonization between transport and spatial planning requires 
different strategies for each stage — e.g. during the initial stage, involving spatial 
planners to jointly establish a city-level plan for MUTPs; and during the opera-
tional stages to engage transport planners in quality control of spatial outcomes 
experienced in local neighbourhoods (c.f. Heeres et al. 2017; Legacy et al. 2012). 
Furthermore, ensuring social outcomes requires creating institutional rules, 
not only for integration within action situations, but also across different levels. 
Institutional arrangements to facilitate multi-level governance for operational-
ising integrated planning — e.g. strategic decision-making at micro level and 
operational follow-up at macro level — are essential for achieving broader 
social outcomes (also see Stanley et al. 2017; Stopher and Stanley 2014). Finally, 
in line with Cole and McGinnis (2017), our research points out that, in order to 
enhance the fulfilment of social goals arising from projects, the varied contextual 
factors that structure MUTP planning processes should be given much more 
attention. Varied local capacities (e.g. knowledge and resources) to produce 
and implement integrated policy and the wider socio-economic contexts of 
projects influence the extent to which the rules are applied, thus influencing 
the fulfilment of desired social outcomes.

4.7 Conclusion

Our research identified the barriers and opportunities to using an integrated 
approach in planning in order to enhance the social outcomes from mega urban 
transport projects. Using Ostrom’s Institutional Analysis and Development 
Framework (Ostrom 2005), we considered the rules-in-use in the context of 
an MUTP, and how they shaped the way actors select actions, interact, and 
realize desired social outcomes, such as accessibility to opportunities and a fair 
distribution of benefits across a city.

Our institutional analysis of the Seoul metro project provides insights into the 
ongoing difficulties of integration between transport and spatial development, 
and how such barriers might generally affect the social outcomes from MUTPs 
in rapidly urbanizing metropolitan cities. It showed that the planning process 
in Seoul consisted of sequentially-linked stages, all of which were characterised 
by imbalances between transport and spatial development, and by disparities 
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between the macro and micro levels, thus negatively influencing the resultant 
social outcomes. The research indicates that such a planning process could fail 
to adequately consider the social goals of MUTPs, such as facilitating enhanced 
quality of life and accessibility for local population, and balanced development 
across a metropolitan area. 

To achieve desired social outcomes, below we provide some key insights 
regarding the institutional opportunities for operationalizing the integration 
of transport and spatial development at multiple levels.

First, achieving social outcomes from MUTPs requires institutional congruence 
between transport planning and spatial development planning at multiple levels. 
At the macro level, there should be institutional arrangements that jointly establish 
and implement a macro-scale integrated plan. At the micro level, it is important 
to facilitate inter-sectoral involvement in the operationalisation of an integrated 
approach, as well as institutional clarity in spatial planning systems regarding 
actors” responsibilities in ensuring quality of development around nodes. 

Second, our research illustrates the importance of rules that facilitate a multi-
level planning process in order for a fair distribution of benefits across a city. It 
suggests that metropolitan governments need to provide local institutions with 
clear directions about how to operationalize landuse transport integration in 
neighbourhoods with differing needs and priorities. Moreover, institutional 
arrangements that allow participation of local actors and information sharing 
across territorial levels during the strategic stage are crucial to ensure the delivery 
of enhanced accessibility and quality of life in the varied localities across a city. 

Third, achieving desired social outcomes requires not only institutional sup-
port at a macro level, but also enhancing the technical and financial capacity of 
local actors to operationalise an integrated policy. There needs to be strategic 
guidelines for converting an integrated plan into a desired result at the local 
level, and especially to support those local districts that lack financial capacity 
and/or a strategic vision. 

Fundamentally, we recommend that there needs to be shift away from the 
persistent technocratic planning practice to considering best practices that 
promote social outcomes from MUTPs through carefully designed planning 
processes. For further research, we suggest that in-depth analysis of the planning 
process in specific localities with different socio-economic conditions would 
help establish detailed policy recommendations for achieving the social out-
comes. Moreover, further studies could explore the MUTP planning processes 
in different national contexts, which could show how similar rules in different 
contexts may lead to different social outcomes.
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Abstract

The concept of “land use and transport integration” (LUTI) has been promoted 
around the world as essential for sustainable urbanization. Using Seoul as a case 
study, this paper critically examines if and how LUTI policy can bring positive 
social outcomes, including accessibility and quality of life, in rapidly-growing meg-
acities. We explored stakeholder views about the experience of these outcomes in 
different localities, and about the critical elements and processes needed to enhance 
social outcomes. Our research identified that facilitating compact urban form 
around transport nodes does not guarantee increased accessibility or enhanced 
livelihood opportunities for local people across a city. The outcomes are closely 
related to: the quality and range of development around the nodes; accessibility 
to public amenities; local mobility; and functionality of the pedestrian paths. 
Ensuring positive social outcomes from the integration of land use and transport 
requires: balancing restrictions and incentives to facilitate quality of development 
around the nodes; creating cost-effective strategies to maintain local environmental 
quality; applying flexible rules to address varying priorities and opportunities in 
different localities; and multi-level planning that balances the responsibilities of 
metropolitan and local stakeholders to facilitate desired outcomes. We conclude 
that, in rapidly-growing cities, a flexible and holistic approach to integration 
should be applied to reflect diverse societal needs and local circumstances and to 
ensure a fair distribution of benefits across the city.

Keywords

Urban transport planning; transit-oriented development; local neighbourhood 
planning; multi-level governance; megaprojects; social sustainability

This chapter has been submitted to an International Journal, and is currently 
under review, as: J, Lee., Arts, J., Vanclay, F., Stakeholder Views on Land-use 
and Transport Integration in a Rapidly-Growing Megacity: Social Outcomes 
and Integrated Planning Issues in Seoul.



5

111

5.1 Introduction 

Megacities across the world invest in mega infrastructure projects to promote 
economic growth, improve accessibility, address environmental issues, and 
enhance quality of life (Chapin, 2012; UN Habitat 2017). How to facilitate 
sustainable development through urban infrastructure has been discussed by 
many authors (e.g. ADB, 2006; Banister, 2008; Givoni et al., 2013). Emphasis 
has been placed on the importance of having an integrated approach to mega 
urban transport projects (MUTPs), specifically land use and transport integra-
tion (LUTI), to be a catalyst for the sustainable growth of megacities and the 
regeneration of neighbourhoods, especially in a European and North American 
context (Bertolini 2012; Cervero, 2001; Hall, 2008) and increasingly in Asia 
(ADBI, 2019). Such an approach is considered key to achieving sustainable 
urban forms, especially in cities experiencing rapid development (Sung & Oh, 
2011). Various cities have implemented LUTI-oriented policies, particularly in 
the form of Transit-Oriented Development and Compact City (Bertolini et al., 
2012; Jenk, 2019; OECD, 2012). An integrated approach has been promoted 
on the assumption that it would enhance the achievement of the objectives of 
infrastructure development, specifically to increase accessibility to opportunities 
and enhance the wellbeing of the whole society (Bertolini, 2017).

Theoretical discussion and policy debates about LUTI policy have primarily 
addressed the economic effects of the spatial changes triggered by an integrated 
approach to MUTPs (Kim et al., 2008; Mathur, 2019; World Bank, 2017). Rather 
than considering a holistic perspective of outcomes, what tends to be examined 
is the increase in land prices and employment density (see Jin and Jin, 2015; 
Randolph, 2006). Some scholars (Lee, 2018; Stanley, 2014) have argued that, 
in order to go beyond the current focus only on the development effect at the 
nodes irrespective of the socio-economic context, more attention must be given 
to the long-term consequences of current planning practices on local situations. 
There needs to be an assessment of the social outcomes (e.g. the distribution of 
quality of life across local communities) that result from the implementation 
of MUTPs and from the subsequent spatial transformation they create (Jones 
and Lucas, 2012; Lee, 2018; Vanclay, 2017).

The need for a holistic approach to spatial and transport development inte-
gration has been addressed by several authors (Curtis, 2012; Givoni et al., 2013; 
Stanley, 2014). Jenks (2019) and Neuman (2003) argued for greater examination 
of the problems either created or ignored by top-down planning policies that 
only focus on high-density, compact development. If, and how, such planning 
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policies create broader social outcomes is being questioned (Bramley and Power, 
2009; Prince’s Foundation, 2014; Stanley, 2014). Various authors (Scherrer, 2019; 
Stanley, 2014) have stressed the need to explore the way LUTI-oriented policies 
and processes at local and metropolitan scales could address positive societal 
outcomes, especially in fast-growing cities that attempt to achieve sustainable 
urban form through transport development and land use transport integration 
(UN-Habitat, 2016). 

We address the gaps in the theoretical and empirical examination of the social 
outcomes that arise from the implementation of LUTI policies, especially in 
rapidly-developing cities. Our paper examines stakeholder perspectives about 
the social consequences induced by MUTPs and LUTI policies that focus on 
high-density development around transport nodes. The consequences we ex-
amined included: increased accessibility to opportunities; improved quality of 
daily life; and the extent to which benefits are fairly distributed across local areas. 
These outcomes tend to comprise the original rationale for MUTPs and LUTI. 
Using the case of Seoul, Korea, we identify the key barriers to, and opportunities 
for, creating positive societal outcomes in spatial planning policies and processes. 
Seoul can be considered as an exemplar of megacities that have experienced 
rapid urban development and that have applied LUTI policy. Looking at Seoul 
is useful to enhance understanding of Asian planning practice and to contribute 
to the literature on the applicability of a LUTI approach (Sung and Choi, 2017). 

5.2 An integrated approach to mega urban transport 
projects for sustainable urbanization 

Most megacities — i.e. cities or conurbations of around 10 million and 
more — have had growing pains, including social and environmental exter-
nalities arising from the rate and quality of their development (Cervero, 2001; 
UN Habitat, 2016). Many cities, e.g. Bangkok, London, Mexico City, New York, 
Sao Paulo, and Seoul, have faced severe problems, including traffic congestion, 
environmental degradation, and unbalanced spatial development (Stanley, 
2014; Sung and Choi, 2017). To cope with such problems, an integrated ap-
proach to mega-urban transport development has been advocated (Cervero 
and Murakami, 2009; Heeres et al., 2016; Legacy et al., 2012). Under the name 
of Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) or Compact City, the urban planning 
policies of such cities aim to achieve the integration of land use and transport 
by facilitating development of a compact urban form and a pedestrian-friendly 
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environment around transport nodes (Hall, 2008; Sung and Oh, 2011). LUTI 
policies focus on increasing density through highrise development in central 
areas, where accessibility levels are usually high (Stanley, 2014).

A few scholars (e.g. Neuman, 2003; Stanley, 2014) have argued for a holistic 
approach to LUTI to bring about long-term sustainable outcomes that reflect 
societal needs and local circumstances. The social consequences arising from 
an integrated approach — e.g. accessibility to life-enhancing opportunities, 
quality of life of local communities, and distributional effects — are being 
questioned (Burton, 2000; Bramley and Power, 2009; Martens, 2012). Urban 
planning policies in many megacities have primarily focussed on facilitating 
high-density development at transport nodes through a top-down planning 
approach, regardless of the needs, priorities, and interests of local neighbour-
hoods (Neuman, 2003; Scherrer, 2019). Such policies have mainly aimed to 
maximize development effects through densification, rather than to opera-
tionalise the fundamental purpose of integrated planning — i.e. to provide 
a range of activities for local people and to enhance livelihood opportunities 
(Litman 2019; Martens 2012; Stanley 2014). There is lack of consideration of 
the effects of LUTI-oriented policies on different local neighbourhoods that 
can vary widely in terms of size, function, socio-economic context, and level 
of centrality (Lee et al., 2013; Stanley, 2014). A top-down planning approach is 
likely to create limited positive impacts by failing to address the varied socio- 
economic needs of different localities (Neuman, 2003; Scherrer, 2019; Searle et 
al., 2014). Furthermore, the applicability of an integrated planning approach 
in rapidly-growing cities has been questioned because densification policies 
may lead to deterioration of social and environmental conditions (Jenks, 2019).

The actual social outcomes from the implementation of MUTPs and LUTI- 
oriented policies must be critically evaluated in a way that considers the interests 
and needs of local neighbourhoods and how they were affected. Such an eval-
uation would seek to understand the outcomes from the perspective of local 
stakeholders, especially the extent to which various livelihood opportunities 
had changed (Lee, 2018). The overarching questions to be considered in this 
paper are: to what extent and how do spatial changes induced by MUTPs and 
LUTI planning policies create positive benefits for local neighbourhoods and 
facilitate a fair distribution of benefits across the city over time? We explore 
this question by undertaking a case study of Seoul, a megacity that has rapidly 
developed, has implemented many MUTPs, and has explicitly applied LUTI 
policies to pursue sustainable growth and environmentally-sustainable devel-
opment (Sung and Oh, 2011).
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5.3 Seoul’s approach to land-use and transport 
integration for sustainable urban development 

Seoul is a megacity that has experienced socio-economic disadvantage and 
environmental pressure from its rapidly-growing population and economic 
growth (Cho, 2006). The metropolis has continually extended its transit system 
(having 9 subway lines of approx. 350 km as at 2018) to reduce congestion, 
support employment growth concentrated in the centre and sub-centres, and 
to increase access to the centres from a wider area (SMG 2003). The LUTI 
concept has influenced transport and spatial planning policies, especially 
from when the subway network was expanded in 2000s (Sung and Oh, 2011; 
Sung and Choi, 2017). High-density transit-oriented urban development (e.g. 
subway station area development) was promoted by the Seoul Metropolitan 
Government (SMG) as being key to achieving compact, effective and environ-
mentally-friendly urban development (SMG, 1997, 2006) (see Table 5.1). The 
official comprehensive urban plans (2011 and 2020) established increasing the 
distribution of quality of life and accessibility to jobs and services across the 
city as key priorities, and considered that this would be achieved by facilitating 
development of the socio-economic hubs around the transport nodes. Subse-
quently, local plans (i.e. Jigudanwi Gyewheck in Korean) were established by 
SMG and local authorities to facilitate high-density commercial and mixed 
development around nodes, and to trigger socio-economic development. 

To operationalise LUTI policy, various instructions have been embedded in the 
planning policies (MOLIT, 2009, 2018; SMG, 2014) to control land use around 
the nodes, and along and near the main pedestrian roads and laneways near the 
main roads (Sung and Oh, 2011). Local plans identified various prohibited and 
suggested types of land use activity, and the minimum and maximum levels 
of allowed density and heights of buildings that developers had to consider 
in order to obtain development permits. If developers followed the suggested 
instructions, various development incentives — e.g. rights to build higher and 
denser development — were generally provided. These instructions included 
developing land use activities that were likely to: increase centrality at the 
nodes (e.g. highrise office buildings, convention centres, cultural complexes); 
integrate public open space and pedestrian paths in private land; contribute to 
widening pedestrian paths; and constructing and donating public amenities to 
the SMG (MOLIT, 2009; SMG, 2014). When development proposals are finalised 
by developers consistent with the local plan of the respective neighbourhood, 
they then are reviewed by the SMG.
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The land development rules varied in accordance with the level in the ur-
ban hierarchy — i.e. centres, sub-centres, quarter centres, and district centres 
(MOLIT, 2009). There is considerable diversity between the localities at the 
different levels of urban hierarchy (see Table 5.2). To be the metropolitan-level 
socio-economic hub, the Central Business District (CBD) should have the 
highest level of substantial retail and office facilities, while local neighbourhood 
centres should have a higher proportion of local shops (Kim et al., 2012).

The implementation of LUTI policies and the metro lines have triggered spatial 
transformation through changes to the spatial structure of Seoul and to the land 
use patterns around nodes (Jin and Jin, 2017; Jun, 2020). A major change was that 
high-density, mixed land use development tended to occur around the nodes 
in the CBD (Sung and Choi, 2017). There was an increase in accessibility to 
opportunities in the CBD due to the continual concentration of jobs and services, 
as well as the enhancement of the transport network (Choi et al., 2010). However, 
as in other megacities (Curtis, 2012; Scherrer, 2019), some authors (Hwang and 
Cho, 2008; Kim and Lim, 2011) have questioned the long-term social outcomes 
from the LUTI-oriented policies of Seoul, especially the extent of contribution 
to enhancing life opportunities and to the equal distribution of accessibility and 
wellbeing across the city. Moreover, the effectiveness of the planning approach 
for MUTPs has also been questioned (Lee et al., 2015). Overall, it is not clear 
whether LUTI policies have actually facilitated an integrated planning approach 
that has brought about social outcomes that have met the varied interests and 
needs of local people living across Seoul (Choi et al., 2010). 

