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Abstract: People's survival and their quality of life, are irrefutable dependent on the natural environment in which they
reside. To ensure that people's quality of life be maintained in any specific area, it is therefore imperative to find a sustainable
equilibrium between the social and economic needs of people and the capacity of the natural resources in their environment.
The composition of communities is, however, complex and diverse. The multiplicity of culture, gender and age in any
particular community, give rise to needs that is unique regarding to that community as well as the impact thereof on the natural
environment. For this reason, it will require an ingenious planning approach be followed, whereby the unique needs of people
in an specific area as well as the protection of the natural environment simultaneously be addressed. Characteristics of a
sustainable community are typically, a healthier, safer, greener, economically independent community which is well managed.
Furthermore it has lower transportation costs and less traffic, is more economic in terms of housing and market demands,
shows decreased costs of infrastructure and also has low level of air pollution. Place-making, through layout and design, is an
integrative planning approach in creating sustainable communities. Place-making is fundamentally a strategy aimed at creating
one or more places in an area which, serve as focal points for economic and social activities of people in the community. Such
places will contribute to the quality of life in a community and will also encourage more people to visit the area.
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one space.

According to Giradet a sustainable city [in this instance a
community] is planned to enable all of its citizens to meet
their own needs and to enhance their wellbeing without
damaging the natural world or endangering the living
conditions of other people, now or in the future. Planning for
sustainable communities is challenging and thus it is essential
to compile a framework wherein detailed practical guidelines
for implementation of sustainable solutions are described. [1]

Power states that the heart of sustainable development
encompasses the simple idea of ensuring a better quality of
life for everyone, now and for future generations. It implies
meeting the following four objectives simultaneously:

- Social progress which recognizes the needs of everyone;

- Effective protection of the environment;

- Prudent use of natural resources;

- Maintenance of high and stable levels of economic
growth and employment; and considering the long-term
implications of decisions. [2]

There is a need for an integrated place-making approach

1. Introduction

Sustainability is essential in the process of community
planning and plays an important role in the long-term success of
communities. Planning for sustainable communities is primarily
based on addressing the needs of the people in the community
and ensuring a better quality of life. Public participation plays a
critical part throughout the process of planning for sustainable
communities and in this sense, a sustainable community is
created through balancing the environmental, social and
economic activities within the community.

Place-making is an integrative approach to the planning
and sustainable development of communities. People are
attracted to good places with high quality of life, which
consist of effective place-making principles that are
implemented through layout and design. Good places are a
focal point of economic and social activity, thus place-
making approaches can contribute to planning and creating
attractive, focal points by including various functions within
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that will contribute to the planning for sustainability
communities of rural and urban areas

2. Concept of Sustainable Communities
2.1. The Language of Sustainability

Einstein said: “We shall require a substantially new
manner of thinking if mankind is to survive.” [3]

Jaber, states: ““...to create a world that works for all, we
need to change the language we use to frame our mindset [4].
Language has real power. It communicates the concepts that
shape thought, and, as such, we need to be vigilant about the
terms we use”. The term “sustainability” in the context of, to
provide for, means “the ability to continue into the indefinite
future by respecting the Earth's ecosystems, its limits, and
providing space for the other beings on the planet to exist [4].

Sustainability is founded on the fundamental principle:
“Everything that we need for our survival and wellbeing
depends, either directly or indirectly, on our natural
environment” [5]. Sustainability creates and maintains the
conditions under which humans and nature can exist in
productive harmony that permits fulfilling the social,
economic and other requirements of present and future
generations” [5].

According to Geis & Kutzmark sustainability is primarily
determined by human traditions and practices. The latter,
however, are influenced by external factors and may
therefore, often change or completely disappear due to the
variability of these factors [3]. Geis & Kutzmark asserts that,
limited resources, urbanization, scientific knowledge,
technology, social awareness, health and safety imperatives
and new economics, are in this regard the main external
factors of the twenty-first century. [3]

According to Filho there are many misconceptions
regarding the concept of sustainability [6]. Filho is of the
opinion that individuals and/or communities opposing
sustainability or sustainable development often do not fully
comprehend the all-inclusive value and significance of
sustainability. These misconceptions usually have a negative
impact on the community or society and affect their efforts to
work towards a more sustainable future [6]. Perceptions that
Filho asserts have a negative influence on society’s attitude
towards sustainability include:

Sustainability is not a subject per se and it is too
theoretical. Notwithstanding sustainability being a high
priority in virtually all scientific fields, many continue to
view the concept as being vague, without scientific base and
expensive to implement. The result is that many see the
concept as indistinct and theoretical. Sustainability is too
broad and people and institutions are intimidated and
discouraged by the scope of the concept, believe the
implementation of sustainability difficult to manage and it is
too recent a field. Poor knowledge of the significant value of
sustainability leads to the unfounded criticism that
sustainability merely represents a fashionable trend that only
the minority can afford [6].

To eradicate these misconceptions and reservations, Filho
suggests that an aggressive informative effort which educates
the community extensively on the importance and long-term
advantages  versus short-term  economic  sacrifices,
simultaneously supported by practical pilot projects and
initiatives that illustrate the feasibility of sustainability, will
result in individual and collective resolve to pursue
sustainable objectives and solutions [6].

2.2. Sustainable Development

Berke asserts that the history of the process that was
followed in the development as applicable to urban planning
of towns, cities and regions has been dominated by the
physical design model and the rational planning model, both
distinctively representative of a top down approach [7]. This
approach permitted government and other major role players
the opportunity to manipulate the planning and development
process, thereby promoting subjective political and economic
objectives and at times overlooking the aspirations and needs
of people in specific communities. Since 1960, denunciation
of the aforementioned development models mounted as
critics progressively exposed the fundamental weaknesses in
these models and displeased citizens [7].

