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Abstract. The term "liveable cities" appeared in the literature during the 1980s in connection 
with the growing environmental concerns and the increasing competition among global cities to 
attract foreign investments and boost their economies. Also, the term sustainability emerged in 
the late 1980s as a warning to space and city users on the need to manage and regulate 
environmental resource consumption and utilization. While the concept of liveability seeks to 
utilize environmental resources for better living for urban dwellers, sustainable urban 
development on the converse tends to warn of the dangers of overuse and consumption of 
environmental resources. These concepts, much as they are closely related have also been 
adjudged to have certain intricate tensions in terms of their views on issues relating to utilization 
and consumption of environmental resources. This research, therefore, seeks to explore the 
conceptual relationships and tensions between urban liveability and sustainable development. 
The review of the literature reveals that, much as both concepts are related, they are critically 
diverse in their promotion of the use of environmental resources. 

Keywords: Environmental Resources, City, Urban Liveability, Sustainable Urban 
Development, Urban Management, Urban Governance 
 

   
 

1. Introduction 

 
The origin of the sustainable development concept is traceable to the World Commission on 
Environment and Development of 1987 and since then it has taken the centre stage in the evaluation of 
development dimension in most cities of the world. The concept as the broad goal of achieving inter- 
and intra-generational equity. Sustainable development in principles advocates a balance in 
consideration of social, economic, and environmental issues while developing activities within space. It 
was however, observed, that, pursuing the objectives of sustainable development are laudable but elusive 
in practice. To bridge the gap between sustainable development in practice and principles, a global 
action plan "Agenda 21" was formulated at the Earth Summit held in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. Agenda 
21 expatiated the need for indicators and local initiatives to benchmark sustainability [58]. One 
important aspect of the agenda is the participation of the local authorities especially at the city level 
towards achieving global sustainable development. 
 
Urban design and planning were also observed to offer an opportunity in guiding city development 
towards sustainability [53]. This is because most urban areas use planning to determine present and 
future use of space within the city precinct. It is therefore safe to conclude that a reliable way of 
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achieving sustainability within the city space by local authorities is through making their land use 
planning process sustainable [5]. As planning has a vital role in achieving sustainable urban 
development; the planning process and the outcome of planning should be guided by the principles of 
sustainable development. Thus, urban design conceptualizations should include a sustainable dimension 
in the design guidelines which hitherto refer to morphological, functional, social, and visual dimensions.  
  
Sustainable cities constitute a critical factor on the development focus of nations, but of greater 
importance in developing countries because of the experience of burgeoning urbanization [67, 59]. The 
rapid urbanization often culminate into land-use practices that disregard future generations' needs and 
inevitably cause problems such as urban sprawl [8], haphazard development [28], and the collapse of 
public services [58], brownfields [8], and overcrowding [62]. This situation has led to sedimentation of 
watersheds [20], urban pollution [6], increase in natural and man-made risks [66], soil degradation [31] 
and damage to pristine natural landscapes [4; 58].  
 
Sustainable development has however, been considered as a fuzzy concept [26; 64] encapsulated in the 
seminal definition by the Bruntland Commission as ‘‘Development that meets the needs of the present 

without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’’ [62]. For urban land 
use to be sustainable it must meet the needs of the current as well as future urban citizens [65]. 
Accordingly, city officials must heed the call by today's citizens to alter land use without compromising 
the ability of future generations' needs. Sustainable development and urban land use planning are 
therefore noted as noble concepts [27], but the critical challenge is the way to operationalize these 
concept [22]. It is of great importance that they should be incorporated into a broad development 
decision framework to guide daily, personal, business, or policy decisions [27, 30]. But these grand 
intentions are difficult to monitor and implement given their complexity, vagueness, and, at times, 
immeasurable tenets [67]. Sustainability often remains a condition that can be used and abused by 
various stakeholders without clearly defining what sustainability implies in land use planning [26]. A 
model of sustainable development is required which accurately captures and allocates costs, such as 
environmental damage, pollution, and land consumption which hampers the liveability capacity of the 
City.  
 
Oxford Advanced Learner Dictionary refers to ‘liveable’ as ‘fit to live in’. The term liveability is an 

umbrella to a variety of meanings which depends both on the objects of measurement and the perspective 
of those making the measurement [31]. Researchers have agreed that liveability refers to the 
environment from the perspective of the individual and includes a subjective evaluation of the quality 
of the place. Liveability is also defined as one of the aspects that could contribute to a high quality of 
living [17]. This is because the high quality of living will affect citizens' lifestyle and health condition 
within the built environment. Major city centres in the world have faced challenges in keeping the city 
safe and increase the residents' health condition, economic stability as well as providing excellent 
transportation systems and networks.  
 