Table 5.1: Direction for spatial development at transport nodes in Seoul (Source: SMG 2006)

Seoul Plan 2020

Overarching
Objectives 
of LUTI

To strengthen the centrality of transport nodes in the sub-centres and key 
local centres in order to improve the public transport system and increase 
accessibility to jobs for everyone in Seoul.

Specific 
instructions for 
LUTI-oriented 
development

Avoid a linear pattern of commercial development;
Priority to be given to high-density, high-rise, mixed development with 
small-scale and residential development around nodes being discouraged;
Integrate stations with adjacent buildings and land uses; 
Develop transport transfer facilities and public spaces at major nodes
Regeneration of housing near nodes

Instructions 
for districts

Enhance the centrality at nodes, improve condition of housing and public 
amenities, and have a context-specific approach to local development
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5.4 Methodology 

This paper examines the social outcomes arising from LUTI-oriented develop-
ment that are experienced by local residents and other stakeholders. It also con-
siders the critical elements of planning policies and practices that are needed to 
enhance the social outcomes from the spatial transformations that are induced 
by MUTP and LUTI policies. To investigate the social outcomes, the extent to 
which spatial changes contribute to providing access to a range of activities 
to local people and improving quality of life, and the extent to which benefits 
are distributed across local areas, needs to be considered (Lee, 2018; Litman 
2019; 2020). Therefore, we examined how local stakeholders experienced the 
changes in land use patterns, layout of roads and pedestrian roads, and their 
local environment. The quality of life of local communities refers to accessibility 
to jobs and services, local mobility, and key factors affecting daily life, such as 
community cohesion, socio-economic vibrancy, and sense of place (Bramley 
and Power, 2009; Lee, 2018; Martens 2017; Rydin, 2010). These variables were 
assessed in relation to the urban hierarchy as determined in the SMG’s planning 
policy (i.e. CBD, Quarter, District) (SMG, 1997, 2006). These urban hierarchy 

Table 5.2: Varying characteristics of localities at different urban hierarchy levels in Seoul

Urban hierarchy
Relative 
amount 
of foot 
traffic

Relative 
amount of 
commercial 
land-use

Socio- 
economic 
context

Primary strategy of
local spatial planning policies
(SMG, 1997; 2006)

Centre and 
sub-centre
(CBD + 5 
sub-centres)

High High Highest 
income

Strengthening global and metro-
politan level centrality as CBD

Quarter centre
(11 centres)

Middle Middle Varied Strengthening centrality by 
balancing residential and 
commercial function, providing 
public amenities, creating 
landmark buildings

District centre
(53 centres)

Low Low Varied Strengthen centrality at 
neighborhood level by 
increasing commercial land-use 
and enhancing access to public 
amenities
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levels were used because they reflect different contexts, such as the size, function 
and centrality of the locality (Lee et al., 2013; Stanley, 2014). In addition to 
examining social outcomes, key barriers and opportunities in spatial planning 
policies and practices were identified, and the implications for MUTP practice 
and planning were examined.

We used a multi-methods approach to examine stakeholder perspectives 
about the social consequences of LUTI policy and MUTPs. We conducted site 
visits, focus groups with local residents, group discussions with planners, and 
spatial analysis. To obtain the specific locations for the research, one node was 
randomly selected from each of the three urban hierarchy levels: the first being 
the CBD and 5 sub-centres; the second being the 11 quarter centres; and the 
third being the 53 district centres (SMG, 2006). To maintain anonymity, we 
named the selected nodes: A, B and C.

For each node, site observation was undertaken during working hours on a 
typical working day. It involved walking around in the vicinity of the selected 
nodes to observe the surrounding environment and quality of pedestrian paths. 
The lead author walked on most streets and laneways within a circumference of 
approximately 15 minutes” walk from each node. Photos were taken, and notes 
were made in a research diary. 

Focus groups and group discussions are the key methods used for this research. 
These methods were chosen to gain a deep and nuanced understanding of the 
social outcomes experienced by stakeholders (Hennink et al., 2011). The partici-
pants provided a broad range of views about the long-term social consequences 
of LUTI policies and MUTPs, and barriers and opportunities to enhancing 
the social outcomes from the perspective of stakeholders: local residents; local 
authorities; and the metropolitan government (see Table 5.3). In conducting 
the focus groups and group discussions, the principles of ethical social research 
(Vanclay et al., 2013) were observed. 

Eight focus groups were conducted with residents. They included people who 
were elected representatives of the local neighbourhoods and other people 
these representatives nominated. We asked that the participants be people 
who had been resident in the area for more than 15 years and who lived within 
walking distance of the node (stratified according to within 500 metres, and 
500 to around 1000 metres). Two or three focus groups were conducted in 
each location (3 in location A, 2 in B, and 3 in C). Each focus group had 5 or 
6 people. Discussion focused on the participants” experiences and perceptions 
of spatial changes around their node, along the main roads and laneways, and 
the consequences of these changes on the quality of their daily life and the 
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distribution of benefits. Barriers and opportunities for improving the situation 
were also discussed. 

After the focus groups with residents, three group discussions were un-
dertaken with local planners: one group discussion for each local authority. 
Because of the limited number of planners within these authorities, these 
groups each had about 3 participants. The planning officers validated the 
findings from the focus groups with local residents, and they also discussed 
barriers and opportunities to enhancing social outcomes in spatial planning 
policies and practices. 

A further group discussion was held with five planning officers working for 
the metropolitan government. They reflected on the findings from the earlier 
discussions and identified barriers and opportunities in current spatial planning 
policies and practices. Key issues at metropolitan and local level and in multi-
level planning were discussed, and lessons to enhance the social outcomes of 
future MUTPs and subsequent spatial development were identified. 

All focus groups and group discussions were done in the Korean language. 
Ranging in length from 60 to 90 minutes, they were recorded, transcribed, 
and qualitatively analysed using a mixture of theoretical and inductive coding 
in Atlas.ti 8.0. Codes were assigned to interview quotes based on their latent 

Table 5.3: General outline of the issues discussed in focus groups and interviews

Questions for local 
Residents

Questions for local 
Planners

Questions for metropoli-
tan Planners

What

How 

What are local people’s 
experiences of the 
consequences of LUTI and 
MUTPs on their daily life? 

Validating focus group re-
sults; societal consequences 
of spatial transformation 
at neighbourhood (what 
happened, what aims were 
met?).

Validating focus group re-
sults; societal consequences 
of spatial transformation at 
macro and neighbourhood 
scale

Why some interests were 
achieved and others not?

Reasons behind that some 
interests were achieved and 
others not?

Reasons behind that some 
interests were achieved and 
others not?

How to enhance social 
outcomes through local 
spatial planning policy & 
processes?

How to enhance social 
outcomes through: (i) local 
spatial planning policy & 
process; and (ii) multi-level 
planning process & MUTP 
planning in general?

How to enhance social 
outcomes through: (i) 
spatial planning policy and 
process; and (ii) multi-level 
planning process & MUTP 
planning in general?
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content to capture the underlying meanings. All analysis was done in Korean, 
with a few extracts being selected and translated into English by the lead author. 

Spatial analysis was also conducted to supplement the focus group results, es-
pecially with regard to accessibility to opportunities. Accessibility was identified 
based on the results of the discussions. To understand macro-scale accessibility 
(of the metropolitan area), the number of nodes people can reach by the metro 
lines within a given time period (30–45 minutes and 45–60 minutes) was 
measured (Palmateer et al., 2016). To understand micro-scale accessibility (of 
the specific locations), we identified the number of public facilities and shops 
located within 5 minutes and 10 minutes walking distance from the nodes. 

5.5 Local stakeholder perceptions on the social 
consequences of spatial transformation

5.5.1 Accessibility and quality of daily life
The focus groups showed that the spatial transformations triggered by LUTI- 
oriented policies and urban subway development did not always bring positive 
impacts in terms of increased accessibility or quality of daily life for local 
stakeholders. However, we identified that local stakeholders did perceive ben-
efits from enhanced macro-scale accessibility that resulted from the subway 
network expansion, although their experience of local-scale accessibility was 
not always positive. In all focus groups, participants expressed high levels of 
concern about increasingly-limited access to public amenities, especially basic 
social and cultural services such as the administrative offices and libraries. This 
negative experience was described by a local resident: “It seems that these basic 
services have disappeared over the past decade while the main road has been 
transformed. We never had a chance of having good social, cultural, educational 
activities ... what do we continuously pay taxes for?” Many local people indicated 
that they now actually had to travel longer to access such services. Our spatial 
analysis (see Figure 5.1) of local-scale accessibility validated this experience: at 
all locations, most public facilities were located at the edge and out of walking 
distance from the node (i.e. more than 10 minutes walking distance).

All local stakeholders noted that the high-density retail and office development 
on the main roads near the nodes created high levels of pedestrian and vehicle 
traffic and other negative impacts that reduced local mobility and limited acces-
sibility in the neighbourhoods. One participant emphasised that he often made a 
detour as the area has become too congested and dirty. The negative experience 
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was also related to increasing high-density residential development along the 
back streets in the vicinity of nodes: “There are too many cars, people, and 
buildings to pass. I felt suffocated walking through such surroundings.” Local 
stakeholders indicated that such negative impacts of densification gradually 
affected the socio-economic vibrancy and their sense of place in the residential 
areas. Several participants mentioned that they now spend much less time on 
the street because there was no space to talk and mingle. Furthermore, partic-
ipants mentioned that their negative experiences had been amplified by the 
persistently- poor street layout. They emphasised that narrow streets, inefficient 
street connections, and cars invading pedestrian paths greatly restricted acces-
sibility, mobility, and the overall quality of daily life.

The focus group results identified that the social outcomes varied according to 
the urban hierarchy (see Table 5.4). Participants living in the CBD experienced 
a wide range of negative consequences on their accessibility to local amenities, 
which resulted from rapidly-expanding, large-scale, high-density retail and 
office development. All CBD participants noted that continuously-increasing 
levels of commercialization on the main road contributed to a limited quality 
of commercial services at affordable prices, eventually creating limited choice 
for local residents. A participant emphasised that “The situation on the main 
road got worse and worse. There was nothing to buy or to enjoy … so we 
rarely go there.” The participants also indicated that they experienced reduced 
accessibility due to the residential area being increasingly segregated by con-
tinuously-expanding commercial development and other undesirable impacts, 
such as congestion. As a participant stated, “We tend to stay within the boundary 
of the residential area most of the time, avoiding congestion and noise. When 
we need to buy groceries, we travel to neighbourhood districts”. The local 
residents indicated that such negative experiences were amplified by the poor 

Table 5.4: Extent of perceived benefits from spatial changes and mega-urban transport projects

Access to jobs 
Access to
local amenities

Quality of
daily life

Distributional 
effects

Overall 
satisfaction 

CBD (A) High Low Low Low Moderate

Quarter 
centre (B)

High (except 
deprived areas)

High (except 
deprived areas)

Moderate High High

District 
centre (C)

High Moderate High Low High
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quality of the living environment and the limited public facilities in residential 
areas. This was attributed to spatial planning policies that only allowed limited 
redevelopment of the residential area, as well as to the high price of land in the 
CBD. Overall, CBD residents experienced minimal benefits from accessibility 
gain and a high level of negative social impacts, despite the considerable spatial 
development and the best transport networks. 

In the Quarter centre, the focus groups suggested that local stakeholders 
perceived a high level of accessibility gain, which resulted from the new socio- 
economic hub at the node comprising high-density commercial and mixed 
land use. The participants emphasised that the need to travel to the CBD had 
dramatically decreased since the commercial and cultural facilities at their hub 
provided a wide range of high-quality services: “We used to travel all the way to 
the CBD … Now we can do everything right here. It is part of our routine that 
we hang out here after work and much of the weekend”. Several participants 
identified that the concentrated development at the socio-economic hubs led 
to a loss of functionality and ambience elsewhere (i.e. slumisation), and to 
disparity within the quarter. Increasing spatial and social disparity between the 
around the hub and elsewhere was perceived as a negative social impact by all 
participants. The limited accessibility to the transport network and low level 
of development were associated with the low quality of life and high levels of 
crime in the area, especially in the more deprived parts. 

In the district centre focus group, participants considered the moderate level 
of commercial development as a catalyst for increasing accessibility to a range 
of local amenities. Such positive perception was noted in the discussion: “The 
local area around the node has been revitalized since the subway network was 
enhanced. We can ask people to come to our neighbourhood and spend time 
with us.” However, participants indicated that the overall accessibility gain 
was limited, because of their continuing need to travel to many services in 
the CBD and their quarter centre. Furthermore, participants perceived a high 
level of positive changes to their quality of life due to the enhanced quality and 
functionality of the main pedestrian paths. They suggested that the key benefits 
to local people from local development were increasing opportunities for social 
activities in an open space, and enhanced sense of place, which resulted from 
renovation of the main pedestrian road in the vicinity of the node. Overall, 
local people in the district centre perceived a fair distribution of benefits from 
spatial development and transport networks. However, the old main road had 
lost functionality and socio-economic vibrancy following the development of 
the subway network. 
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5.5.2 Analysis of key issues related to social outcomes 
By analysing the focus group results, several key issues related to the social out-
comes from long-term spatial transformation and urban subway development in 
Seoul were identified. The increase in high-density commercial land use around 
transport nodes did not necessarily create greater access to opportunities for local 
people. In the CBD, despite continuously-increasing commercial development, 
compared to other localities, local people had negative experiences in terms 
of reduced accessibility to local amenities and public facilities, because of the 
many negative impacts that were created, especially congestion and a feeling of 
the enclosure (or being surrounded or trapped) of their residential area within 
in the CBD. The higher value of land in the CBD also contributed to limited 
opportunities for social activities. In contrast, at the quarter and district centres, 
positive experiences stemmed from the relatively-moderate level of spatial trans-
formation that brought affordable choices and limited negative consequences. 

Moreover, the results indicated that the level of accessibility gain was mostly 
determined by the different quality and range of land uses facilitated at the 
different urban hierarchy levels. In the CBD, the limited quality and affordability 
of commercial services created a situation in which local people, in their daily 
life, increasingly had to travel to other locations. In contrast, the quarter-level 
socio-economic hub, which provided a wide range of good quality services, 
directly contributed to a dramatic decrease in travel to the CBD. At the district 
centre, local people’s need to travel to other locations persisted due to the 
moderate range and quality of services in their neighbourhood. 

The results also showed that the positive experience was much influenced by 
access to high-quality pedestrian environments and open space, rather than 
simply by access to the commercial land use at the transport node. This meant 
that people perceived greater benefit from enhanced accessibility to public 
amenities, which created high levels of social vibrancy and sense of place. We 
identified that negative experiences of daily life in the CBD were related to 
the limited access to open public space and to the poor-quality of pedestrian 
paths. In contrast, at the district centre, where the functionality and quality of 
the main pedestrian paths were enhanced, stakeholders perceived higher levels 
of overall positive outcomes, despite limited access to commercial facilities in 
their neighbourhood. Overall, it was indicated that a higher level of quality of 
life was experienced than in the lowest urban hierarchy level. 

The analysis of results at all three locations indicated that the highest level 
of social outcomes was perceived, not at the area with closest proximity to the 
node, but at the perimeter of walking distance from the node, where access to 
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public amenities is highest and access to major shops at the node is moderate. 
At all three localities, local people clearly expressed a preference for living 
around 1000 metres away from subway stations, since this provided better 
access to public facilities and open space, and offered a high quality of the local 
environment. Moreover, such locations were still within 10 minutes walking 
distance of major shops near the node, providing moderate access and little 
negative impacts from the high level of commercial development. This result 
could also be identified in the spatial analysis of the distribution of land use 
within 5 minutes and 10 minutes walking distance from the station (Figure 5.1). 

The focus groups also indicated that the spatial transformation after the subway 
expansion was closely related to the socially-differential distribution of benefits 
across the selected areas. Except for the CBD, the distributional effect was 
related to the agglomeration effects at the node, the poor level of accessibility 
to the node (i.e. due to greatest distance and lack of local transport), and to 
limited spatial development in deprived areas. The effect was most experienced 
in the quarter centre, where the newly-created quarter level hub brought much 
spatial change to the area, while the district centre experienced a relatively low 
level of distributional effects due to the moderate change in land use around 
the node. At the metropolitan scale, the subway development contributed to 
a fair distribution of mobility among the different urban hierarchy levels. This 
was also identified by the spatial analysis, which showed a similar number of 
destinations that could be reached from the node within a given time. However, 
gaps in accessibility to opportunities still exist due to the differences in the 
quality of commercial and public services among these localities, requiring 
that people still travel to higher-level centres. 