The necessity to devise an alternative approach embracing
a common goal that would serve the interests of all the
people and at the same time protect the environment became
noticeably essential [7].

The World Commission on Environment and Development
(WCED) of the United Nations was commissioned to
conceive a philosophy that will be instrumental to reverse
environmental degradation, reduce over-consumption and
grind poverty. In their report, Our Common Future, that was
published in 1987, portraying the common goal as equity to
future generations, the WCED defined the hypothesis of
sustainable  development as  follows:  “Sustainable
development is development that meets the needs of the
present generation without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs” [7].

The Three Spheres of Sustainability
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Figure 1. The Three Spheres of Sustainability [8]



Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 2015; 4(4-1): 59-72 61

An illustration that examines the three primary values of
sustainable development is presented in Figure 1. The
expanses where the circles transcend display the core
characteristics of sustainable development.

Grasping the aim of the WCED’s definition of sustainable

methodology, which is clearly evident in the seven sample
definitions of sustainable development below.

Table 1 describes the definitions as provided by The World
Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) to
capture the essence of sustainable development on a variety

development is undemanding,
into procedure

concept

however, translating the  oflevels.

shows a diverse interpreting

Table 1. Five examples of definitions for sustainable development [7]

“Sustainable development respects and defines traditional livelihoods and indigenous culture and societies. It recognizes that communities
must define and develop their own solutions to environmental and development problems. It also works toward shared power and
participation, at the local, national, and international levels” (Canadian University Students Organization, 1989: 3).

“Our vision is of a life-sustaining Earth. We are committed to the achievement of a dignified, peaceful, and equitable existence. A
sustainable United States will have a growing economy that provides equitable opportunities for satisfying livelihoods and a safe, healthy,
high quality of life for current and future generations. Our nation will protect its environment, its natural resource base, and the functions
and viability of natural systems on which all life depends” (President’s Council on Sustainable Development, 1996: ).

“Sustainable development links the environment, economy and social equity into practices that benefit present and future generations”

Sustainable development involves “achieving positive change that enhances the ecological, economic, and social systems upon which
South Florida and its communities depend. Once implemented these strategies will bolster the regional economy, promote quality
communities, secure healthy South Florida ecosystems, and assure today’s progress is not achieved at tomorrow’s expense” (Governor’s

Sustainability is “long-term cultural, economic, and environmental health and vitality” (Seattle Planning Department, 1994).
“As a community, we need to create the basis for a more sustainable way of life both locally and globally through the safeguarding and
enhancing of our resources and by preventing harm to the natural environment and human health” (Santa Monica Planning Department,

Level Definition
International
National
State (North Carolina Environmental Resource Program, 1997: 1).
Regional
Commission for a Sustainable South Florida, 1996).
Local 1995: 1).

Sustainable development is “the ability of [the] community to utilize its natural, human and technological resources to ensure that all
members of present and future generations can attain high degrees of health and wellbeing, economic security, and a say in shaping their
future while maintaining the integrity of the ecological systems on which all life and production depends” (Cambridge Planning Board,

1993: 43).

Deduced from the multiplicity of the above definitions, it
is reasonable to argue that the people and the prevailing
circumstances in a specific community, town, region, state or
country will determine in what manner the definition of
sustainable development should be paraphrased.

The Sustainable Development Commission an independent
advisor to the United Kingdom Government on sustainable
development, founded six core principles that, from their
perspective, determine what sustainable development is and
ought to be [2].

Putting sustainable development at the centre Sustainable
development must be the organising principle of all
democratic societies, underpinning all other goals, policies
and processes.

We are and always will be part of nature, embedded in the
natural world and very dependent for our own economic and
social well-being on the resources and systems that sustain
life on earth. Sustainable economic development means ’fair
shares for all‘, ensuring that people’s basic needs are properly
met across the world, whilst securing constant improvements
in the quality of peoples’ lives through efficient, inclusive
economies [2].

There is no one blueprint for delivering sustainable
development. It requires different strategies in different
societies. However, all strategies will depend on effective,

participative systems of governance and institutions,
engaging the interest, creativity and energy of all citizens [2].

Adopting a precautionary approach Scientists, innovators
and wealth creators have a crucial part to play in creating
genuinely sustainable economic progress. However, human
ingenuity and technological power is now so great that we
are capable of causing serious damage to the environment or
to peoples’ health through unsustainable development that
pays insufficient regard to wider impacts [2].

Although strategies for the sustainable development of any
one community may differ due to different circumstances in
the community, strategies should primarily be founded on the
principles for sustainable development.

2.3. Sustainable Communities

“The sustainable community is a model, an ideal set of
goals to work toward. But it also is a philosophy for
envisioning those goals and a practical problem-solving
process for achieving them” [3]. “A sustainable community
seeks to maintain and improve the economic, environmental
and social characteristics of an area so its members can
continue to lead healthy, productive, enjoyable lives”[5]. The
real challenge of creating a sustainable community lies in the
process of harmonizing the expectations and needs of the
community with the values of sustainability. A sustainable
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community is a community that is economically,
environmentally, and socially healthy and strong [10]

To accomplish the process successfully, the fundamental
values of sustainability have to form the nucleus of the
development and planning approach. [9] A sustainable
community underwrites objectives that reflect respect for
both the natural environment and human nature [3] A
sustainable community should essentially strive to achieve
the following characteristics and goals:

Place a high value on quality of life. A sustainable
community accepts that communities are first and foremost
for people and that the primary objective of the planning and
development process is to improve the quality of life of its
residents socially, economically, psychologically, and
spiritually. It implements policies to achieve quality of life
and does so in a fair, open, and democratic manner. [3]

Respect the natural environment. A sustainable community
recognizes its relationship to nature and sees nature's systems
and components as essential to its wellbeing. It provides
access to nature through metropolitan parks, open-space
zones, and urban gardens. It understands the sensitive
interface between the natural and built environment, develops
in a way that will support and complement — not interfere
with — nature, and avoids ecological disasters. [3]

Infuse technology with purpose. A sustainable community
uses appropriate technology, while ensuring that technology
in the built environment is a means to an end, rather than an
end unto itself. It emphasizes learning and understanding
how existing and new technology can serve and improve

communities, not vice versa. It sets clear and measurable
goals for what it wants technology to achieve. [3]

Optimize key resources. A sustainable community takes an
inventory of its human, natural, and economic resources and
understands their finite quality. It ensures that forests are not
overused, people are not underemployed, and the places of
the built environment are not stagnant and empty. It reduces
waste and reuses resources; it creates conditions in which all
these resources can be used to their fullest and best potential,
without harming or diminishing them. [3]

Maintain scale and capacity. A sustainable community
recognizes the importance of scale and capacity with regard
to the natural and human environment. It ensures that the
environment is not overdeveloped, overbuilt, overused, or
overpopulated. It recognizes the signs of tension that indicate
when the environment is overstressed and can adjust its
demands on the environment to avoid pollution, natural
disaster, and social disintegration [3].

“[A] sustainable community reflects the interdependence
of economic, environmental, and social issues by growing
and prospering without diminishing the land, water, air,
natural and cultural resources on which communities depend.
Housing, transportation and resource conservation are
managed in ways that protect economic, ecological and
scenic values” [11].

The Institute for Sustainable Communities views the
concept of a sustainable community as a framework to guide
action; the following table offers some examples from their
experience:

Table 2. The concept of a sustainable community as a framework to guide action [10]

Example: Explanation
Protection and enhancement of local and regional ecosystems and biological diversity.
Conservation of water, land, energy, and non-renewable resources.

A Healthy Climate and  Ultilization of prevention strategies and appropriate technology to minimize pollution.

Environment

Use of renewable resources no faster than their rate of renewal.

Infrastructure that improves access to services and markets without damaging the environment.

Satisfaction of basic human needs for clean air and water and locally sourced nutritious, uncontaminated food.
Affordable provision of quality health prevention, care, and treatment services for all community members.

Safe and healthy housing accessible to all.
Social Wellbeing

psychological and physical harm.

Equitable access to quality education services, formal and informal.
The basic human rights of all community members are respected and defended against injustices including exploitation and

Protection, enhancement and appreciation of community manifestations of cultural diversity, treasures, customs, and traditions.

Community members equitably benefit from a strong and healthy community-centred economy.

Diverse and financially viable economic base.
Reinvestment of resources in the local economy.

. . Maximisation of local ownership of businesses.
Economic Security

Meaningful employment opportunities for all citizens.

Responsive and accessible job training and education programs that enable the workforce to adjust to future needs.

Businesses that enhance community sustainability.

2.4. Planning for Sustainable Communities

“The kind of change required by sustainability implicates
each community, each houschold, and each individual.
Successful solutions to problems at this level of society will
need to be rooted in the cultural specificity of the town or

region if the people are to be supportive of and involved in
such change” [12].

Following an eighteen-month investigation, during which
contributions of over seventy national, regional and local
organizations were scrutinized, the Sustainable Development
Commission (SDC) concluded that fundamentally there are
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three aims which, should dominate the development or
regeneration approach regarding a sustainable community.
These aims are, a healthy environment, a prosperous
economy and the social wellbeing of the inhabitants [2].
“Everyone has the right to an environment that is not
harmful to their health or wellbeing; and to have the
environment protected for the benefit of present and future
generations through reasonable legislative and other
measures that prevent pollution and ecological degradation as
well as promote conservation and secure ecologically
sustainable development and use of natural resources while

promoting justifiable economic and social development” [13].

2.5. Conclusion

The concept of sustainability is more than only a theory.
Fundamentally it is a long-term practical solution through
which the quality of life of people is prolonged, improved
and protected. This outcome can however only be realized,
when the basic values, principles and objectives which are
intrinsic to the concept, are entrenched in a clearly defined
policy which is applicable to all facets of life and that are
supported by the community and individuals.

Although the social composition and environmental
characteristics, of any one community differs from the other,
various place-making approaches had been devised, had been
implemented, and could be integrated as building blocks for
the planning sustainable communities. Place-making can be
managed as it is an approach through which “The Three
Spheres of Sustainability” are used to create a better place for
people.

3. Place-Making Approaches
3.1. Understanding the Concept of Place-Making

In his post-World War II speech, Winston Churchill
considering the reconstruction of neighbourhoods,
communities and buildings, said, "[w]e shape our buildings
and then they shape us." [3].

There are many descriptions of the concept of place-
making, such as “both an overarching idea and a hands-on
tool for improving a neighbourhood, city or region” Project
for Public Spaces, [14] or, according to Placemaking Chicago
[15] “the art of creating public ‘places of the soul’, that uplift
and help us connect to each other.” It is therefore evident that
the concept of place-making cannot be encapsulated by one

specific definition, but should rather be understood as a wide
range of community strategies and initiatives aimed at the
improvement of the community's environment and their
quality of [16].

“An effective Placemaking process capitalizes on a local
community’s assets, inspiration, and potential, ultimately
creating good public spaces that promote people’s health,
happiness, and wellbeing”. Thus, place-making is a
continuous process, which encapsulate peoples' ideas and
through which their needs in terms of the liveability and
quality of life are fulfilled by using effective planning, layout
and design or redesign of their environment [14].