5.6 Barriers and opportunities to enhance social 
outcomes from LUTI

5.6.1 Barriers at the local level 
Our research identified that the local authorities were fully aware of various 
barriers to achieving the social outcomes from LUTI-oriented policy and pro-
cesses. One dominant issue was the limitations of public-led spatial planning in 
controlling the quality of land development. Several planning officers indicated 
that the spatial planning policies could only have a limited role in facilitating 
developers to realize desired outcomes. In practice, officers cannot require that 
developers follow the spatial planning instructions: “the quality and range of 
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land use is increasingly limited. The reality is … we cannot intervene in the 
decision-making of developers in terms of what and how they develop land”. 
Moreover, it was identified that, due to limited incentives in the planning pol-
icy, local plan rarely functioned as a mechanism to operationalise the desired 
directions of LUTI policies: “the spatial planning policy offers few incentives 
but expects too many things from developers. Why on earth would they follow 
the suggested land use types or urban design if profitability cannot be guaran-
teed?” Thus, developers normally acted in a business-as-usual way, rather than 
embedding quality considerations into their development proposals.

The focus groups stressed the difficulties in enhancing accessibility to public 
amenities in the context of rapidly-increasing land prices and limited develop-
able land. Local planning officers expressed concern about the inability of public 
investment to cope with the rapidly-decreasing access to public facilities and 
social services: “we wish we had money and land to create whatever is missing 
from local neighbourhood. The reality is that, unless someone donates land 
for free, it is almost impossible to do anything.” Several participants argued 
that it was ineffective and unfeasible to improve the quality of open space and 
the pedestrian environment, due to high cost of compensation and endless 
negotiations with all stakeholders: “although local people suffer from poor 
functionality of pedestrian paths, we have to consider many other priorities in 
enhancing social outcomes, such as a fair distribution of accessibility across 
the neighbourhood.” 

All focus groups emphasised that a critical barrier in realizing social outcomes 
was the top-down approach to implementing LUTI policy. Participants stated 
that local authorities had a limited role in making decisions about the local 
plans and had to follow directions from the SMG that focused on high-density 
commercial development around main nodes. They only had a limited budget 
and therefore there was little possibility to progress their key social priori-
ties, such as to facilitate the equal distribution of accessibility, and to mitigate 
negative social impacts such as high pedestrian traffic. One officer stated that 

“the spatial planning policy set by the SMG focuses on large-scale commercial 
development at nodes, while our priorities are facilitating equal accessibility 
within our jurisdiction and enhancing local mobility. Without power and money, 
we can’t achieve this”. The participants indicated that some decisions made at 
the metropolitan level were not appropriate at the local level and just increased 
congestion. 

Our study also identified that the one-size-fits-all approach of the spatial 
planning policies of the SMG contributed to limited positive impacts across 



CHAPTER 5. Stakeholder views on land-use and transport integration in a rapidly-growing megacity

126

Seoul. All local planning officers emphasised that LUTI policies gave little 
attention to the different contexts of the CBD, quarter, and district centres — e.g. 
varying market demands, land values, centrality. They also illustrated that the 
guidance (e.g. the priorities and incentives in local plans) could not be adjusted 
to suit the varying contexts, and local authorities experienced many barriers to 
realizing the social outcomes in their neighbourhoods. In the CBD, a dominant 
issue was that the planning policy lacked measures to mitigate the negative 
impacts from the high-level of commercialisation in the residential area and 
on the main road. Planning officers argued that, due to the strict restrictions 
on land development in residential areas that are specified in the planning 
policies, they cannot manage the negative impacts on CBD residents from the 
expanding commercial development. An officer stated: “every year, we ask the 
metropolitan government to be less restrictive and to consider the increasing 
negative impacts in the CBD and the requests of local people. However, we are 
merely told that the municipal planning system must be fair to all areas [and 
therefore has to be consistent].” Moreover, companies were moving out due 
to decreasing affordability and quality of the local environment: “we want to 
facilitate favourable conditions to make people stay. However, this is not possible 
in the current planning policy.”

In the quarter and district centres, a key issue was that the incentives set by 
spatial planning policies were too little to trigger more commercial development 
at the socio-economic hubs. Local authorities experienced difficulty in realizing 
the development direction set in their local plans, because of low-to-moderate 
market demand as well as little incentives to facilitate commercial or mixed 
development projects. A local planning officer argued that “our area is not like 
a CBD. But we keep receiving pressure [from the SMG] to facilitate commercial 
development as a quarter centre. Of course, we want increasing large-scale 
development, but how to do this with little incentives and not much locational 
advantage is a big question”. Participants identified that they received increas-
ing residential development around nodes in the quarter and district centres. 
They indicated that the limited number of large-scale development projects 
meant that they had little chance to enhance access to public amenities by the 
contributions from private developers. 

5.6.2 Opportunities at the local level
Our study identified some opportunities at the local level to enhance social out-
comes from LUTI-oriented policies and practices. All participants emphasised 
that, to realize desired outcomes, spatial planning policies should have more 
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incentives for land development with clearer rules regarding what and how 
developers should contribute to local neighbourhoods. Several planning officers 
stressed the importance of taking proactive action — suggesting stronger incen-
tives and requesting specific spatial changes needed for local neighbourhoods 
(e.g. open spaces and pedestrian paths, cultural facilities). They emphasised that 

“we should use our incentive system smartly, rather than just waiting for our 
dreams to come true. With reasonable incentives, we can continue to facilitate 
spatial development and receive what our area needs most to enhance quality 
of life.” The focus groups also suggested that local officers should decide what is 
necessary and urgent by collecting and evaluating local people’s requests, rather 
than just following directions from the metropolitan government. 

Participants also indicated that LUTI policies should facilitate improving the 
quality of the main commercial road, pedestrian roads and environs by engag-
ing private developers and property owners in such actions. Several planning 
officers emphasised that property owners should take the lead in maintaining 
local environmental quality near the nodes, rather than the authorities investing 
heavily in the upkeep of public spaces along the pedestrian road: “we try to 
encourage property owners to maintain the quality [of their environs] on their 
own by providing various kinds of support and some financial resources. Over 
time, they come to agreement amongst themselves about how to revitalize 
their immediate neighbourhood.” Some local authorities have designated some 
main roads as urban regeneration areas, and have encouraged the various 
stakeholders to reach agreement to look after the area, by providing funding 
and other incentives. The planners considered that such an agreement-based 
approach to urban regeneration was sustainable and effective for maintaining 
the socio-economic vibrancy around nodes.

At all three localities, we identified that utilizing unused public space or 
newly- available public land could help enhance accessibility to public amenities 
and open space. Local officers mentioned that, to cope with limited access to 
public facilities, they could transfer some underutilized facilities into mixed 
land use that included educational or cultural facilities as well as residences. It 
was emphasised that local authorities needed to decide what and how to use 
such land effectively in collaboration with the metropolitan government and 
developers: “The opportunity was under-used public facilities and vacant land. 
We successfully transformed some into mixed-use facilities that now provide 
essential services to local communities.” Such transformation was promoted 
as key to enhancing accessibility to public services in the context of high land 
values and increasing densification.
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All planning officers argued that the different localities had to consider differ-
ent strategies to maximize positive benefits from LUTI policies. The authorities 
of the three localities stressed that LUTI polices needed a localized approach that 
considered different opportunities and priorities at different urban hierarchy 
levels. In the CBD, participants emphasised the need to make the best of the 
developer contributions associated with large-scale re-development projects in 
order to facilitate high-quality and wide-ranging facilities. A planning officer 
stated that: “In the CBD, some large redevelopment projects still take place. We 
proactively use developer contributions to provide high-quality experiences to 
keep the CBD attractive and liveable.” Moreover, rather than focus on costly 
refurbishment, the officer suggested soft policies to enhance the quality of living 
environment: “In the context of the limited land and extremely high price in 
the CBD, we create many soft solutions such as holding public fairs or creating 
pocket parks. This benefits resident and business communities”. 

In the quarter and district centres, local authorities emphasised the need for 
giving reasonable incentives and being more flexible with the types of land 
development in order to facilitate spatial development to realize local interests. 
A planning officer stated: “We need to be pragmatic and realistic about what we 
can develop in our area. We sometimes allow residential development and plan 
carefully what contributions to receive from developers. The important thing is 
that we take such development as an opportunity to cope with our challenges 
and priorities.” The participants stressed the necessity to be in a strong position 
during negotiation with developers: “the local authorities in quarter or district 
centres often just accepted what developers proposed, even if negative social 
impacts were expected. This is so wrong. A fundamental solution to long-term 
success is to provide more incentives and push developers to fulfil the quality 
criteria.” 

The focus groups identified that another critical issue at quarter and district 
centres was to facilitate equal distribution of access within the area by improving 
local mobility and connectivity to nodes as early as possible. A planning officer 
emphasised that “to mitigate the extreme spatial disparity in our area, we are 
making efforts to develop a local light rail network, which would go around 
within the quarter area. I wish this would have happened much earlier.” An 
officer for a deprived area stressed that to fundamentally reduce social and spatial 
disparities, a specific local plan for disadvantaged areas should be made, rather 
than expecting spill-over effects from the socio-economic hub development. 

All participating local authorities stressed that, to effectively operationalize a 
localised approach to LUTI, responsibility and decision-making power of the 
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metropolitan government need to be decentralized. Participants emphasised 
the need for an increasing power and roles of local authorities in deciding 
and operationalizing local plans — e.g. deciding the overall direction and key 
criteria for giving incentives, being responsible for giving developing permits, 
and negotiating with developers. Participants suggested that the SMG should 
continue to play its role in reviewing spatial development from a macro perspec-
tive. A planning office stated that “proactively dealing with needs and changes 
at the neighbourhood is so important. Decisions made at the local level can be 
screened by the spatial planning committees of the metropolitan government.” 
Additionally, local authorities suggested that they should take the lead in setting 
a vision and priorities for a strategic district plan and developing strategic 
orientations for station area development by considering the key function and 
socio-economic context of their areas. 

5.6.3 Barriers at the metropolitan level 
The focus group with the planning officers at SMG identified barriers and op-
portunities from a macro-scale perspective. A dominant issue was the difficulty 
to set an appropriate level of restrictions and incentives to facilitate desired 
outcomes. A metropolitan planning officer emphasised that plans were only 
implemented to a limited extent by developers no matter how carefully they 
were made. Emphasis was put on the necessity to balance restrictive measures 
and development incentives in order to influence developers” decisions and 
realize social outcomes. Officers discussed a dilemma when they set rules for 
station area development: “too much restriction discourages development and 
could be infringement of property rights. Too little control might let developers 
negatively influence social outcomes. How to set an appropriate level of “carrot 

“and “stick” is a big challenge for us.” 
The lack of flexibility in the spatial planning policies was also regarded as a 

barrier to facilitating the overall distribution of desired outcomes across the city. 
Participants emphasised that they had to apply the same rules across the city, 
irrespective of the varied socio-economic contexts at different urban hierarchy 
levels: “We are supposed to treat every local area the same. It is not possible to 
give special advantage to a specific neighbourhood in order to facilitate a certain 
type of development.” Planning officers stressed that such a static approach 
made it difficult to realize social outcomes in some quarter and district centres, 
where demand for development were low: “some local authorities could hardly 
ask developers to apply quality criteria or provide developer contributions 
while in the CBD, planning officers often requested developers to do this.” The 
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focus group also identified that differences in capacity between the CBD and 
other centres was also related to the distribution of social outcomes: “In the 
CBD, planning officers experienced many projects, which resulted in increasing 
urban planning capacity, while in other areas, officers rarely had dealt with large 
projects and had little capacity.”

Another barrier was that decision-makers and planners at the local authorities 
primarily focused on realizing the interests of local stakeholders by facilitating 
as much spatial development as possible, while the metropolitan government 
had to consider the overall benefits for the whole city: “local authorities often 
act on behalf of developers or local stakeholders, promoting their own benefits, 
while we [the SMG] have to evaluate appropriateness and negative impacts 
of development projects from a macro-level perspective.” The low level of 
commitment of local authorities in developing local plans was regarded as a 
barrier to realizing the desired outcomes. The planning officers at SMG argued 
that some local authorities were reluctant to make a good quality plan. 

5.6.4 Opportunities at the metropolitan level 
After discussing the barriers, the focus group identified opportunities to en-
hance social outcomes. First of all, metropolitan planning officers stressed the 
importance of mixing desirable and prohibited directions in spatial plans and 
facilitating negotiation on agreeable outcomes among developers and public 
authorities through a clear process: “we found that what matters most these 
days is that incentives and outcomes of each case are discussed, adjusted, and 
agreed by stakeholders through an accountable process.” The metropolitan gov-
ernment established an “Advanced Negotiation Procedure” to help developers 
and local authorities negotiate a reasonable level of incentives and restrictive 
measures before projects start. In addition, participants emphasised the need for 
formalizing the incentive system by quantifying an adequate level of incentives 
for various contexts. 

Metropolitan planning officers emphasised that the macro-level planning pol-
icy should allow a flexible approach to operationalizing LUTI policies at the local 
level in order to facilitate the overall distribution of positive outcomes across the 
city. A crucial need for having a tailor-made approach to realizing outcomes was 
promoted, especially for areas where local authorities had difficulties to facilitate 
development and negotiate social outcomes with developers: “Fundamentally, 
we must change the macro-level rule, which does not allow for flexible and 
context-specific approach to different urban hierarchy.” Moreover, the focus 
group indicated that collaboration between the metropolitan government and 
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local authorities were needed to trigger spatial development at nodes in the 
localities with low market demand: “we minimize administrative processes by 
providing a one stop service and helping developers make development projects 
more creative and attractive”. It was also stressed that the macro-scale urban 
plan should clearly address the necessity for facilitating a fair distribution of 
quality of life among CBD, quarter and district centres.

Finally, focus group participants agreed that if local authorities would be given 
a reasonable level of decision-making power, their accountability and capacity 
to negotiate desirable outcomes with developers would be enhanced. A careful 
multi-level governance and planning approach was stressed: “local authorities 
should carefully reflect on their goals for spatial development around nodes like 
conservation of the old city centre, regenerating the quarter centre, or maintain-
ing socio-economic vibrancy in the CBD, while we [the SMG] should prevent 
the local authorities from taking improper advantage of their decision-making 
power, as well as check significance and effectiveness of proposed projects by 
considering centrality and functions at different localities. 

5.7 Conclusion

Our research establishes that Mega Urban Transport Projects (MUTPs) and 
land use and transport integration (LUTI) policy can be seen as necessary but 
not sufficient to ensure the achievement of desired social outcomes, such as 
improved access to opportunities and the wellbeing of the population across 
the city. It shows that high-density commercial land use around nodes does not 
necessarily create greater accessibility to life-enhancing opportunities for local 
stakeholders due to limited access to public amenities, congestion, reduced local 
mobility, and poor street functionality. Furthermore, our research indicates 
that connectivity to transport nodes in neighbourhoods might not increase, 
while connectivity across the metropolitan area can be improved by MUTPs. 

Social outcomes from the implementation of LUTI policies vary according to 
the level in the urban hierarchy. CBDs, which generally have rapidly- expanding, 
large-scale commercial development, can experience limited benefits due to 
a range of negative impacts, including limited affordability of services and 
the enclosure of local residential areas. In the middle and lower levels of the 
urban hierarchy, positive experiences can stem from the moderate spatial 
changes around nodes and limited negative impacts on the quality of daily life. 
Concentrated development at the nodes in these levels can also contribute to 
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socially and spatially differential benefits within neighbourhoods. Overall, our 
research confirms that LUTI policies — which primarily focus on densification 
around nodes, irrespective of size, function, and socio-economic context of 
localities — are unlikely to facilitate a fair and overall distribution of accessibility 
and quality of life across a city.