The Project for Public Spaces asserts that perspectives that
were presented by futurists Jacobs and Whyte [17] , were the
inspiration which eventually gave way to place-making
concepts. In her treatise, The Death and Life of Great
American Cities, Jacobs proposes ideas, which irrevocably
altered planners and activists’ approach regarding urban
planning. Jacobs) underlines five important perspectives
regarding place-making, namely: Cities as Ecosystems,
where cities should be viewed as living beings and
ecosystems wherein the dynamics of streets, buildings and
functions can change in response to human use patterns and
related interactions; Mixed Use Development, a diversity of
buildings in a city that are used at different times of the day
by different genders and age groups to ensure liveliness in
the city; Bottom-Up Community Planning — planning for the
development of the community, is guided by the community
itself and not by other external agendas; The Case for Higher
Density, where a high concentration of people is imperative
for city life, however, the difference between overcrowding
and high density lies in the critical mass of people that are
needed to stimulate the community's vitality; and Local
Economies, in which case, a city’s economy is not dependent
on large corporation business, the growth of a city’s economy
is stimulated by more innovative small business
entrepreneurs [17].

A rudimentary objective of the place-making approach is
to discover the needs and ambitions of the local community
by observing, listening and communicating with the
community and subsequently drawing on this knowledge to
devise and implement a strategy that effectively fulfils these
needs [15] Project for Public formulated eleven (11)
principles to direct a strategy towards efficient place-making.
These principles are portrayed in Table 3.

Table 3. Key principles of place-making [15]

Principles Explanation

The community is the expert

Creating a place and not just a design .

You can’t do it alone .
and financial support.

They will always say, “it can’t be done”

You can see a lot just by observing

The community members themselves best communicate the community’s needs.

The place-making concept should be fundamental to the layout and design approach. The layout and design are
Identify partners who can contribute in terms of management and innovative ideas and can provide political

"We've never done things that way before." Identify and engage people in the community that share the same
vision. Use the positives and if possible elderly people to help influence the rest of the community.

Observing a space enables you to absorb and understand how that specific space is used on a daily basis.
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Principles Explanation

Develop a vision

Form supports function
Triangulate

Start with the petunias

Money is not the issue

You are never finished

The people that use the space effectively should define the vision and character of a space.
Existing trends and habits of a specific area should guide the place-making process
Identifying elements that are situated next to each other to use in a way that promotes activity.

Render small changes and implement progressively.

Combining the location and the level of activity of the public space, with the involvement and willingness of
the partners and local community members can elicit resources from those involved to improve these spaces.
Management is the key, because uses of places change constantly and effective responses thereto can only be

achieved through good management.

Thus, place-making as an approach is on-going and driven
by the community for the community, facilitated by planners
and experts, and takes form in practice through a well-
managed and effective layout and design approach, which
will transform the community and their environment
progressively into a place with good living conditions.

3.2. Criticism on the Place-Making Approach

There are critics who doubt the conclusive role of place-
making in layout and design approaches for sustainable
communities. Grant declares: “We can predict planners to
continue to look for the one big theory that can explain all,
predict all, and offer guidance for practice to create good
communities. We can also safely predict that we are not
likely to find such a model” [18].

Critics claims that place-making does not contribute to the
development of local economies in previously disadvantaged
communities. They assert that place-making only accelerates
the gentrification of an area and thereby succeeds in reducing
the pressure exerted by the local community and the general
public in this regard. If gentrification is primarily project-
driven, development-driven, design-driven or artist-led, this
criticism is justified and transformation will only be
superficial and limit in terms of the long-term outcome.
However, in most instances, this criticism is largely due to
ignorance regarding the value and objectives of place-making
and confusion as to whom the stakeholders and beneficiaries
of the process are [19].

3.3. Concepts Intrinsic to Place-Making

From the above definition and description of place-making,
it is evident that two concepts are an inextricable part of the
place-making approach, namely (1) liveability and (2) lively
public spaces, which will be described accordingly.

3.3.1. Liveability

The theory of liveability maintains that a person’s
subjective appreciation of life primarily depends on the
objective quality of life. In other words, the better the living
conditions in an area or community, the more contented the
people living in the area or community will be (Veenhoven &
Ehrhardt, 1995). In turn, the comparison-theory advocates
that people in a specific place will be contented if their living

conditions are good, irrespective of the knowledge that
people living in a different place may experience even better
living conditions [20]. People have widespread needs;
liveability is the collective arrangement to fulfil these needs.
To regard a place as liveable, the collective requirements and
demands have to comply with the needs and capacities of
individuals. Hence, citizen-centred initiatives should be the
principal angle of incidence in conceiving an approach
intending to make a place more liveable [20]

Cilliers et al. states that “liveability reflects the wellbeing
of a community and comprises the many characteristics that
make a location a place where people want to live now and in
the future, such as: employment and incomes, community
strength, environment, amenity and place, planning,
participation, and infrastructure. Economic and community
strength are critical to liveability.” [21].

Pacione asserts that the relation of people to their everyday
environment or living space determines the living conditions
in the area and that the prevailing living conditions are a
measure of the liveability of the area [22]. Pacione delineates
the two fundamental measures of liveability as the cost of
living and the quality of life [22].

Economic, social and environmental factors are used when
either liveability or quality of life is measured, however, the
purpose and the results are different. When the liveability of
a place is measured, the objective would be to gauge the
liveability characteristics as well as the quality and incidence
of services and facilities of a place in terms of these factors.
Conversely, when the quality of life is measured, the focus
would be to gauge the liveability characteristics and the
wellbeing of the inhabitants of a place in terms of these
factors. As opposed to quality of life that is primarily being
dictated by the subjective experience of people, the
liveability of a specific area can be manipulated and
influenced through devised policies and layout and design
[23].

Although indices of liveability and quality of life is derive
from a weighted list of mostly locational characteristics that
supposedly contribute to liveability, they are currently used
as a benchmarking tool in the evaluation of towns and cities
in terms of liveability and quality of life [23].

Table 4: encapsulates fundamental liveability indices
currently employed to measure liveability in a city.



Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 2015; 4(4-1): 59-72 65

Table 4. Summary of the core liveability indices [21]

Indices

Measurement

Economist Intelligence Unit

Ranks 127 cities on liveability as part of the Worldwide Cost of Living Survey,

based on five weighted categories (VCEC, 2011:6):

Mercer human resource survey

The quality of living study has 39 factors that are grouped into 9 key categories

(VCEC, 2011:6):

Anbholt city brand index
Assesses how people perceive the images of cities, using a survey of nearly
20,000 consumers in 18-20 countries. Cities are evaluated in terms of:

EU Urban Audit

Benchmarking of quality of life in 58 European cities. Represents the most
comprehensive attempt to assess the liveability and competitiveness of cities
and regions (VCEC, 2011:7). The core issues include:

Global competitiveness index
Developed in 2004, measures national competitiveness in using a weighted

average of factors that contribute to countries competitiveness. The factors are

grouped into twelve categories (VCEC, 2011:13):

Creativity index
Indicator for ‘overall standing in creative economy, economic potential’
(Florida 2002), based on four factors:

Stability (25%) — crime and conflict

Healthcare (20%) — availability, quality

Culture and environment (25%) — climate, recreation, services
Education (10%) — availability, quality

Infrastructure (20%) — transport, links, housing, utilities, services
Political and social environment

Economic environment

Socio-cultural environment

Health and sanitation

Schools and education

Public services and transportation

Recreation, natural environment

Consumer goods

Housing

Presence (city’s international status and standing)

Place (beauty, climate and other physical attributes)

Potential (economic and educational opportunities)

Pulse (urban appeal and lifestyle)

People (friendliness, openness, cultural diversification and safety)
Prerequisites (basic facilities: hotels, schools, transport, sports)
Population, nationality, household structure

Labour market, employment, income disparities, poverty
Housing

Health

Crime

Economic activity, civic involvement

Education and training, level of educational qualifications

Air quality, noise, water, waste management

Land use, travel patterns, energy use

0.Climate and geography, culture, recreation

Institutions

Infrastructure

Macro economy

Health and primary education

Further education and training

Goods market efficiency

Labour market efficiency

Financial market sophistication

9. Technological readiness

10.Market size

11.Business sophistication

12.Innovation

1. Creative share of workforce (proportion in creative occupations)
2. High tech industries

3. Innovation (measured as the number of patents per capita)

4. Diversity (measured by the number of gay people per capita)

PNOUELUN 20O NOLEON SO LNREON 00NN E DN SR WD

Although the combination liveability = measures
encompassed in the different surveys varies, common factors
such as access to infrastructure and services, social equity
and cohesion and climatic conditions are included.
Notwithstanding fact that the weighting given to each factor
is subjective and therefore differs according to the survey
[23], it suffices to find the most common used issues of
liveability.

It is important to understand that there is a definitive
difference between liveability and liveliness.

While liveability is defined in terms of the quality and
incidence of services in a place, the liveliness of a place is
measured in terms of the frequency and way in which the
community takes advantage of the services and facilities
available in one place; “... liveliness is entirely associated

with people and activities and it can be assessed by
measuring pedestrian flows and movements, the uptake of
facilities and the existence or otherwise of 'things to do" [16].
The following section will elaborate on lively public spaces.

3.3.2. Lively Public Spaces

The people living in a specific place are the so-called
“public”, therefore, the focus throughout the process of
creating lively public places should primarily be to ensure
that the public grounds are accessible and open for a wide
range of user groups [24].

The place-making approach is rooted in the principle that a
successful public space is also a lively place with distinctive
functions that attract a wide variety people. In these lively
public spaces, the many functions and activities about
community life that take place induce a feeling of ownership
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and connectedness that therefore influence people to stay or
return to the place. Lively places can be regarded as spaces
with a function [21].

A space signifies the physical and geometrical
characteristics of an environment, which, when occupied by
people and enhanced by lively elements, are transformed into
a place [25].

Great public places have four main key attributes: access
and linkages, comfort and image, uses and activities, and
sociability. These are evaluated in terms of specific factors
within each key attribute that are needed for the space to be
regarded as a successful public place [21].

An ordinary place can be transformed into a lively place
by augmenting certain key attributes in intangible
measurements.

To effectively accomplish the transformation of a space
into a lively public place, the public place should be made
highly attractive [26] which can be done by including various
initiatives such as residential development, educational
institutions, open spaces and other facilities [24]. Paul Bevan
notes that living, working and playing are ideally much
closer together than often found and that, when an area is
unlivable, it may be owing to the loss of this proximity [27].

Cilliers et al. assert that norms by which places are
evaluated are wide-ranging and common factors that are
representative of successful public spaces are not limited to
the physical dimensions of a place [21].

Historically, public spaces were places with streets,
marketplaces, boulevards, gardens, squares, courtyards, etc.,
where residents spent a great deal of their time (Loudier &
Dubois, 2001). Present-day traditional planning schemes that
are implemented have proved to be somewhat unsuitable to
new lifestyles; public places are mostly rather dysfunctional
and dehumanized places lacking quality and proper use, and
the absence of on-site managers contributes to ineffective
public spaces [28].

To create lively public spaces, efforts in the area should
focus to render services and opportunities that are versatile,
accessible and attractive to a wider range of user-groups and
that encourage them to stay. To accomplish this, initiatives
such as more residential development, more education
institutions in the city centre and attractive facilities and open
spaces can be developed [24]. Initiatives such as public
transport and roads, arts, entertainment and sporting, social
and cultural events may be added [27]. To achieve versatility
in an area, alternative uses of the city space should be
encouraged [24].

The current physical structure of cities provides for public
life, but further opportunities should be developed to
strengthen a range of activities within one space in order to
create lively city spaces with many benefits.