In order to enhance the benefits of an integrated approach, LUTI-oriented 
spatial planning policies and processes must carefully address the various 
barriers and opportunities to achieving the desired social outcomes. To facilitate 
accessibility to high-quality services and to the wide range of opportunities, 
LUTI policy needs to have strategies to ensure the desired quality of land 
development, rather than just focusing on density and type of development. Our 
case study establishes that there needs to be adequate incentives to developers, 
with clear rules regarding how to contribute to realizing desired outcomes at 
neighbourhood. Setting an appropriate level of restrictions and incentives is 
essential to help developers and authorities develop reasonable agreements. 
Moreover, there needs to be cost-effective strategies to maintain socio-economic 
vibrancy around nodes, especially in the context of increasing land prices and 
deteriorating environmental quality. These could include facilitating property 
owners to maintain the local environment, and using under-utilised public 
land for mixed development so that it provides desirable services to the local 
community. 

To ensure a fair distribution of benefits, there should be a context-specific 
approach to implementing LUTI policy that would consider different priorities, 
opportunities, and levels of centrality at different localities. Our study suggests 
that the priority for action in CBDs (which are areas with high market demand 
for land development and high property prices) should be creating high-quality, 
wide-ranging opportunities to maintain functionality as a socio-economic hub, 
as well as managing the interface between commercial and residential areas 
to mitigate the negative impacts on residents. At the other levels of the urban 
hierarchy, where market stimulus for development is lower, providing stronger 
incentives and being more flexible with the type of land development are nec-
essary to encourage developers to achieve desired outcomes. In the peripheral 
areas, enhancing local mobility is important for reducing spatial disparity and 
for enhancing social cohesion, rather than just expecting spill-over effects from 
development at the nodes. Operationalising a flexible approach that caters for 
context-specificity requires fundamental change to rigid planning processes. 

We suggest that, to ensure sustainable outcomes, there is a crucial need 
for a multi-level planning approach that balances responsibility at local and 
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metropolitan levels and that reflects societal needs and local circumstances. 
To ensure delivery of desired goals at multiple scales, reconciling bottom-up 
and top-down planning approaches is required, rather than just promoting a 
localised approach. Local authorities need to be responsible for operationalizing 
LUTI by setting incentives and priorities for spatial development in their neigh-
bourhood. The metropolitan government should conduct screening of projects 
from a macro-scale perspective by considering the functions and centrality 
of the neighbourhood in question. In the periphery, where local government 
tends to have limited capacity, multi-level collaboration is especially important 
to realize desired social outcomes.

Finally, rapidly-growing megacities should consider applying an integrated 
approach to spatial and transport development at the initial stages of MUTP 
planning. We recommend that, especially in the context of rapid spatial changes 
and increasing land prices, it is necessary to establish well-functioning pedes-
trian paths and open spaces in proximity to transport nodes as early as possible. 
Priority also needs to be given to enhancing local mobility within neighbour-
hoods, as well as between neighbourhoods, in order to prevent increasing social 
and spatial disparity among local communities. Desired social outcomes from 
an integrated approach should be agreed upon and facilitated by respective 
stakeholders at multiple levels. Delays in these actions will lead to increasing 
cost and to compromising the effectiveness of an integrated approach. 
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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 



6

143

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 



6

145

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 
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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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Appendix A: List of interviewees 

Appendix A: List of interviewees 

This appendix provides a list of key stakeholders interviewed for this research. 

Chapters 2, 3 and 4:
Semi-structured in-depth interviews with key stakeholders in London (Chap-
ters 2, 3) and Seoul (Chapters 3, 4)

Reference Sector and expertise and level (national to local neighbourhood level)
London case 
Respondent 1 Urban spatial policy/ planning at city and district level
Respondent 2 Urban spatial policy/ planning at district level
Respondent 3 Urban spatial policy at district level
Respondent 4 Land development projects at city and district level
Respondent 5 Transport policy/ planning at national, regional and city level
Respondent 6 Transport policy/ planning at regional and city level
Seoul Case 
Respondent 7 Transport policy/planning at national and regional level
Respondent 8 Transport policy/planning at national level
Respondent 9 Transport policy/planning at national level
Respondent 10 Transport policy at national level
Respondent 11 Transport policy/planning at city and regional level
Respondent 12 Transport policy/planning at city level
Respondent 13 Transport policy/planning at city level
Respondent 14 Transport policy/planning at city level
Respondent 15 Transport planning/engineering/development at city level
Respondent 16 Transport policy/planning at city and district level
Respondent 17 Urban spatial policy/planning at city level
Respondent 18 Urban spatial policy/planning at city level
Respondent 19 Urban spatial policy/planning at city level
Respondent 20 Urban spatial policy/planning at city and district level
Respondent 21 Transport planning/engineering/development at city level
Respondent 22 Transport Planning/engineering/development at city level
Respondent 23 Transport planning/engineering and land development project at city level
Respondent 24 Transport engineering at city level
Respondent 25 Urban spatial policy/planning/development at city level and district level
Respondent 26 Urban spatial policy/planning at city and district level
Respondent 27 Transport policy/planning at district level
Respondent 28 Transport policy/ planning at district level
Respondent 29 Urban spatial policy/planning at district level
Respondent 30 Urban spatial policy/planning at district level
Respondent 31 Land development projects at city and district level
Respondent 32 Land development projects at city and district level
Respondent 33 Station area development at regional and city level
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Reference Sector and expertise and level (national to local neighbourhood level)
Respondent 34 Urban spatial planning and development at city and district level
Respondent 35 Station area development at regional and city level
Respondent 36 Urban spatial policy/planning at city and district level
Respondent 37 Urban planning and design at city and district level
Respondent 38 Urban planning and design at city and district level
Respondent 39 Urban development policy at regional and city level

Semi-structured street interviews with local residents in Canning Town, London 
(Chapters 2, 3)

Semi-structured 
street interviews 

Location Participants

Canning Town, 
London, UK 

29 local residents in Canning Town 
(living in various locations across the neighbourhood) 

Chapter 5:
Focus group discussions with stakeholders including local communities, local 
district planners, metropolitan government planners in Seoul

Focus groups Location/ number of focus 
group discussion (in Seoul)

Participants

Local 
communities 

Location A: 3 focus groups
Location B: 2 focus groups
Location C: 3 focus groups

15 local residents (5, 5, 5 participants for each)
10 local residents (5, 5 participants for each)
16 local residents (5, 5, 6 participants for each)

Local district 
planning 
officers

Location A: 1 focus group
Location B: 1 focus group
Location C: 1 focus group

3 local planning officers
3 local planning officers
3 local planning officers

Metropolitan 
government  
planning 
officers

1 focus group 5 planning officers
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Appendix B: Interview formats

This appendix provides an overview of the interview guides that were used in 
the case studies in Chapter 2–5. 

Chapter 2. Socio-spatial implication of urban 
decision-making

Semi-structured interviews with local communities 

Benefits of Jubilee Line Extension to residents in Canning Town 
 – When do you use Jubilee Line? How often? 
 – How (easy, much costs, long) to get around to neighbourhoods and city centre? 
 – To what extent do you feel you benefits from the Jubilee Line? (times/ costs/ 

others) 

Development around the tube station 
 – To what extent do you feel you have benefited from it? How? 

Overall changes in town (the train station and regeneration scheme) 
 – What do you think about overall impact on the Canning Town? (why)

−2 = make it worse −1= not at all 0 = somewhat 1= moderately 2= very 

 – What do you think about overall impacts on the daily life? (why)
−2 = make it worse −1= not at all 0 = somewhat 1= moderately 2= very 

 – What benefits the train station and regeneration scheme bring to Canning 
Town? (why)

Safety around −2 = make it worse −1= not at all 0 = somewhat 1= moderately 2= very 
Living environment −2 = make it worse −1= not at all 0 = somewhat 1= moderately 2= very 
Environments to walk −2 = make it worse −1= not at all 0 = somewhat 1= moderately 2= very 
Community gathering −2 = make it worse −1= not at all 0 = somewhat 1= moderately 2= very 
Local choice of amenities −2 = make it worse −1= not at all 0 = somewhat 1= moderately 2= very 
Easy to move −2 = make it worse −1= not at all 0 = somewhat 1= moderately 2= very 
Better housing condition −2 = make it worse −1= not at all 0 = somewhat 1= moderately 2= very 

Any negative impacts Jubilee Line Extension/ regeneration around the tube 
station affects your life?  
(Among — have to go around/ moved out as council housing was removed/
rent increased/ jobs moved/ local shops moved/ living costs increased/ houses 
got more isolated /health impacts / any other impacts)
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What changes do you think ought to be realised in the area to gauge overall 
expectations for the future?

Semi-structured interviews with local stakeholders

Questions related to virtuous space
 – What are the key land use impacts (to what extent integration between land 

use and transport were noted)? 
 – Were there any indirect impacts of severance –where? 
 – To what extent did design of station (areas) consider safety issues (e.g 

flooding)? 
 – To what extent did design of station (areas) contribute to brining economic 

and social vibrancy/ positive impacts on the overall image of the areas? 

Questions related to contractual space
 – To what extent does the vision of Canning Town reflect the needs of local 

people? 
 – What did council (public sector) gain from the regeneration projects and 

JLE since the beginning of 2000s? 
 – What is the key financial gaining from the regeneration projects? 
 – How the land-use uplift (S 106) was captured and used for public benefits? 
 – What benefits actually made to the people living in the social housing? 
 – What is the key expenditure (budget burden) at the local level since the 

projects 
 – Any costs as the “least cost options” was chosen as there was rush to finish? 
 – To what extent are public assets (built heritage, social housing, open green 

space) lost for what costs? 
 – What could have been invested? (i.e. opportunities costs) 

Questions related to dutiful space
 – To what extent did local people benefit from job? (Inward investment since 

when? where?) 
 – What is overall % of incomers in the newly built housings? % turnover of 

local business? 
 – How many people who used to stay at the social housing moved out to the 

other areas? 
 – Are lower income residents or their children able to stay in the area? 
 – Impacts of the interrupted public services due to transport works (JLE works)? 
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 – Overall, how many local people left (among them % were low income?) 
 – What are the impacts of any new resident populations? and any higher rents 

on local businesses? 

Questions related to consequential space
 – How did DLR/ JLE contributed to the perception of the areas?? How much 

did it contribute to increasing attractiveness of the areas for investors? 
 – To what extent and how did it contribute to capturing further opportunities 

of the regeneration of the areas? 
 – How many did local people get jobs benefiting from the transport by now? 
 – To what extent did JLE influence social cohesion? 
 – How did regeneration projects contribute to help community accessing 

better education? 

Chapter 3. Long-term societal consequences of spatial 
changes induced by MUTPs

Semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders 

Long-term consequences of spatial changes
 – To what extent do you think the metro project achieve its main objectives 

(from transport and spatial development perspectives)? — Why did you 
think main objectives of the project were (not) achieved? 

 – What impacts have the project brought at the macro and local scales (e.g. 
accessibility to opportunities and quality of daily life)? What was the main 
social cost? 

 – How were these impacts different among varied localities? 
 – To what extent did the metro project contribute to facilitating balanced 

spatial development across a city? 

Interests of varied stakeholders (regarding spatial and transport development)
 – What was the main interests of various stakeholders at macro and micro 

levels (local districts; metropolitan government; national government re-
garding transport development and urban spatial development)?  

 – If there were conflicts of interests, why, at which level, and when were they 
noted?  

 – How were such conflicts dealt with? 

Appendix B: Interview formats
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Planning processes
 – To what extent, when, how, and by whom, were local accessibility issues 

considered?
 – To what extent, when, how, and by whom, were social/ spatial equity issues 

(e.g. balanced spatial development) considered?
 – To what extent and how land use and transport integration were considered 

at the local and macro level?
 – What criteria were used for evaluation of the project? What was key issue 

for conducting evaluation? 
 – What was the priority for making a final decision?

Reflections
 – What improvement do you see in planning process if you compare now 

and then?
 – What would you have done differently to make sure transport development 

bring wider positive impacts on the local areas? 
 – From your perspective, how can social outcomes be defined?  
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Chapter 4. Planning processes of MUTPs influencing social 
outcomes

Semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders

Rules Key words/ 
action 
verbs

Questions Sub questions

Bound-
ary rule

Actors 
(enter or 
leave)

- Which (other) parties were involved?  Any private 
parties involved (defined by law?) Who was 
initiator?

- What actors were missing in the roles you played? 
- What change has been made since you started 
working for the organisation?

Scale (at what 
level)

Sectors (which 
sector)

Stage of project 
process (when)

Position 
rules

Position
(Be) 

- What role did your organisation play?
- What were key interests and needs of organisa-
tions (central/ city/ local governments)?

- How are these related to interests and needs of 
other organisations? Why?

*were there conflicts/ cooperation? 
- What change has been made since you started 
working for the organisation?

Choice 
rules

Action 
(Do)

- What was the key function (action) of the various 
parties? (ex. selecting locations)

- What were the key planning procedures to take 
to address social outcomes (address negative/
positive outcomes of long-term spatial changes)? 
(ex. applying for /grant permits, contract, impact 
assessment)

- How was this related to the activities (procedures) 
of other parties?

- What function/ procedures were missing/ should 
be improved to address social outcomes? Who 
should be responsible for that?

- What change has been made since you started 
working for the organisation?
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Rules Key words/ 
action 
verbs

Questions Sub questions

Aggre-
gation 
rules

Deci-
sion-mak-
ing 
(control) 

- How were key decisions made (jointly) by whom? 
(ex. agreement, negotiation, coalition)

- Whom did you have to make decision together? 
Why?

- When/ how/ by whom should key decisions be 
made to enhance social outcomes?

- What change has been made since you started 
working for the organisation? 

Scale (at what 
level)

Sectors (which 
sector)

Stage of project 
process (when)

Infor-
mation 
rules

Information
(Send or
Receive)

- What information was available to address 
social outcomes? Which not (but proved later 
important?)

- What information was exchanged/ discussed with 
whom? Through what channel? 

- What information (was missing but) should 
have been exchanged and discussed with whom 
through what channels to address social outcomes? 
Why?

- What change has been made since you started 
working for the organisation?

Scope 
rules

Outcomes
(Occur)

- What was the key goal(s) (targets, vision) to 
achieve, especially outcomes at local scale? Whose 
goals? Why? What was the key goal(s) at (metro-
politan) regional scale? whose goals, why?

- What were key measures to achieve it? to mitigate 
negative impacts to achieve such measures? Why?

- What was achieved after all? What was missing? 
What was not achieved? What unintended 
consequences, how dealt with, why?

- What change has been made since you started 
working for the organisation?

Payoff 
rules 

Costs/ 
benefits
Pay or 
receive

- What was the cost/ benefit related to process (or 
decision-made)?

- How were costs and benefits distributed among 
involved actors? 

- Is there any incentives or costs to address 
outcomes at local level of different parts of the city?

- What incentives should have been made to 
achieve social outcomes? 

- What change has been made since you started 
working for the organisation?
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Chapter 5. Critical elements and process for an integrated 
approach

Focus group discussions with stakeholders

Local Residents Local Planners Metropolitan Planners

What
 

What are local people’s expe-
riences of the consequences 
of LUTI and MUTPs on their 
daily life?

(regarding: accessibility to jobs 
and services, local mobility, and 
key factors affecting daily life 
such as community cohesion, 
socio-economic vibrancy, and 
sense of place)

Validating focus 
group results; societal 
consequences of spatial 
transformation at local 
level induced by LUTI 
and MUTPs 
(what happened, what 
aims were met?)

Validating focus group re-
sults; societal consequences 
of spatial transformation 
induced by LUTI and 
MUTPs at the metropolitan 
and local levels 
(what happened, what aims 
were met?)

Reasons behind that some 
interests were achieved and 
others not?

Reasons behind that 
some interests were 
achieved and others 
not?

Reasons behind that some 
interests were achieved and 
others not?

How How to enhance social 
outcomes through local spatial 
planning policy & processes?

How to enhance social 
outcomes through: (i) 
local spatial planning 
policy & process; 
and (ii) multi-level 
planning process & 
MUTP planning in 
general?

How to enhance social 
outcomes through: (i) 
spatial planning policy and 
process at the local and 
metropolitan levels; and 
(ii) multi-level planning 
process & MUTP planning 
in general?

Appendix B: Interview formats
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Appendix C: Codes used for analysis 

The code used for analysis of qualitative data in different chapters is presented 
in this appendix. The code tree is structured as follows: 

1. Family code
a. Sub-code

Chapter 2
1. Positive impacts on daily life 

a. Impacts of transport network extension
b. Impacts of regeneration projects around nodes
c. Neutral impacts

2. Negative impacts on daily life 
a. Impacts of transport network extension
b. Impacts of regeneration projects around nodes

3. Positive impacts on Canning Town
a. Impacts of transport network extension
b. Impacts of regeneration projects around nodes
c. Neutral impacts

4. Negative impacts on Canning Town
a. Impacts of transport network extension
b. Impacts of regeneration projects around nodes

5. Opportunity costs 

Chapter 3
1. Spatial changes 

a. Spatial structure
b. Land use (pattern, scale, and density)
c. Physical environments 

2. Long-term consequences
a. Accessibility to jobs and services
b. Accessibility to public transportation
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Appendix C: Codes used for analysis 

c. Quality of life of local population (including safety, local amenities, living 
environment, local mobility) 

3. Interests in project outcomes
a. National level
b. Metropolitan (regional) level
c. Local neighbourhood level

Chapter 4
1. Rules

a. Position rules
b. Boundary rules
c. Choice rules
d. Information rules
e. Aggregation rules
f. Pay-off rules
g. Scope rules 

2. Broader context
a. Macro level (political system, socio-economic situation)
b. Micro level (planning capacities, socio-economic situation)

3. Social outcomes
a. Overall social outcomes at the metropolitan level
b. Social impacts at the local neighbourhood level
c. Distribution of outcomes among social groups 

Chapter 5
1. Consequences of land use transport integration policies

a. Change in local environment (land-use patterns, layout of roads, environ-
mental quality) 
b. Quality of life (accessibility to jobs and services, community cohesion, 
socio-economic vibrancy, sense of place) 

2. Barriers in spatial policy and planning practices
a. Metropolitan government
b. Local district government (city centre, quarter centre, district centre)
c. Local communities (city centre, quarter centre, district centre)
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3.	 Opportunities in spatial policy and planning and practices
a. Metropolitan government
b. Local district government (city centre, quarter centre, district centre)
c. Local communities (city centre, quarter centre, district centre)
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Appendix D: Additional information of Chapter 1

Appendix D: Additional information of Chapter 1

This appendix provides a Spatial Ethic Multi-Criteria Assessment Framework 
referred in Chapter 2. 

1. An example of Spatial Ethic Multi-Criteria Assessment 
Framework  
 
SE 
Dimen-
sion

Objective Sub
Objectives

Criteria 
(Example)

Indica-
tors of 
Measure-
ment

Impacts Scoring

Quanti-
tative
Impacts

Qual-
itative 
Impacts

Contrac-
tual
Space

To 
enhance 
the values 
of public 
goods 
through 
meeting 
common 
interests 
and needs 
for urban 
spaces 

To ensure 
that newly 
created 
public infra-
structure and 
services bring 
social and 
economic 
vibrancy to 
local areas

Criteria 1. 
Extent to 
which public 
spaces 
or street 
networks are 
created and/
or extended

1.1.
1.2
1.3

0=very 
limited
1= low
2=medium
3=high

To contribute 
to enhancing 
the publicly 
owned or 
managed 
spaces, 
facilities, and 
services

2. Spatial Ethics Multi-Criteria Assessment Framework used 
for Canning Town regeneration projects
Spatial Ethics Multi-Criteria Assessment Framework revised after the prelim-
inary assessment  
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Appendix E: Additional information of Chapter 4

This appendix provides Ostrom’s Rules-in-Use as applied in Seoul, and refer-
ences of rules (list of interviewees and documents considered). 

1. Ostrom’s Rules-in-Use as applied in Seoul 
Stage 1: strategic planning; Stage 2: detailed planning and design; Stage 3: station 
area development 

Position rules

Stage Position rules define the positions held by actors Sources
1 Po1 SMG (Seoul Metropolitan Government) held a position to 

develop an initial proposal and financing plan of a project
D2 (3), I1, I6, I8, 
I9, I11, I13, I15

1 Po2 The central government (e.g. Ministry of Transport) was in 
a position to receive, review, and report an initial plan to the 
State Council, then to approve 

D2, I1, I2, I3, I4, 
I11 

1 Po3 The Economic Planning Board was in charge of approving 
a project budget based on the feasibility of a project, and of 
deciding the amount of financial supports from the State

D2, I9, I15, I16, I17

2 Po4 Seoul Metro Development Division (SMDD) was in charge 
of developing a detailed plan and design, and of constructing 
the transport networks of Seoul  

D1, I7, I9, I15, 
I16, I17

2 Po5 SMG held a position to deal with land acquisition process 
and compensation process for subway development with 
landowners with support of district governments  

D5, I7, I9, I15, 
I16, I17

2 Po6 District governments was in charge of delivering the opinions 
of local communities to SMG regarding a finalized plan and 
design of subway development project

D1, I15, I16, I17

2 Po7 SMDD held a position to develop station area which could 
include office, commercial facilities, and parking, in order to 
provide necessary services for users of stations

D2, I9, I15, I16, I17

2 Po8 Private sectors could be a developer of land development 
project around subway station, once station area was desig-
nated as Detailed Plan Area (or District Unit Plan Area)

D9, D10, D11, I20, 
I22, I23, I27

3 Po9 SMG granted development permits to developers after re-
viewing a proposal in collaboration with experts” committees 
and discussing details with developers 

D9, D10, D13, I20, 
I30

3 Po10 Public agencies such as SMG, Korea Rail, Land Corporation 
could be a developer of station area (re) development project, 
or they granted development permit to private developers for 
developing and operating for 20–30 years

D14, D19, I11, I27, 
I28, I29

2–3 Po11 Land development unit in SMG was in charge of dealing with 
lands development process around subway stations

D20, I9, I15, I16, 
I17
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Boundary rules

Stage Boundary rules determine who may enter or exit a position and 
how

Sources

1–2 Bo1 Transport experts were involved in developing an overall 
direction of subway development and an overall route plan   

D1, I1, I3, I7, 
I8, I9

1–2 Bo2 Urban experts and other sectoral experts” committees partic-
ipated in decision-making on a route plan through experts” 
consultation after an initial plan was developed

D7, I6, I7, I8, I15, 
I16, I17, I30

2–3 Bo3 Local communities, who lived and/or worked in affected dis-
tricts, participated in the planning process by attending local 
consultation and by making an official request for modifica-
tion of plan/ design to SMG through district governments

D7, I6, I7, I8, I15, 
I16, I17, I23, I30

2–3 Bo4 District governments of affected area, were involved in 
planning processes by receiving reports from SMDD about 
a detailed plan and mitigation measures for any impacts on 
local environments and communities

D7, I6, I7, I8, I15, 
I16, I17, I23, I30

2–3 Bo5 The private landowners, who were affected by subway develop-
ment, negotiated with SMG (SMDD) and district governments 
regarding compensations cost and mitigation plans 

D5, D7, I7, I9, 
I16, I20, I28

3 Bo6 Private developers participated in station area development by 
proposing a land development project to district governments 
and getting approved by SMG  

D7–D13, I20–24, 
I27–32

3 Bo7 Local districts and SMG provided a guideline for development 
and negotiated with developers on details of station area 
development 

D9, I19, I20, I23, 
I25, I27, I30, I31, 
I32

3 Bo8 Public agencies could redevelop station or give a development 
and operation permission to private developers  

D19, I25, I27, I30, 
I31, I32
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Choice rules

Stage Choice rules specify what actors in certain positions may, must or must 
not do at certain points

Sources

1 Ch1 SMG developed an initial plan by considering current demands and 
future demands for transport identified in macro-scale policies such 
as Seoul Urban Plan and Metropolitan Management Plan of SMG

D1, D2, 
I1, I3,
I7, I8, I10

1 Ch2 SMG developed an initial plan with Transport experts working 
at the central government’s policy institute — i.e. Korea Research 
Institute for Human Settlement

D1, I1, I3, 
I7, I8, I9, 
I13, I15

1–2 Ch3 SMG facilitated public hearing and consultation meeting with 
experts” committees and local districts to discuss an initial plan and 
a detailed plan. The plans were modified if requests from experts 
and local districts were considered to be technically and financially 
feasible   

D1, D7, I6, 
I7, I8, I10, 
I15, I16, I17

1 Ch4 The central government (i.e. Economic Planning Board) reviewed 
the economic and financial feasibility of a project in order to 
approve a project 

D1, D2, I1, 
I2, I3, I4, I5, 
I6, I7, I8

2 Ch5 SMDD developed a detailed plan by considering the locations of 
highly populated area and key spatial and transport development 
projects

D1, D2, I6, 
I7, I8, I9, 
I15, I16, I17

2 Ch6 SMDD investigated geographical and topological conditions of local 
areas along subway routes, as well as the locations of local markets 
and developable public lands, local development plan, and possible 
connection with other transport modes.

D1, I9, I15,
I16, I17, I18, 

2 Ch7 SMG developed and prioritised an option which minimized impacts 
on private lands and maximized cost effectiveness

D1, I9, P11, 
I13, I15, I16, 
I17 

2 Ch8 SMG discussed the details of compensation with a party influenced 
by a project. If agreement cannot be reached, a case could be 
reported to the Land Acquisition Committee

D7, I9, I15,
I16, I17, I18

2 Ch9 SMG reported a finalized detailed plan to the central government 
for approval. 

D2(4), I15, 
I16

2–3 Ch10 SMDD, as an urban rail constructer, could initiate development 
around and within station — i.e. office, commercial facilities, and 
parking, to provide necessary services for user of stations  

D2, I9, I15,
I16, I17, I27

2 Ch11 SMDD could develop a connecting path between subway and 
adjacent buildings in case the owners of buildings agreed and paid 
for construction

D3, I9, I15,
I16, I17
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Stage Choice rules specify what actors in certain positions may, must or must 
not do at certain points

Sources

2–3 Ch12 SMDD informed the district governments of all the impact that a 
project might create and shared mitigation strategy in advance

I9, I9, I15,
I16, I17, I18

2–3 Ch13 SMDD assigned transport experts to conduct Transport Impact 
Assessment, in order to examine impacts on local mobility and to 
develop mitigation measures. SMDD considered applying suggested 
mitigation measures and improving a plan  

D6, I9, I15, 
I16, I17

2 Ch14 Local communities could request modification of routes and station 
locations to SMG through local district governments

D1, I6, I7, 
I8, I9, I15, 
I16, I17

2 Ch15 SMDD reviewed the requests from local communities and decided 
whether to accept them or not. SMDD and district governments 
updated a detailed plan

D1, I9, I15,
I16, I17

3 Ch16 Private developers could develop areas adjacent to stations, which 
was designated as a Detailed Plan Area (or District Unit Plan Area) 

D7, D9, 
D10,
D11, I20, 
I22, I23, 
I27

3 Ch17 Private developers prepared a land use plan, details of urban design, 
and traffic management plan, in line with a specific guideline for 
designated areas development

D7, D9, 
D10,
D11, I20–24, 
I27–32

3 Ch18 Developers gained incentives if they donated private lands to SMG 
for public amenities and pedestrian paths

D8, D10, 
D11, D12, 
I19, I20, I23, 
I24, I25

3 Ch19 SMG reviewed a development proposal developed by private devel-
opers with reference to the Guideline in the District Development 
Plan (e.g. floor ratio, building height, and building coverage ratio)

D9, D10, 
I20, I30

3 Ch20 District governments and SMG discussed the details of a develop-
ment plan with developers and encouraged improving a proposal by 
integrating local environments  

D10, D13, 
I19,
120, I23, I27 

3 Ch21 Public sectors could redevelop or expand station and adjacent 
areas by themselves or by contracting with private sectors to build 
facilities and operate business 

D14, I27, 
I28, I29

3 Ch22 The central government and (or) SMG reviewed a station (re)
development plan proposed by private developers, and made a 
decision on approval.  

D19, I27, 
I28, I29
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Information rules

Stage Information rules define level of information available to actors at 
certain points

Sources

1 In1 Urban infrastructure plans (initial plans and detailed plans) 
were presented for experts committee and local communities 
during the public hearing. 

D7, I9, I15 

2 In2 Detailed plans were shared and consulted with experts 
committee once SMDD developed a draft.

D7, I9, I15, I16, I17

2–3 In3 Detailed plans were shared and consulted with local 
communities and district governments during local district 
consultation after SMDD and experts finalized a draft plan.

D7, D9, D11, I9, 
I15, I16, I17

Aggregation rules

Stage Aggregation rules determine “who is to decide” which action or set 
of activities is to be undertaken

Sources

1 Ag1 The President and the Office of Prime Minister made a final 
decision on subway development proposal and an initial plan 

D1, I9, I15, I16 

1–2 Ag2 SMG and transport experts working in the policy institutes at 
national and metropolitan levels decided a route plan.

D1, I1, I3,
I4, I5

2 Ag3 SMG with support of other respective parties such as expert 
committees and other divisions in SMG decided a final route 
plan of subway development

D1, I1, I3, I7, I8, 
I9, I14, I15, I16

2 Ag4 SMG (Land Development Unit) decided on whether to 
operationalize a plan of station area development

D20, I9, I15, I16, 
I17

3 Ag5 SMG (or central government) made a final decision on 
station area (re) development proposal

D9, D10, D13, I19, 
120, I23, I27

Appendix E: Additional information of Chapter 4
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Payoff rules  

Stage Payoff rules assign costs and benefits to actors in light of the outcomes Sources

1–2 Pa1 SMG, as a constructer and an operator of the urban rail, was 
responsible for financing funds by using its own fund and 
(or) profits from operation, and (or) profits from station area 
development, and (or) issuing urban rail bond, and (or) receiving 
financial support from the central government. 

D2 (11), I7, I8, 
I9, I15, I16, I17

1–2 Pa2 The central government could provide financial supports or loan 
to the city government for developing urban rail system if urban 
transport infrastructure passed more than two cities. 

D2(14), I2, I3, 
I7, I8, I9, I15, 
I16, I17 

2 Pa3 SMG (SMDD), as a developer of urban infrastructure projects, 
was financially responsible for land acquisition for subway devel-
opment and compensation for any disruption on private lands.   

D7, I15, I16, 
I17

2 Pa4 The owners of private lands (buildings) paid to SMDD for 
constructing connection gates between stations and properties if 
they desired to have such connecting gates

D1, I9, I15, 
I16, I17  

2–3 Pa5 Private developers donated their lands to SMG/district govern-
ments if they want to get permission to increase density of land 
development.  