Place-making is therefore a socially constructed process
that shapes spaces by including different functions, aspects
and even capital investment, designed to generate economic
growth and promote cultural tourism in order to create a
place worth living and working in [29].

3.4. Place-Making Approaches in Urban Planning Context

“You have to turn everything upside down to get it right
side up” [30]. The aforementioned articulates, in essence, the
basic principle underlying the bottom-up approach and
community-scale of planning.

Place-making was introduced in the urban planning sphere
to address community-scale planning with the objective to
create qualitative, liveable environments that adhere to the
principles of sustainability and progress in the transformation
of areas from merely being places that people occupy, so-
called ordinary places, into lively places that are good places
to live in [16].

The place-making approach can be employed, within the
urban planning context, to realize liveability by planning for,
and implementing various functions within one space. This
can entail the transformation of areas from solely being
places that people occupy, into vibrant lively places, by
focusing on current public spaces that have potential, and
developing these spaces according to the place-making
objectives in order to create places with function in which
people can socialize and interact [21].

Five place-making approaches include: the livelihoods
approach; Power of 10 approach: community participation
approach: New Urbanism and Green planning approach.
These approaches will be discussed accordingly, as these
approaches enable place-making within the rural planning
context.

3.4.1. Livelihoods Approach

Understanding the diverse needs and activities of people,
ingrained in the different ways that different people live in
different places, is known as the so-called livelihoods
approach [31].

Livelihood can be explained as a prevailing condition that
involves capabilities, material and social assets, and activities
as a means of living. For this livelithood to become
sustainable, it needs to cope with and recover from stresses
and shocks; maintain or enhance its capabilities and assets
while focusing not to undermine the natural resource base
[32].

The sustainable livelihood approach is indicated as a
framework that provides an understanding of survival
strategies in poor communities and can help to put pro-poor
tourism in a better position and guide it towards successful
implementation. [33].

The collective term “livelihoods” is considered flexible
because of its possible attachment to a number of other
phrases such as “...locales (rural or urban livelihoods),
occupations (farming pastoral or fishing livelihoods), social
difference, (gendered, age-defined livelihoods), directions
(livelihood pathways, trajectories), dynamic patterns
(sustainable or silent livelihoods) and many more”. [32].
Therefore, it is a widely applicable term and is especially
relevant when planning for rural areas. The perspectives of
livelihoods have been central to rural development thinking
and practice in the past decade, and the perspective is rooted
in the different ways that different people live in different
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places [32].

Within the livelihoods approach, the focus is on
“diversity”. Fundamental, single-sector approaches to
livelihoods and liveability, like that of the comparison [20],
have been challenged by this approach in order to address
complex rural development problems in a more hands-on and
adequate manner [32]. This approach is a simple and

straightforward one, as it purely focuses on understanding
things (needs, activities, people, etc.) from a local perspective
[32]. In order to implement or promote the liveability theory
and expand livelihoods accordingly, different aspects should
be addressed, including knowledge, politics and scale and
dynamics. Portrayed in Table 5 below explains the four
above-mentioned perspectives.

Table 5. Perspectives to address

Livelihoods can be expanded by focusing on inclusive debates about livelihood frameworks and proposed directions of change,

Within these communities, a need for municipal and government services were identified. These needs include an explicit,
theoretically based concern and knowledge of how class, gender and capitalist relations operate. They need to be given the

opportunity and right to actively participate in politics and political discussions by being allowed to ask up front questions regarding

Scale is an important element to take into consideration when expanding a community’s livelihood. Therefore, a livelihood analysis

needs to be developed and implemented. This analysis will examine networks, linkages, connections, flows and chains across

The improvement of livelihoods in terms of dynamics requires local people, policymakers, outsiders, etc., to think about long-term

Knowledge rather than relying on a bland listing of principles or by keeping questions of values and politics away.
Politics
gains and losses based on theories of power and the political economy.
Scale . . Lo . . "
different scales yet will remain in its specific place and context — i.e. rural communities.
Dynamics

change. This shift in mind-set can be ensured by providing future strategies and pathways for development and growth.

3.4.2. Power of 10 Approach

The Power of 10 place-making approach endorses the
concept that an authentic, lively city has at least 10 great
public places throughout the city that attract a wide range of
user-groups. In these great public places, people are offered
many mixed-use opportunities to take pleasure in public life.
“And, it's not enough to have one liveable city or town in a
region; you need a collection of interesting communities”
[15].

A great place offers people opportunities of at least ten (10)
things to do or ten (10) reasons to visit the place. For
example, a place to sit, art to touch, music to hear, food to
purchase, historic information to learn about, and books to
read [21]. The opportunities, however, should give
expression to the people’s experience of the city [15]. “The
concept also provides people something tangible to strive for
and helps them visualize what it takes to make their
community great” [34].

The concept of mixed use and multiple functions in these
ten (10) great places should also be dynamic enough to
stimulate continuous development and inspire people to
come back to the place [15].

Cowan et al. are of the opinion that this type of public
place will create lively neighborhoods where interaction
arises between people, social gatherings are held and where
people simply enjoy spending time [35]. An example of this
approach is found in the Canadian city, Toronto, where the
focus is placed on combining the rich cultural heritage with
creativity. These activities include the Toronto International
Film Festival (the largest and arguably the most influential
festival in the world); Ontario College of Art and Design;
The Young Centre; Wychwood Car Barns and numerous
other similar examples [36].

3.4.3. Community Participation Approach

“When citizens are effectively engaged in the design
process, designers and planners can be at their most effective
in facilitating a process that synthesises local experience and
wisdom with design principles and technical expertise.
Designers can help people uncover their common interests
and work towards practical and creative solutions that build
local character and assets” [37].

Irrespective of the environmental attributes of an area, the
community should be the primary source of information
when planning and designing a specific place. Community
participation can be seen as an approach to lively planning,
or as an indispensable element needed to create a lively place.