D7, D9, D10,
D11, I19, I20, 
I23, I24, I25

Scope rules

Stage Scope rules determine which outcomes may occur Sources
1 Sc1 SMG would have the effective use of land by facilitating 

station-oriented development across, facilitate balanced 
spatial development across cities

D1, D15, I3, I7, I8

1 Sc2 SMG would reduce traffic congestion by increasing ridership, 
and expand transport services into wider areas

D1, D7 I1,3, I7, I8

1 Sc3 Metropolitan areas should be developed in a balanced way D7, D10, D11, D17, 
I1, I2, I3, I5 

1–2 Sc4 SMG would have transport networks, which were cost-effec-
tive and did not disturb private lands  

D1, I9, I11, I13, I15, 
I16, I17 

2 Sc5 Subway development would facilitate the high level of station 
area development to trigger effective land development 

D9, D10, D13, I20, 
I30

3 Sc6 Land development in Detailed Development Area/ District 
Development Area would induce effective land use due to the 
increasing development density of the area

D8, D10, D11, D12, 
I19, I20, I23, I24, 
I25

3 Sc7 Station areas would be re-developed by integrating surround-
ing areas and by facilitating mixed use land development 

D14,D19, I27, I28, 
I29
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2. List of Interviewees

Code Reference Sector and expertise and level (national to local neighbourhood level)
I1 Respondent 1 Transport policy/planning at national and regional level
I2 Respondent 2 Transport policy/planning at national level
I3 Respondent 3 Transport policy/planning at national level
I4 Respondent 4 Transport policy at national level
I5 Respondent 5 Transport policy/planning at city and regional level
I6 Respondent 6 Transport policy/planning at city level
I7 Respondent 7 Transport policy/planning at city level
I8 Respondent 8 Transport policy/planning at city level
I9 Respondent 9 Transport planning/engineering/development at city level
I10 Respondent 10 Transport policy/planning at city and district level
I11 Respondent 11 Urban spatial policy/planning at city level
I12 Respondent 12 Urban spatial policy/planning at city level
I13 Respondent 13 Urban spatial policy/planning at city level
I14 Respondent 14 Urban spatial policy/planning at city and district level
I15 Respondent 15 Transport planning/engineering/development at city level
I16 Respondent 16 Transport Planning/engineering/development at city level
I17 Respondent 17 Transport planning/engineering and land development project at city 

level
I18 Respondent 18 Transport engineering at city level
I19 Respondent 19 Urban spatial policy/planning/development at city level and district 

level
I20 Respondent 20 Urban spatial policy/planning at city and district level
I21 Respondent 21 Transport policy/planning at district level
I22 Respondent 22 Transport policy/ planning at district level
I23 Respondent 23 Urban spatial policy/planning at district level
I24 Respondent 24 Urban spatial policy/planning at district level
I25 Respondent 25 Land development projects at city and district level
I26 Respondent 26 Land development projects at city and district level
I27 Respondent 27 Station area development at regional and city level
I28 Respondent 28 Urban spatial planning and development at city and district level
I29 Respondent 29 Station area development at regional and city level
I30 Respondent 30 Urban spatial policy/planning at city and district level
I31 Respondent 31 Urban planning and design at city and district level
I32 Respondent 32 Urban planning and design at city and district level
I33 Respondent 33 Urban development policy at regional and city level

Appendix E: Additional information of Chapter 4
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3. List of documents considered

Code A document name 

D1
D2
D3
D4
D5
D6
D7
D8
D9
D10 
D11
D12 
D13
D14
D15
D16
D17
D18 
D19
D20

Subway Line 5,6,7,8 White Book
Urban Rail Law, Urban Rail Law Enforcement Decree
Subway Public Facilities Planning and Design Rule
Urban Rail Station Design Guideline
Land Acquisition Law
Urban Traffic Management Law 
Urban Planning Law, Urban Planning Law Enforcement 
Construction Law (especially, section on Incentives for public land development)
District Unit Plan Development Guideline
District Unit Plan Implementation Guideline 
Detailed Plan Development Guideline 
Detailed Plan Implementation Guideline
Territorial Plan and Use Law
Rail Construction Law
Seoul Development Plan
Seoul Metropolitan Government Traffic Management Plan
Metropolitan Management Plan
Traffic Impact Assessment Reports  
Rail Business Law
SMG Organization Rules 



200

Appendix F: Informed Consent Form for Interviews

 
 

 

 

1 › 1 

 
 

faculty of spatial sciences  research ethics committee 

 

Agreement to participate - Research Ethics Committee (REC) 
in (doctoral) research project: 
 
Title: Enhancing the social outcomes from integrating urban metro development and spatial 
development across metropolitan city 
 
The purpose of the research is to identify critical elements and process needed to enhance 
social outcomes from the spatial changes that are triggered by mega urban infrastructure 
development, so that development can satisfy the varied interests across cities.   
 
• I have read and I understand the information sheet of this present research project. 
• I have had the opportunity to discuss this study. I am satisfied with the answers I have been 

given. 
• I understand that taking part in this study is voluntary and that I have the right to withdraw 

from the study up to three weeks after interview, and to decline to answer any individual 
questions in the study. 

• I understand that my participation in this study is confidential. Without my prior consent, 
no material, which could identify me will be used in any reports generated from this study. 

•     I understand that this data may also be used in articles, book chapters, published and 
unpublished work and presentations. 

•     I understand that all information I provide will be kept confidentially either in a locked 
facility or as a password protected encrypted file on a password protected computer. 

 
 
Please circle YES or NO to each of the following: 
 
I consent to my interview being audio-recorded     YES / NO 
   
 
I wish to remain anonymous (pseudonymization) for this research  YES / NO 
 
 
A pseudonym of my own choosing can be used in this research   YES / NO 
 
 
 “I agree to participate in this focus group interview and acknowledge receipt of a 
copy of this consent form and the research project information sheet.”  
  
 
Signature of participant: __________________________Date: _____________ 
 
 
“I agree to abide by the conditions set out in the information sheet and I ensure no 
harm will be done to any participant during this research.” 
 
 
Signature of researcher: ___________________________          Date: _____________ 
 
 
Please fill in the following information. It will only be used in case you want to be sent a copy of 
interview notes so that you have the opportunity to make corrections.  
 
 
Email: 
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 research ethics committee  

 

Information sheet – Research Ethics Committee (REC) for 
(doctoral) research project:  
Title:  Enhancing the social outcomes from integrating urban metro development and spatial 
development across metropolitan city 
 
Thank you very much for taking the time to consider getting involved in my (doctoral) research 
project.  My research is to identify barriers and opportunities to ensuring positive 
consequences of spatial changes induced by mega urban transport projects. It considers how 
the spatial changes triggered by mega urban transport project can meet the diverse interests in 
urban spatial transformation. The project use a case study, an urban metro project in Seoul 
and London. It identifies spatial changes triggered by the project such as changes in land use 
pattern and local environments around transport nodes, and investigate how such changes 
influence on the accessibility and livability of local population in different localities across city. 
Ultimately, the research aims to identify possible solutions to maximize positive consequences 
from mega urban transport projects on the wellbeing of urban population by facilitating an 
integrated approach to mega urban transport project at city and local scales. 

• The interviews will be audio-recorded and notes will be taken during the interview. 
• You have the right to ask to have the recording turned off whenever you decide and you 

may also end the interview at any time. 
• If you wish so you will be sent a copy of the interview notes, and you will have the 

opportunity to make corrections or request the erasure of any materials you do not wish 
to be used. 

• The information you provide will be kept confidentially in a locked facility or in a 
password protected file on my computer up to five years upon completion of my 
research. 

• The main use of the information you provide will help me towards my doctoral thesis 
(for PhD candidates), which upon completion will publicly be available on Internet. 

• The data may also be used for articles, book chapters, published and unpublished work 
and presentations. 

• Unless you have given explicit permission to do so, personal names or any other 
information which would serve to identify you as an informant will not be included in 
this research or in any future publication or reports resulting from this project. 

As a participant you have the right to:  

• decline to participate; 
• decline to answer any particular question; 
• ask for the audio-recorder to be turned off at any time; 
• end the interview at any time 
• withdraw from the study up until three weeks after participating in the research; 
• ask any questions about the study at any time during participation; and 
• ask for the erasure of any materials you do not wish to be used in any reports of this 

study. 

Once again I thank you for taking the time to find out more about my (doctoral) research. I am 
at your disposal for any questions you might have. You can also contact my supervisors at the 
address below.  

 
Yours sincerely,  

faculty of spatial sciences   
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Summary

Introduction
Worldwide, megacities make huge investments in urban infrastructure develop-
ment to deal with growing pains that arise from rapid urban development. Mega 
urban infrastructure development — such as urban rail — has been considered 
as a key for improving economic efficiency and productivity, and environment 
sustainability. Policy makers and researchers increasingly acknowledge the 
critical needs for addressing broader social outcomes from urban transport 
development and applying an integrated approach to transport and spatial 
development. Such recognition stemmed from persisting limitations in current 
planning practices and in the delivery of broader social outcomes from mega 
urban transport projects (MUTPs). Infrastructure decision-making rarely 
considers long-term broader outcomes such as enhanced accessibility for all, 
and transport planning and spatial planning still occur in separate silos. Many 
claim that outcomes from MUTPs do not always meet all the varied interests of 
stakeholders — e.g. interests from varying perspectives such as sectors, levels, 
and localities.

This study aims to address gaps in current planning practice and research 
regarding the delivery of broader social outcomes from mega urban transport 
development processes and integrated approaches for transport and spatial 
planning to enhance such outcomes. The overarching objectives of this research 
are to examine: how social outcomes from mega urban transport development are 
related to the spatial changes induced by such development at multiple scales over 
time, and how the social outcomes can be enhanced by an integrated approach to 
transport and spatial planning. In order to meet the objective of the study, four 
sub-questions were posed: 
1. What socio-spatial changes does mega urban infrastructure development 

processes create or facilitate over time at urban regional and local neigh-
bourhood scales?

2. What are the broader negative and positive social consequences that stem 
from spatial changes enacted at multiple scales by mega urban transport 
development? To what extent do such consequences reflect varied interests 
in the outcomes of the projects?

3. How are the varied interests in MUTPs addressed during project planning 
and implementation at macro and micro levels? How do institutional fac-
tors influence the planning processes of MUTPs, affecting social outcomes 
from mega urban transport development?
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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?

Examining social comes from mega urban transport 
development
Chapters 2 and 3 examined broader social outcomes from MUTPs by consid-
ering the spatial changes induced by such development and varied interests at 
multiple levels. Chapter 2 investigated the socio-spatial implication of urban 
infrastructure development in the context of top-down, macro-scale economic 
goal driven decision-making. A Spatial Ethics Multi-Criteria Assessment 
framework was developed as an integrated tool to evaluate mega urban proj-
ects and used for investigating a metro project in Caning Town in London. 
The study identified that urban infrastructure development facilitate spatial 
transformations over long period of the time, which do not always bring out 
public (social) benefits, local sustainability, and spatial equity in cities. Mega 
urban development projects facilitate enhanced accessibility to socio-economic 
opportunities in city centres. However, due to the impacts of spatial transfor-
mations over time, their contribution to enhancing public goods, quality of 
life at local neighbourhoods, and reducing socio-economic disparity are not 
clear. The study also revealed that negative impacts are perceived differently 
by various local communities, depending on many factors including location, 
tenure type, occupation, and income status. Overall, Chapter 2 stressed that it 
is questionable if, or to what extent, benefits from mega urban infrastructure 
development exceed the costs ultimately.

Chapter 3 investigated further social outcomes from MUTPs by examining 
broader and non-monetised benefits and costs related to the multi-scale spatial 
transformation induced by projects and varied interests at multiple levels. It 
investigated a metro development project in London and Seoul, metropolis 
that established extensive metro networks in response to critical needs for 
sustainable urban expansion and economic growth. The study highlighted that 
urban transport network expansion does not guarantee enhanced accessibility 
and quality of life for all due to the differential pattern of spatial changes 
occurring across a city, as well as unintended negative impacts of spatial trans-
formation at local scales. Immediate benefits such as enhanced accessibility to 
jobs and services are often undermined by the consequences of incremental 
and cumulative spatial changes at local scales. The varied pace and scope of 
spatial development occurring over time in different locations across a city 



S

207

(e.g. centre and periphery) could be attributed to socially differential outcomes 
and multiple negative impacts on people living in the most deprived areas. An 
important finding in Chapter 3 is that understanding social outcomes from 
MUTPs requires examination of consequences of the interaction between 
transport network development and urban spatial development at both macro 
and micro scale, and reflection on how the consequences affect accessibility and 
the quality of life across varied localities and social groups. It suggested that 
enhancing social outcomes needs an integrated approach to urban transport 
and spatial development that focuses on scale and temporal dimension of 
spatial transformation enacted by MUTPs. 

Enhancing social outcomes by an integrated approach to 
transport and spatial planning 
Chapters 4 and 5 explored how social comes from MUTPs are related to the 
interplay between spatial and transport planning at multiple levels and how they 
can be enhanced by an integrated approach to transport and spatial development. 
Using the Ostrom’s Institutional Analysis and Development Framework, Chap-
ter 4 illustrated ongoing difficulties in integration between transport and spatial 
planning processes and how institutional imbalance across sectors and levels 
affect the social outcomes. The institutional analysis of the Seoul case identified 
that at the macro level, incongruence in scope between transport and spatial 
planning and absence of cross-sectoral strategic decision-making process can 
contribute to failure in delivery of desired outcomes such as balanced develop-
ment across a city. At the micro level, sectoral fragmentation within metropolitan 
government regarding station area planning and institutional ambiguity on 
responsibilities of various actors for ensuring quality of land development around 
nodes can results in limited benefits for neighbourhoods. Moreover, the analysis 
identified that limited information flow and lack of exchange of ideas across 
levels as well as high institutional ambiguity on macro-level responsibilities in 
operationalising an integrated policy can create barriers to addressing varied 
needs and conditions across a city. In addition to institutional barriers, differ-
ences in knowledge, resources, and capacity of local authorities are attributed 
to differential distribution of positive outcomes across a city. Overall, Chapter 4 
revealed that enhancing accessibility and quality of life for all requires institu-
tional harmonization between sectors and across territorial levels, as well as with 
local capacity to operationalise an integrated planning approach.

Chapter 5 identified critical elements and processes necessary for an integrated 
approach to MUTPs to contribute to overall distribution of accessibility and 
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quality of life across a city. It investigated if and how Land Use and Transport 
Integration (LUTI) policy can bring positive social outcomes across varied lo-
calities by examining Seoul as an exemplar of megacities which experienced 
rapid urbanisation and applied explicitly LUTI approach to local development. 
The analysis of stakeholders” experience of outcomes at different urban hier-
archy levels showed that facilitating compact urban form around nodes does 
not guarantee increased accessibility or enhanced livelihood opportunities for 
local people. Instead, the outcomes are closely related to quality and range of 
development around nodes, accessibility to public amenities and open space, and 
functionality of pedestrian networks. The study revealed that ensuring positive 
social outcomes from LUTI policy requires balancing restrictions and incentives 
to facilitate quality of development around nodes and creating cost-effective 
strategies to maintain local environmental quality. Moreover, it identified critical 
needs for a localised approach to LUTI policy that consider different priorities 
among localities of varying size and function. In central area, focus needs to be on 
facilitating high-quality land use to maintain its function and mitigating negative 
impacts of commercial development on local population. In peripheral area, 
priorities are providing strong incentives to facilitate desired spatial development 
and enhancing local mobility to reduce spatial disparity at neighbourhood level. 
The study showed that applying a localised approach is not possible without 
multi-level governance that balances the responsibilities of metropolitan and local 
stakeholders in planning and operationalising LUTI policy. Overall, Chapter 5 
showed that in rapidly-growing cities, a flexible and holistic approach to integra-
tion should be applied to reflect diverse societal needs and local circumstances 
and to ensure overall distribution of benefits across the city.

Conclusions and implications
Achieving broader social outcomes from mega urban infrastructure develop-
ment has been a challenge across the globe. MUTPs and LUTI policy can be 
seen necessary but not sufficient to bring out enhanced accessibility and quality 
of life, and fair distribution of benefits across a city. This study indicates the 
critical need for integration of transport and spatial development at multiple 
scales, institutional arrangements to operationalise an integrated approach, 
and multi-level governance that reflects diverse societal needs and oversees 
the quality of development across a city. Varied contextual factors at the macro 
and micro levels, which directly influence the extent to which actors are able 
to utilise an integrated transport and spatial development, also need to be 
considered for the delivery of desired social outcomes. 
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This thesis provides theoretical and practical insights into enhancing social 
outcomes from MUTPs by integration of transport and spatial planning. It 
indicates that integration at macro scale (e.g. well-balanced transport system 
linking activities across cities) without micro-scale integration (e.g. facilitat-
ing effective land use around transport node), or vice versa, will not lead to 
enhanced accessibility and quality of life for all. The study also suggests that 
institutional congruence and clarity across level and sectors do not guarantee 
desired outcomes across a city if local actors” planning capacities, resources, 
and knowledge for operationalizing an integrated approach are missing. Fur-
thermore, balancing bottom-up and top-down approach to LUTI, rather than 
primarily addressing a localised approach, is essential for achieving long-term 
sustainable effects at neighbourhoods. 

Several lessons can be drawn for policy makers and planners, especially those 
who would deal with an integrated approach to MUTPs in order to facilitate 
sustainable and equitable development in rapidly growing cities. An integra-
tion of land use and transport development should be considered at the early 
stage of mega urban transport infrastructure 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 the cities. Moreover, transport planning should 
consider enhancing local mobility within neighbourhoods during early stages 
to prevent increasing social and spatial disparity among local communities. 
To facilitate balanced development across a city, urban policy makers need to 
consider integration of spatial and transport development at strategic locations, 
especially those with potentials to become regional transit hubs. Furthermore, 
there should be an area-based approach to evaluation of mega transport projects, 
which consider change in scale and density of land use around transport nodes, 
the level of integration between stations and redeveloped local environment, 
and connectivity and functionality of local road networks. Ultimately, social 
responsibility should be promoted, not only authorities at the various levels, 
but also private landowners, developers, and residents, in order to effectively 
maintain socio-economic vibrancy and local environmental quality. Acting on 
these lessons will lead to decreasing cost and to maximising the effectiveness 
of an integrated approach to enhancing social outcomes from mega urban 
transport development.
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Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse Samenvatting)

Inleiding
Overal ter wereld doen megasteden enorme investeringen in de ontwikkeling 
van hun stedelijke infrastructuur om het hoofd te kunnen bieden aan de 
problemen die gepaard gaat met een snelle stedelijke ontwikkeling. De ont-
wikkeling van dergelijke grote infrastructuurprojecten — zoals stadsvervoer 
per spoor — wordt beschouwd als een van de sleutels tot verbetering van 
de economische efficiëntie, productiviteit, leefomgeving en duurzaamheid. 
Beleidsmakers en onderzoekers beseffen in toenemende mate dat het be-
langrijk is om de bredere maatschappelijke effecten van de ontwikkeling 
van het stadsvervoer mee te nemen en voor een geïntegreerde benadering 
van vervoer en ruimtelijke ontwikkeling te kiezen. Dit besef komt voort uit 
de beperkingen van de huidige planningspraktijk en de maatschappelijke 
effecten van megaprojecten voor stadsvervoer (Mega Urban Transport Projects, 
MUTP’s). Bij de besluitvorming over infrastructuur wordt zelden rekening 
gehouden met de gevolgen op de lange termijn, zoals een verbeterde bereik-
baarheid voor iedereen, en bovendien worden transportplanning en ruimtelijke 
ordening nog steeds afzonderlijk aangepakt. Er wordt vaak beweerd dat de 
ruitkomsten van MUTP’s niet altijd voldoen aan de uiteenlopende belangen 
van stakeholders, zoals de belangen vanuit het perspectief van verschillende 
sectoren, niveaus of wijken.