However, the composition and dynamics of communities,
especially in the urban environment, have become
increasingly complex. Cultural diversity, in particular, offers
an enormous challenge to public participation; the more
diverse the group, the more needs that need to be taken into
consideration and therefore the more complex the
participation process and input will be [38].

Even though it is difficult to implement, participation
remains a critical part of planning for sustainable
communities and public places, and the participation of all
residents along with supervision, reviews and awareness are
important for effective place-making [28]. This qualitative
participation approach is needed to address and successfully
implement a bottom-up approach, as well as to ensure the
planning of functional and usable spaces that can be regarded
as lively. To create this type of situation, where active
participation is present, it is crucial for the community to
play a bigger role in deliberations with authorities, policy
formalization and the devising of solutions [21].
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3.4.4. New Urbanism Approach

The planning concept of New Urbanism has been known
for some time, however, the implementation thereof only
progressively increased since US Congress adopted The
Charter of New Urbanism in 1993 that reads as follows: “We
advocate the restructuring of public policy and development
practices to support the following principals: Neighborhoods
should be diverse in use and population. Communities should
be designed for the pedestrian and transit, as well as the car.
Cities and towns should be shaped by physically defined and
universally accessible public spaces and community
institutions. Urban spaces should be framed by architecture
and landscape design that celebrate local history, climate,
ecology and building practices” [39].

has had a distinct impact on development of cities and towns
that was noticeable in the decentralization from the central
city. In the 1970s, while attempting to design a pedestrian
based town that is sustainable, USA planners and designers
started converting streets into pedestrian walkways as an
experiment [40]. Craven declares: “New Urbanist town
planners, developers, architects, and designers try to reduce
traffic and eliminate sprawl” [40].

“In simplistic, layman’s terms, New Urbanism might be
defined as taking the most desirable land use and
architectural features of communities from the past and
adapting them to the technological needs of the present” [39].
basic principles of New Urbanism are explained in Table 6
below.

The invention and rapid development of the automobile

Table 6. Principles of New Urbanism [41]

Principle

Explanation

Walkability

Connectivity

Mixed-Use & Diversity

Mixed Housing

Quality Architecture &
Urban Design

Traditional Neighbour-
hood Structure

Increased Density

Green Transportation

Sustainability

Quality of Life

Most things within a 10-minute walk of home and work.

Pedestrian friendly street design (buildings close to street; porches, windows and doors; tree-lined streets; on-street parking;
hidden parking lots; garages in rear lane; narrow, slow speed streets).

Pedestrian streets free of cars in special cases.

Interconnected street grid network disperses traffic and eases walking.
A hierarchy of narrow streets, boulevards, and alleys.
High quality pedestrian network and public realm make walking pleasurable.

A mix of shops, offices, apartments, and homes on-site. Mixed-use within neighbourhoods, within blocks, and within
buildings.
Diversity of people — of ages, income levels, cultures, and races.

A range of types, sizes and prices in closer proximity.

Emphasis on beauty, aesthetics, human comfort, and creating a sense of place; special placement of civic uses and sites within
community.
Human scale architecture and beautiful surroundings nourish the human spirit.

Discernible centre and edge.

Public space at centre.

Importance of quality public realm; public open space designed as civic art.

Contains a range of uses and densities within a 10-minute walk.

Transect planning: highest densities at town centre; progressively less dense towards the edge. The Transect is an analytical
system that conceptualises mutually reinforcing elements, creating a series of specific natural habitats and/or urban lifestyle
settings. The Transect integrates environmental methodology for habitat assessment with zoning methodology for community
design. The professional boundary between the natural and manmade disappears, enabling environmentalists to assess the
design of the human habitat and the urbanists to support the viability of nature. This urban-to-rural transect hierarchy has
appropriate building and street types for each area along the continuum.

More buildings, residences, shops, and services closer together for ease of walking, to enable a more efficient use of services
and resources, and to create a more convenient, enjoyable place to live.
New Urbanism design principles are applied to the full range of densities from small towns to large cities.

A network of high-quality trains connecting cities, towns, and neighbourhoods together.
Pedestrian-friendly design that encourages a greater use of bicycles, rollerblades, scooters, and walking as daily trans-
portation.

Minimal environmental impact of development and its operations.
Eco-friendly technologies, respect for ecology and value of natural systems.
Energy efficiency.

Less use of finite fuels.

More local production.

More walking, less driving.

Taken together, these add up to high quality of life well worth living, and create places that enrich, uplift and inspire the
human spirit.
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Thus, New Urbanism is an urban planning approach,
which provides for the implementation of place-making
principles through which the urban environment is
transformed into an integrated, compact, walkable, mixed-
use, vibrant and sustainable community where people
experience high quality of life.

3.4.5. Green Planning Approach

The widely accepted definition of urban green spaces is
that they are “public and private open spaces in urban areas,
primarily covered by vegetation, which are directly (e.g.
active or passive recreation) or indirectly (e.g. positive
influence on the urban environment) available for the users”
[42].

Unplanned development and urbanization patterns,
especially in cities, have had a negative influence on green
spaces that consequently resulted in a significant decrease in
the environmental benefits of green [43]. “If green spaces are
so important for human wellbeing, how is it possible to
increase these areas and maximise the positive aspects for
humans, while at the same time decrease the negative aspects
of cities for the environment?”’ [44].

Green spaces play a key role in the sustainable
development of communities and likewise contribute
decisively to the liveability of the built-up environment.
Green spaces have a direct link to place-making and add
quality to a place. The character of a community is often

identified and labeled by the quality of its green spaces. Well
designed, efficiently managed and maintained green spaces
enhance living and working conditions, has social and visual
value and, equally importantly, attract people and investment
into an area [45].