Doel van dit proefschrift is in te gaan op lacunes in de huidige plannings-
praktijk en in het onderzoek naar de maatschappelijke effecten van ontwikke-
lingsprocessen van stadsvervoer en te komen met geïntegreerde benaderingen 
voor vervoer en ruimtelijke ordening met het doel deze effecten te verbeteren. 
De overkoepelende onderzoeksvraag van het onderzoek is: hoe verhouden de 
maatschappelijke effecten van de ontwikkeling van grote stadsvervoersprojecten 
zich in de tijd en op verschillende niveaus tot de ruimtelijke veranderingen die het 
gevolg zijn van deze ontwikkeling, en hoe kunnen de maatschappelijke effecten 
worden verbeterd door een geïntegreerde benadering van transport en ruimte-
lijke planning. Om deze vraag te kunnen beantwoorden zijn vier deelvragen 
opgesteld: 
1. Welke sociaal-ruimtelijke veranderingen creëren of faciliteren de ontwikke-

lingsprocessen voor grootschalige stedelijke infrastructuur in de loop van 
de tijd op stadsregionaal niveau en in wijken?

2. Wat zijn de algemenere negatieve en positieve maatschappelijke effecten 
die voortvloeien uit ruimtelijke veranderingen die op meerdere niveaus 
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voortvloeien uit de ontwikkeling van grootschalig stadsvervoer? In hoe-
verre weerspiegelen dergelijke gevolgen de uiteenlopende belangen bij de 
uitkomsten van de projecten?

3. Hoe wordt omgegaan met de uiteenlopende belangen die bij de MUTP’s 
spelen tijdens de projectplanning en -uitvoering op macro- en microni-
veau? Hoe beïnvloeden institutionele factoren de planningsprocessen van 
MUTP’s en daarmee de maatschappelijke effecten van de ontwikkeling van 
grootschalig stadsvervoer?

4. Wat is er nodig voor een geïntegreerde aanpak van MUTP’s, zodat deze 
MUTP’s kunnen bijdragen aan een gelijke verdeling van ontwikkelings-
mogelijkheden en de leefkwaliteit in een stad?

De maatschappelijke effecten van grote 
ontwikkelingsprojecten voor stadsvervoer nader bekeken
In de hoofdstukken 2 en 3 zijn de bredere maatschappelijke effecten van MUT-
P’s onder de loep genomen door te kijken naar de ruimtelijke veranderingen 
die een dergelijke ontwikkeling met zich meebrengt en naar de uiteenlopende 
belangen op verschillende niveaus. In hoofdstuk 2 worden de sociaal-ruim-
telijke implicaties van stedelijke infrastructuurontwikkeling onderzocht in de 
context van top-down, op macro-economische doelen georiënteerde besluit-
vorming. Er is een kader voor multi-criteria analyse gericht op ruimtelijke 
ethiek (Spatial Ethics Multi-Criteria Assessment) ontwikkeld voor de integrale 
evaluatie van stedelijke megaprojecten en dat is gebruikt om een metroproject 
in Canning Town (Londen) mee te onderzoeken. Uit dit onderzoek blijkt dat 
stedelijke infrastructuurontwikkeling ruimtelijke veranderingen over langere 
periodes in de hand werkt die niet altijd resulteren in publieke (sociale) 
voordelen, lokale duurzaamheid of een rechtvaardige verdeling van de ruimte 
in steden. Grote stedelijke ontwikkeling projecten zorgen voor een grotere 
bereikbaarheid van de sociaaleconomische mogelijkheden in de stadscentra. 
Door de effecten die ruimtelijke veranderingen in de loop van de tijd hebben, 
is het echter niet duidelijk welke bijdrage ze leveren aan de verbetering van 
de publieke ruimte, de kwaliteit van leven op wijkniveau of het verkleinen 
van sociaaleconomische ongelijkheid. Uit het onderzoek blijkt ook dat de 
negatieve effecten door verschillende lokale gemeenschappen verschillend 
worden ervaren, afhankelijk van factoren als locatie, huur- of koopwoning, 
beroep en inkomen. Uiteindelijk wordt in hoofdstuk 2 geconcludeerd dat het 
twijfelachtig is of en in welke mate de voordelen van grootschalige stedelijke 
infrastructuurontwikkeling uiteindelijk de kosten waard zullen zijn.
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In hoofdstuk 3 zijn de maatschappelijke effecten van MUTP’s verder onder-
zocht door de algemene en niet-gemonetariseerde baten en kosten te onder-
zoeken die zijn gerelateerd aan ruimtelijke veranderingen op verschillende 
schaalniveaus die worden veroorzaakt door projecten en door de uiteenlopende 
belangen op verschillende niveaus. Er is onderzoek gedaan naar metro-ont-
wikkelingsprojecten in Londen en Seoel, wereldsteden die uitgebreide me-
tronetwerken hebben aangelegd om tegemoet te komen aan de behoefte aan 
duurzame stedelijke ontwikkeling en economische groei. Uit dit onderzoek komt 
uitdrukkelijk naar voren dat uitbreiding van het stedelijk vervoersnetwerk geen 
garantie biedt voor een betere bereikbaarheid en leefkwaliteit voor iedereen, 
vanwege het gedifferentieerde patroon van ruimtelijke veranderingen in een 
stad en de onbedoelde negatieve gevolgen van ruimtelijke veranderingen op 
lokale schaal. Directe voordelen zoals een betere bereikbaarheid van werk en 
voorzieningen worden vaak ondermijnd door de gevolgen van incrementele 
en cumulatieve ruimtelijke veranderingen op lokale schaal. De verschillen in 
tempo en omvang van de ruimtelijke ontwikkeling die in de loop der tijd op 
verschillende locaties in een stad plaatsvindt (bijvoorbeeld in het centrum en in 
de periferie), kan worden toegeschreven aan sociaal verschillend uitwerkende 
resultaten en de meervoudige negatieve gevolgen voor mensen die wonen in de 
meest achtergestelde gebieden. Een belangrijke conclusie uit hoofdstuk 3 is dat 
voor een beter begrip van de maatschappelijke effecten van MUTP’s gekeken 
moet worden naar de gevolgen van de interactie tussen de ontwikkeling van 
het vervoersnetwerk en van de ruimtelijke ontwikkeling in een stad, zowel op 
macro- als op microniveau, en dat nagedacht moet worden over de manier 
waarop deze gevolgen van invloed zijn op de bereikbaarheid en de kwaliteit van 
leven in verschillende wijken en voor verschillende groepen in de maatschappij. 
Er kan worden gesteld dat voor verbetering van de maatschappelijke effecten een 
geïntegreerde aanpak van stadsvervoer en ruimtelijke ontwikkeling nodig is met 
aandacht voor de schaal en de tijdsdimensie van de ruimtelijke transformatie 
die voortvloeit uit MUTP’s. 

Verbetering van de maatschappelijke effecten door een 
integrale benadering van transport en ruimtelijke planning 
In de hoofdstukken 4 en 5 is onderzocht hoe de maatschappelijke effecten van 
MUTP’s samenhangen met de wisselwerking tussen transport en ruimtelijke 
planning op verschillende niveaus en hoe deze kunnen worden versterkt door 
een geïntegreerde aanpak van vervoer en ruimtelijke ontwikkeling. Aan de 
hand van het Institutionele Analyse- en Ontwikkelingskader van Ostrom is 
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in hoofdstuk 4 getoond hoe de integratie tussen transport en ruimtelijke 
planprocessen nog steeds moeizaam verloopt en hoe de institutionele on-
evenwichtigheid tussen de sectoren en niveaus de maatschappelijke effecten 
beïnvloedt. Uit de institutionele analyse van de Seoel-casus blijkt dat een 
incongruentie in reikwijdte tussen vervoer en ruimtelijke planning en het 
ontbreken van een sectoroverschrijdend strategisch besluitvormingsproces op 
macroniveau kunnen bijdragen aan het niet behalen van gewenste uitkomsten, 
zoals een evenwichtige ontwikkeling in de hele stad. Op microniveau kan de 
sectorale fragmentatie binnen de stedelijke overheid met betrekking tot de 
planning van stationsgebieden en de institutionele onduidelijkheid over de 
verantwoordelijkheden van de verschillende actoren voor het waarborgen van 
de kwaliteit van de gebiedsontwikkeling rond de knooppunten leiden tot een 
beperking van de voordelen voor de wijken. Uit de analyse blijkt bovendien dat 
een beperkte informatiestroom en een gebrek aan uitwisseling van ideeën tussen 
de verschillende niveaus, naast een grote institutionele onduidelijkheid over 
de verantwoordelijkheden op macroniveau bij de uitvoering van geïntegreerd 
beleid, belemmeringen kunnen opwerpen voor de aanpak van de uiteenlopende 
noden en omstandigheden in een stad. Behalve deze institutionele barrières 
zijn ook verschillen in kennis, middelen en capaciteit van lokale overheden 
van belang voor een ongelijke verdeling van positieve resultaten over een 
stad. Uit hoofdstuk 4 blijkt dat voor de verbetering van de bereikbaarheid en 
de leefkwaliteit voor iedereen vooral een institutionele harmonisatie tussen 
sectoren en tussen territoriale niveaus vereist is, naast de lokale capaciteit voor 
het toepassen van een geïntegreerde planningsaanpak.

In hoofdstuk 5 zijn de kritische elementen en processen geïdentificeerd die 
nodig zijn voor een geïntegreerde aanpak om zo MUTP’s bij te laten dragen aan 
de verdeling van kansen en de kwaliteit van leven over een stad. Er is onderzocht 
of en hoe het beleid voor geïntegreerde ruimtelijke en transport ontwikkeling 
(Land Use and Transport Integration, LUTI) positieve maatschappelijke effec-
ten kan hebben binnen de verschillende wijken van een stad, waarbij Seoel 
als voorbeeld is genomen voor megasteden die snel zijn verstedelijkt en die 
expliciet hebben gekozen voor een LUTI-benadering voor lokale ontwikke-
ling. De analyse van de ervaring van betrokkenen op verschillende stedelijke 
hiërarchie-niveaus met betrekking tot de maatschappelijke uitkomsten, laat 
zien dat het faciliteren van een compacte stedelijke vorm rond knooppunten de 
lokale bevolking geen garantie biedt voor een betere bereikbaarheid of betere 
mogelijkheden om in hun levensonderhoud te voorzien. De resultaten hangen 
daarentegen nauw samen met de kwaliteit en de reikwijdte van de ontwikkeling 
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rond knooppunten, de bereikbaarheid van openbare voorzieningen en publieke 
ruimten, en de functionaliteit van voetgangersnetwerken. Uit het onderzoek is 
gebleken dat voor positieve sociale uitkomsten van het LUTI-beleid een even-
wicht moet worden gevonden tussen beperkingen en prikkels om de kwaliteit 
van de ontwikkeling rond de knooppunten te bevorderen en kosteneffectieve 
strategieën te ontwikkelen om de lokale leefomgevingskwaliteit in stand te 
houden. Bovendien blijkt er dringend behoefte aan een meer lokale benadering 
van het LUTI-beleid, waarbij rekening wordt gehouden met de verschillende 
prioriteiten van wijken die verschillen in grootte en functie. In het centrum moet 
de nadruk worden gelegd op het faciliteren van hoogwaardig grondgebruik om 
de functie ervan te behouden en op het verzachten van de negatieve gevolgen 
voor de lokale bevolking van de commerciële ontwikkeling. In perifere gebieden 
ligt de prioriteit bij het stimuleren van de gewenste ruimtelijke ontwikkeling en 
het vergroten van de lokale mobiliteit om de ruimtelijke ongelijkheid op buurt-
niveau te verkleinen. Uit het onderzoek is gebleken dat de toepassing van een 
lokale aanpak niet mogelijk is zonder multilevel governance (meerlagig bestuur) 
die de verantwoordelijkheden van grootstedelijke en lokale belanghebbenden bij 
de planning en uitvoering van het LUTI-beleid met elkaar in evenwicht brengt. 
Uit hoofdstuk 5 blijkt dat in snelgroeiende steden een flexibele en holistische 
aanpak van de integratie moet worden gekozen waarin rekening wordt gehou-
den met uiteenlopende maatschappelijke behoeften en lokale omstandigheden, 
en waarin de voordelen over de hele stad verdeeld worden.

Conclusies en implicaties
Overal ter wereld is het een uitdaging om bredere maatschappelijke uitkom-
sten te bereiken in grootschalige ontwikkelingsprojecten voor stedelijke infra-
structuur. MUTP’s en LUTI-beleid zijn noodzakelijk maar niet voldoende om 
de bereikbaarheid en de leefwaliteit te verbeteren en de voordelen eerlijk over 
de stad te verdelen. Dit onderzoek laat zien dat er dringend behoefte is aan 
integratie van vervoer en ruimtelijke ontwikkeling op meerdere schaalniveaus, 
aan institutionele regelingen om een geïntegreerde aanpak door te voeren, 
en aan multilevel governance met oog voor uiteenlopende maatschappelijke 
behoeften en toezicht op de kwaliteit van ontwikkeling in een stad. Ook moet 
op macro- en microniveau rekening worden gehouden met uiteenlopende 
contextuele factoren die rechtstreeks van invloed zijn op de mate waarin 
actoren in staat zijn om gebruik te maken van geïntegreerde transport- en 
ruimtelijke ontwikkeling, om de gewenste maatschappelijke uitkomsten te 
bereiken. 
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In dit proefschrift worden theoretische en praktische inzichten geboden om 
de maatschappelijke uitkomsten van MUTP’s te verbeteren door transport- en 
ruimtelijke planning te integreren. Hieruit blijkt dat integratie op macroniveau 
(zoals een uitgebalanceerd vervoerssysteem dat activiteiten in steden met elkaar 
verbindt) zonder integratie op microniveau (zoals het faciliteren van effectief 
grondgebruik rond een vervoersknooppunt), of omgekeerd, niet zal leiden 
tot een betere bereikbaarheid en leefkwaliteit voor eenieder. In dit onderzoek 
wordt ook aangevoerd dat institutionele congruentie en duidelijkheid tussen 
verschillende bestuursniveaus en sectoren geen garantie zijn voor de gewenste 
uitkomsten in een stad als de planningscapaciteiten, -middelen en -kennis van 
de lokale actoren voor het doorvoeren van een geïntegreerde aanpak ontbreken. 
Bovendien is een evenwicht tussen een bottom-up en top-down benadering 
van LUTI, in plaats van allereerst een lokale benadering, essentieel voor het 
bereiken van duurzame effecten in de wijken op de lange termijn.