Development of green spaces is an integrated approach to
sustainable environments and plays an important role in
terms of social, economic, cultural and environmental aspects
of sustainable development [42]. A strategy for green spaces
has to effectively and concurrently address a variety of
(ecological) environmental, social, economic and sustainable
development issues [46].

Green planning approaches of countries, cities and
communities may be at variance, however, the central focus
should underwrite the place-making concept and
conclusively achieve transformation of a space into a lively
public place. Therefore, a Green planning approach should
include objectives such as: to safeguard the future of green
spaces; to enhance the quality of urban areas; to render urban
areas more attractive and thereby attract more resources; and
to enhance the wellbeing of the user-group [46].

Benefits derived from an effective Green planning
approach can be categorized according to three main groups,
including: environmental benefits, economic and aesthetic
benefits and social and psychological benefits [42]. These are
discussed briefly in the table below.

Table 7. Environmental Benefits of Urban Green Spaces [42]

Environmental Benefits

Urban green spaces supply cities with ecosystem services ranging from maintenance of biodiversity to the regulation

Ecological Benefits of urban climate.

Pollution in cities is due to pollutants which include chemicals, particulate matter and biological materials, which
occur in the form of solid particles, liquid droplets or gases.

Pollution Control

Air and noise pollution is common phenomenon in urban areas. The presence of many motor vehicles in urban areas

produces noise and air pollutants such as carbon dioxide and carbon monoxide. Emissions from factories, such as
sulphur dioxide and nitrogen oxides, are very toxic to both human beings and the environment.

Green spaces function as protection centres for the reproduction of species and conservation of plants, soil and water
quality. Urban green spaces provide the linkage of the urban and rural areas. They provide visual relief, seasonal

Biodiversity and Nature
Conservation

change and a link with the natural world.
A functional network of green spaces is important for the maintenance of ecological aspects of a sustainable urban

landscape, with greenways and use of plant species adapted to the local condition with low maintenance cost, self-

sufficiency and sustainability

Table 8. Economic and Aesthetic Benefits of Urban Green Spaces [42]

Economic and Aesthetic Benefits

Using vegetation to reduce the energy costs of cooling buildings has increasingly been recognised as a cost effective reason for
increasing green space and tree planting in temperate climate cities. Plants improve air circulation, provide shade and they

Energy Savings

evapotranspire. This provides a cooling effect and helps lower air temperatures. A park of 1.2 km by 1.0 km can produce an air
temperature between the park and the surrounding city that is detectable up to 4 km away. A study in Chicago has shown that increasing

tree cover in the city by 10% may reduce the total energy for heating and cooling by 5% to 10%.

Areas of the city with enough greenery are aesthetically pleasing and attractive to both residents and investors. The beautification of

Property Value

Singapore and Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, was one of the factors that attracted significant foreign investments that assisted rapid
economic growth. Still, indicators are very strong that green spaces and landscaping increase property values and financial returns for

land developers of between 5% and 15%, depending on the type of project.
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Table 9. Social and Psychological Benefits of Urban Green Spaces [42]

Social and Psychological Benefits

People satisfy most of their recreational needs within the locality where they live. Findings by Nicol and Blake (2000) show that over

Recreation and

Wellbeing outdoor leisure opportunities.

80% of the UK’s population live in urban areas, and thus green spaces within urban areas provide a sustainable proportion of the total

The level of stress in people who were exposed to natural environments decreased rapidly compared to people who were exposed to
urban environments, whose stress levels remained high. In the same review, hospital patients whose rooms were facing a park had a
10% faster recovery rate and needed 50% less strong pain relieving medication compared to patients whose rooms were facing a

building wall.
Human Health

This is a clear indication that urban green spaces can increase the physical and psychological wellbeing of urban citizens. In other

research conducted in Swedish cities, people who spent more time outdoors in urban green spaces were less affected by stress.
Certainly, improvements in air quality due to vegetation have a positive impact on physical health, with such obvious benefits as a
decrease in respiratory illnesses. The connection between people and nature is important for everyday enjoyment, work productivity

and general mental health.

It is thus evident that, depending on the dominant
conditions of a place, development of green spaces may
present many challenges. Nevertheless, through -careful
planning and site-responsive design, urban green spaces can
make a meaningful contribution to sustainable development
at regional, district and local levels. The planning of layout
and design approaches for rural green spaces should strive to
meet the needs of the community, optimize opportunities in
the community to grow towards sustainability, and
furthermore contribute to the specific character and image of
a place and the community. Uncomplicated access to green
spaces will benefit these efforts and stimulate physical
activity.

3.4.6. Conclusion of Place-Making Approaches in Planning
Context

The main objective of the place-making concept is the
improvement of the community's environment and their
quality of life [16].

In order to evaluate the contribution of the three place-
making approaches in planning sustainable communities, it is
necessary to evaluate these approaches in terms of the Three
Spheres of Sustainability Table 1 illustrates this evaluation.

Table 10. Place-making approaches in the context of sustainability

Three Spheres of Sustainability

Approach Social Environmental Economic
Livelihoods approach o} )

Power of 10 approach ) |
Community participation o o o
approach

New Urbanism approach ) |

Green planning approach [} [} |

From the above evaluation, it is evident that place-making
is a concept that can be used to change and improve the
spaces and places within communities. In the rural planning
context, place-making, built fundamentally on various lively
and sustainable objectives, can act as a catalyst to affect the
planning for sustainable communities.

4. Conclusion

In conclusion, continuous monitoring of the

implementation and progress of place-making approaches is
imperative. Therefore, transparent management and
evaluation of an approach should be maintained to ensure
that effectual amendments are made timeously when deemed
mandatory. Equally important is that legislation, policies and
guidelines that regulate and manages place-making
approaches should at all times endeavour to harmonise the
needs of the community with the natural layout and resources
of the environment, thereby ensuring an effective and
sustainable design.
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