Beleidsmakers en planners kunnen hier lering uit trekken, vooral diegenen 
die toepassing willen geven aan een geïntegreerde aanpak van MUTP’s om 
zo een duurzame en rechtvaardige ontwikkeling in snelgroeiende steden 
mogelijk te maken. In een vroeg stadium van de grootschalige transport-
infrastructuur ontwikkeling moet worden nagedacht over de integratie van 
ruimtelijke en vervoersontwikkeling. Er moet prioriteit worden gegeven aan 
het faciliteren van goed functionerende voetgangerspaden en open ruimten 
in de nabijheid van vervoersknooppunten, vooral ook in de context van 
de snelle ruimtelijke veranderingen en stijgende grondprijzen in de steden. 
Bovendien moet bij de transportplanning worden overwogen om de lokale 
mobiliteit in wijken in een vroeg stadium te verbeteren om te voorkomen 
dat de sociale en ruimtelijke ongelijkheid tussen de lokale gemeenschappen 
toeneemt. Voor een evenwichtige ontwikkeling binnen een stad moeten 
stedelijke beleidsmakers nadenken over de integratie van ruimtelijke en 
vervoersontwikkeling op strategische locaties, vooral als deze de potentie 
hebben om een regionaal vervoersknooppunt te worden. Bovendien moet 
er een gebiedsgerichte aanpak komen voor de evaluatie van grootschalige 
vervoersprojecten, waarbij wordt ingegaan op veranderingen in de schaal 
en dichtheid van het grondgebruik rond vervoersknooppunten, de mate 
van integratie tussen stations en de herontwikkelde lokale omgeving, en 
de connectiviteit en functionaliteit van lokale wegennetten. Uiteinde-
lijk moet de maatschappelijke verantwoordelijkheid worden bevorderd, 
niet alleen bij de autoriteiten op de verschillende niveaus, maar ook bij 
particuliere grondeigenaren, projectontwikkelaars en bewoners, om de 
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sociaaleconomische vitaliteit en de lokale leefomgevingskwaliteit op doel-
treffende wijze te handhaven. Door het oppakken van deze lessen kunnen de 
kosten verlaagd worden en kan de doelmatigheid van een integrale aanpak 
worden geoptimaliseerd om zo de maatschappelijke uitkomsten van grote 
ontwikkelingsprojecten voor stadsvervoer te vergroten.
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Summary in Korean (국문 초록)

서론

전 세계의 메가 시티는 급속한 도시개발로 증가하는 여러가지 문제점을 해결

하기 위해 도시 인프라 개발에 막대한 자금을 투자하고 있다. 도시 철도와 같

은 메가 도시 인프라 개발은 경제적 효율성, 생산성, 환경의 지속 가능성 향상

의 촉매제로 간주되어 왔다. 최근 들어 도시 교통 개발이 가져오는 사회적 결

과물 (social outcomes)에 대한 관심이 고조되고 교통과 도시계획 통합의 중요

성에 대한 논의가 활발해졌다. 이와 같은 인식은 기존 도시계획의 한계와 메

가 도시 교통 프로젝트(mega urban transport projects: MUTPs)가 가져오는 제한

된 사회적 성과에서 비롯된 것이다. 인프라 개발 관련 의사결정은 모두의 접

근성 개선 (accessibility to opportunities for all)과 같은 장기적인 결과물을 고려

하지 않고 있으며, 교통 계획과 공간 계획은 여전히 따로 세워지고 있는 실정

이다. MUTPs의 결과물은 부문 (Sector), 계층 (level), 지역 (localities) 등 여러 측

면에서의 이해당사자들의 관심에 부합하지 않고 있다.

본 연구의 목적은 메가 도시 교통 개발로 발생하는 광범위한 사회적 결과물

을 고찰하고 이를 향상 시키기 위한 전략으로써 교통 및 공간 개발의 통합 전

략을 제시하는 것이다. 연구의 핵심은 메가 도시 교통 개발로 인한 사회적 결

과물은 그러한 개발이 시간이 지남에 따라 야기한 공간 변화와 어떤 연관성을 

지니는지를 분석하고, 교통 및 공간 계획의 통합이 어떻게 사회적 결과물을 개

선할 수 있는 지를 도출하는 것이다.  본 연구의 목표 달성을 위해 다음 4가지 

하위 질문을 설정하였다:

1. 메가 도시 인프라 개발 프로세스는 시간 경과에 따라 도시 전체 (urban 
region)와 지역(neighbourhood)에 어떠한 사회-공간적 변화를 일으키거나 

촉진하는가?

2. 메가 도시 교통 개발이 가져오는 다층적 공간 변화로 인한 부정적 긍정적 

사회적 결과는 무엇인가? 이러한 결과는 프로젝트 결과물에 대한 다양한 

이해관계자의 관심을 어느 정도 반영하는가?

3. 메가 도시 교통 프로젝트에 대한 여러 관심들이 프로젝트 계획과 실행에 

걸쳐 거시적 미시적 차원에서 어떻게 다뤄지는가? 제도적 요소는 메가 도

시 교통 계획 프로세스 및 사회적 결과물에 어떤 영향을 미치는가?

4. 기회의 접근성과 삶의 질이 도시 전체에 분포되도록 하려면 MUTPs의 통

합적 계획에 반드시 필요한 요소와 프로세스는 무엇일까?

메가 도시 교통 개발의 사회적 성과에 대한 고찰

본 논문의 2장과 3장에서는 MUTPs 개발이 초래하는 공간적 변화와 다양한 관

심을 고려하여 MUTPs의 광범위한 사회적 결과물을 고찰하였다. 제2장에선 메

가 도시 프로젝트 평가를 위한 통합적인 툴로서 공간 윤리 다기준 평가 프레임
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워크(Spatial Ethics Multi-Criteria Assessment framework)를 개발하고 이를 사용해 

런던 캐닝타운의 지하철 프로젝트를 조사하였다. 본 연구에서 도시 인프라 개

발은 긴 시간에 걸쳐 다층적 공간 변화를 촉진하는데 이것이 반드시 도시 내 

공공(사회적) 이익, 지역의 지속가능성, 공간적 형평성으로 이어지는 건 아니

라는 것을 도출하였다. 메가 도시 개발 프로젝트는 도심의 사회-경제적 기회

에 대한 접근성을 향상시키지만, 시간 경과에 따른 공간 변화의 영향을 감안하

면 해당 프로젝트가 지역의 공공재와 삶의 질을 향상하고 사회경제적 격차를 

감소하는데 반드시 기여한다고 단언하기 어렵다. 또한 본 연구에서는 다양한 

지역 커뮤니티별로 지리적 위치, 직업, 소득 상태 등 여러 요소에 따라 부정적 

영향이 서로 다르게 인지된다는 것이 확인 되었다.  결론적으로 제2장에서는 

도시 인프라 개발을 통한 혜택이 궁극적으로 이에 소요된 비용을 뛰어넘는지 

또는 어느 정도 능가하는지에 대한 의문을 제기하였다.

제3장에서는 MUTP가 초래하는 여러 공간 변화와 관련된 광범위한 혜택과 

비용을 검토하여 MUTPs의 사회적 결과물을 심도 있게 살펴보았다. 이를 위하

여 지속 가능한 도시 확장과 경제 성장을 뒷받침하기 위해 대규모 지하철 시

스템을 구축한 런던과 서울의 메트로 개발 프로젝트 사례를 분석하였다. 불균

형한 도시 공간 개발과 공간의 변화가 의도치 않게 만들어 내는 다양한 부정

적 영향 때문에 도시 교통 네트워크 확장이 모두의 접근성과 삶의 질 향상을 

보장하기 어렵다. 도시 전역의 서로 다른 지역에서 (예: 도심, 주변 지역) 시간 

경과에 따라 공간의 개발 속도 및 규모의 차이가 발생하는 것은 가장 궁핍한 

지역의 사람들이 받게 되는 차별적 불이익과 긴밀한 연관이 있다. 또한 직업 

및 서비스에 대한 접근 향상과 같은 즉각적인 혜택은 지역의 점진적이고 누적

적 공간 변화 결과에 의해 약화되기 마련이다. 결국 MUTPs로 인한 사회적 결

과물을 제대로 이해하기 위해서 교통 네트워크 개발과 도시 공간 개발 간 상

호작용의 결과를 거시적 미시적 차원에서 고찰해야 하고 그러한 결과가 여러 

다양한 지역 및 사회 집단의 접근성과 삶의 질에 어떻게 영향을 미치는지 분석

해야 한다. 본 연구는 사회적 결과물을 개선하기 위해는 MUTPs로 인한 다층적 

공간 변화에 중점을 둔 교통과 공간 개발 통합이 필요하다는 것을 강조하였다. 

교통 및 공간 계획의 통합에 의한 MUTPs 사회적 결과물 향상

제4장과 5장에서는 MUTPs로 인한 사회적 결과물이 공간 및 교통 계획 간 상

호작용과 어떤 연관성을 지니며, 교통 및 공간 개발에 대한 통합적 접근이 사

회적 결과물을 어떻게 향상시킬 수 있는지 살펴보았다. 제4장에서는 Ostrom
의 제도 분석 틀(Institutional Analysis and Development Framework)을 이용하여 

교통 및 공간 계획 프로세스 통합 관련 이슈와, 부문(sector) 및 계층(level)간의 

제도적 불균형이 사회적 결과물에 어떠한 영향을 미치는지 자세히 살펴보았

다.  본 연구는 거시적 차원에서 교통 및 공간 계획 범위 상 불일치와 이해관

계자 사이의 전략적 의사 결정 프로세스의 부재가 도시 전역의 불균형에 기여
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할 수 있다는 것을 보여 주었다. 미시적 차원에서는 역세권 개발 계획 관련 시 

정부 내 분열된 의사결정프로세스뿐만 아니라 교통 중심지 주변의 토지 개발

의 사회적 책임 관련 제도의 부재가 지역의 제한된 혜택을 야기할 수 있다는 

것을 확인하였다. 또한 도시(city)와 지역 (neighbourhood) 간의 제한적 정보 흐

름과 아이디어 교환 부족이 도시 전역의 다양한 니즈를 해결하는 데 걸림돌이 

될 수도 있다. 이런 제도적 장벽 외에도 지역 (예: 구)의 지식, 자원, 역량 차이

가 도시 전역의 차별적 혜택을 야기할 수도 있다. 결론적으로 모두를 위한 접

근성 개선과 삶의 질 향상을 위해는 부문 및 계층간 제도적 조화 및 통합적 계

획 접근을 운용하는 지역의 역량이 반드시 선행 되어야 한다는 것을 제4장 전

반에 걸쳐 알 수 있었다.

제5장에선 도시 전역의 접근성과 삶의 질 향상에 기여하기 위해 통합적 접근

에 필요한 결정적 요소와 프로세스를 분석하였다. 급속한 도시화를 겪고 토지

이용-교통 통합 (LUTI) 접근을 적용하려 했던 서울 사례를 고찰하여, LUTI 정
책으로 긍정적 사회적 결과물이 나올 수 있는지 여부와 어떻게 도출되는지를 

살펴보았다. 다양한 공간 위계를 고려하여 (예: 도심, 지역 중심, 지구 중심) 이

해관계자의 경험을 분석한 바에 의하면, 교통 요지 주변에 고밀도 개발을 촉진

하는 것이 지역 주민의 접근성 증가나 삶의 질 향상 기회에 직결되는 것이 아

니란 것을 알 수 있다. 교통 중심지 주변 개발의 퀄리티 관리, 공공편의시설과 

오픈 스페이스(예: 공터 및 녹지 공간)에 대한 접근성, 보행 네트워크의 기능

성 유지가 해당 지역의 접근성 향상을 촉진하는데 결정적 역할을 할 수 있다. 

LUTI 정책으로 긍정적인 사회적 성과를 만들어 내려면 고밀도 개발에만 집중

하기 보다는 교통 요지 주변 개발의 질적 촉진을 가져오기 위한 규제와 인센

티브 간의 균형 및 공공 공간 및 환경의 효과적 관리가 중요하다. 더 나아가 규

모와 기능 면에서 서로 다른 지역 중심지의 특성을 고려한 지역적 접근 방식

이 LUTI 정책에 반드시 필요하다. 즉 도심이나 부도심에서는, 중심지로써 기능

을 유지하기 위해 필요한 토지 이용을 촉진하고 상업 개발이 지역 인구에 미

치는 부정적 영향은 감소시키는 데 중점을 두어야 한다. 지역 중심이나 지구 

중심은, 지역에 필요한 공간 개발을 유도하기 위해 차별적인 인센티브를 제공

하고, 지역 내에 발생하는 사회 공간적 격차를 줄이기 위해 지역의 이동성 개

선에 우선순위를 두어야 한다. 지역별로 차별화 된 LUTI전략을 실현하기 위해

서는 도시 (city level)와 지역(neighbourhood level)의 이해관계자의 책임의 균형

을 촉진하는 다층적 거버넌스가 선행 되어야 한다. 제5장 전반에서는 급속히 

성장하는 도시들이 유연하고 총체적으로 교통과 도시계획을 통합해야 다양한 

사회적 니즈와 지역 상황을 반영할 수 있고 혜택이 도시 전역에 전체적으로 

분포될 수 있다는 걸 보여주었다.
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결론 및 시사점

메가 도시 인프라 개발을 통해 광범위한 사회적 결과물을 도출하는 것은 전 

세계적으로 매우 중요한 과제로 인식되고 있다. 접근성 개선, 삶의 질 향상, 도

시 전역에 걸친 혜택의 고른 분포를 달성하기 위해서는 MUTPs와 LUTI 정책이 

필요 조건이지만 충분조건은 아니다. 본 연구는 거시적 미시적 차원에서의 교

통과 공간 계획의 통합, 통합된 접근을 운용하는 제도적 장치, 다층적 거버넌

스 구축이 다양한 사회적 니즈를 반영하고 도시 전역의 균형적 개발을 촉진하

는 데 결정적으로 필요하다고 제시한다. 또한 갈망하는 사회적 결과물을 얻기 

위해서는 의사 결정 과정과 계획의 실행에 영향을 미치는 거시적 미시적 차원

의 맥락적 요인(예: 도시 개발의 속도 및 패턴, 통합적 계획 수립 관련 지식 및 

역량)이 고려돼야 한다.

 본 논문은MUTPs의 사회적 결과물 개선을 위한 교통과 공간 개발의 통합과 

관련하여 이론적이고 실용적인 통찰을 제공한다. 즉 미시적 차원의 통합(교통 

요지 주변의 효과적인 토지 이용을 촉진)이 결여된 거시적 차원의 통합(도시 

전역의 활동을 균형 있게 연결하는 교통 시스템) 또는 그 반대인 경우, 모두를 

위한 접근성 개선과 삶의 질 향상으로 이어질 수 없음을 명시하였다. 또한 통

합적 접근을 실현화 하기 위한 지역 관계자들의 계획 역량, 자원, 지식 등이 전

제되지 않으면 제도적 조화와 명료성이 갖춰져 있더라도 도시 전역에 걸쳐 원

하는 성과를 얻지 못할 수 있다는 점을 지적하였다. 나아가 지역적 특화 LUTI 

전략에만 중점을 두는 것이 아닌, 상향식 하향식 접근의 균형을 유지하는 것이 

교통과 공간 개발 통합의 지속 가능한 효과에 절대적으로 필요하다.

빠르게 성장하는 도시의 지속 가능하고 공정한 개발 촉진을 위해 MUTPs 통

합적 접근을 다루게 될 정책 입안자, 도시 계획자를 대상으로 몇 가지 교훈을 

도출해 볼 수 있다. 우선 토지 이용과 교통 개발 간 통합은 메가 도시 교통 인

프라 개발 초기 단계에서 반드시 고려돼야 한다. 특히 도시의 급속한 공간 변

화와 토지가격 상승을 고려하여 교통 요지에 근접한 오픈 스페이스 개발과 보

행자 통로(paths: 도로나 산책로, 운하 등 사람들이 통과하는 동선) 구축에 우선 

순위를 두어야 한다.  또한 지역내 사회적 공간적 격차가 심화되는 것을 예방

하기 위해서는 거대 교통 네트워크의 확장을 기다리기 보다는 지역 내 이동성 

향상에 투자가 되어야 한다. 도시 전역에 걸친 균형 개발 촉진을 위해서는 전

략적 지역(특히 광역 교통 중심지가 될 만한 지역)의 공간과 교통 개발 간 통합

에 중점을 둘 필요가 있다. 메가 교통 프로젝트 평가에 교통 중심지 주변 토지 

이용의 규모와 밀도 변화, 역과 재개발된 지역 환경 간 통합 수준, 지역 도로 네

트워크의 연결성과 기능성을 고려하는 접근을 적용해야 한다. 궁극적으로 사회

적 책임이 개선돼야 하는데 개인 토지 소유자, 개발업자, 주민 차원에서 이루

어져야 한다. 위에서 언급한 여러가지 노력이 선행되어야만 메가 도시 교통 개

발의 통합적 접근의 효율성을 극대화하고 관련 비용을 절감할 수 있을 것이다.
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