Liveability and vibrancy of the built environment are discussed increasingly on a global scale, for 
example, the Centre for liveable Cities in Singapore opined that liveability can be viewed as 'city through 
good planning, provides a vibrant, attractive and secure environment for people to live, work and play 
and encompasses good governance, a competitive economy, high quality of living and environmental 
sustainability'. In view of the consensus on sustainable development's which is the fact that the three Es 
alone are not sufficient to guide best practices in contemporary land use planning without considering 
liveable community values, it is therefore important to consider the interactions amongst the various 
values. The linkages therefore are the interaction of the four primary values. At the prism's heart lies the 
elusive, perhaps utopian, perfectly realized sustainable and liveable urban area [22]. Not only does the 
prism remind us that land-use planning must deal with a three-dimensional spatial world, but it also 
offers a structure for dealing with value conflicts inherent in the different visions, which results gaps on 
the linkages of the various aspects of the concept. Tensions between liveability and economic growth 
result in the "growth management conflict," which arises from competing beliefs in the extent to which 
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unmanaged development can affect the extent to which high-quality living environments can be 
achieved [23].  
 
“Tensions between liveability and ecology result in the “green cities conflict,” which arises from 
competing beliefs in the primacy of the natural versus the built environment [16]. Tensions between 
liveability and equity result in the "gentrification conflict," which arises from competing beliefs in the 
preservation of poorer urban neighbourhoods for the benefit of their present populations versus their 
redevelopment and upgrading to attract middle- and upper-class populations back to the central. Looking 
at sustainability, New Urbanism, and Smart Growth through the prism reveals that none of them 
responds to all four goals nor attempts to resolve all six of the value conflicts to the same degree. While 
there is considerable variation in the plans produced under each of the three approaches, it can be 
inferred that some central tendencies from the published descriptions and critiques. Sustainable 
development values appear high for ecology, economy, and equity, but tend to be more focused on 
ecology and on resolving the resource conflict between economy and ecology”. 
 
New Urbanism's highest value appears to be liveability, with a focus on resolving the growth 
management conflict. Smart Growth's highest value also is liveability, though it focuses on resolving 
both the growth management and the green city conflicts. While the differences in values tend to be 
matters of degree rather than absolutes, all these do influence planning and development values and the 
ensuing politics. For example, all the approaches oppose sprawl, the common enemy, but they call for 
different planning responses to it. Thus, sustainable development tends to see the environment as most 
threatened by sprawl resulting from economic growth and therefore most in need of government 
intervention to protect ecological systems. New Urbanism argues that attractive spaces for everyday life 
are the best defence against sprawl and that the remaining values will fall in line once a compact urban 
form and attractive public spaces are created through urban design. 
 
2. Narrating the Tenets of Sustainable Urban Development and liveability Mix  

“The concept of “liveability” has emerged alongside “sustainability” as a buzzword in public discourse 

and planning. City competitions and awards for both liveability and sustainability abound. Various 
development stakeholders have argued in favour of the concept of liveability and the rights of 
individuals to “liveable” spaces. This idea is most potent and more aggressively pursued in the context 

of cities, because these are the spaces where, majority of people reside, the engine room for economic 
activities and consumption; where human impacts on the environment are highly intense and, on the 
other hand environmental impacts on society are most significant, with respect to population density 
and economic assets at risk. Planners and policymakers concerned with creating or maintaining liveable 
cities have long invoked “liveability” as a guiding principle for the investment and decision-making that 
shape the urban social, economic, physical, and biological environment [28, 48, and 49].”  
 
Their propositions for the creation of liveability presume that, liveability can be analysed by 
fundamental or immutable characteristics, many of which remain constant through time and across 
populations. These are considered the “First Principles” of liveability. The notion of a liveable city in 
the sense of “fit to live in” or “inhabitable” requires two elements to be, and remain, in agreement with 

each other. One of these concerns the attributes of the population that demands goods and services, such 
as shelter, energy, water and food, waste management and assimilation, health and public safety, 
education and entertainment, social engagement, economic contributions, creativity, and much more. In 
short, from this vantage point, liveability is adjudged through the lens of needs and wants of city 
inhabitants. And since these needs and wants are most apparent in areas and times of deteriorating 
infrastructures, declining economic prosperity, and rising social discontent, much attention has 
historically been given to those places where the provision of services has been inadequate [42, 64] and 
where, as a consequence, people have suffered. 
 
“The second element of liveability comprises the city's environment, as defined by its physical and 

biological characteristics; the built infrastructures and ecosystems that provide the goods and services 
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on which lives and livelihoods in the city depend [5]. At a minimum, these ecosystem services stem 
from the green spaces and water bodies in and around cities that generate not only amenities, and the 
economic value, but also provide valuable contributions, examples amongst which include: to local 
climate regulation, air quality, and flood control. Although it is conceivable that high levels of liveability 
can be experienced temporarily while undermining ecosystem structure and function, over the long haul, 
liveability is intricately tied to environmental sustainability. The biophysical environment thus 
establishes the boundary constraints that affect the ability of urban populations to thrive, yet those 
constraints themselves are shaped in complex ways by the pressures that urban populations and urban 
growth exert on infrastructures and ecosystems [53]. 
 
Expedient therefore, is the need to give priority attention to urban liveability as a discourse that shapes 
development and planning activities by planners. Urban liveability provides an opening to discuss not 
just planning and city-building but the fundamental ability of different kinds of people to live in urban 
areas and their right to the city [42] for not just the homeless but the working class, the middle class, 
and the affluent; for people of colour, for immigrants, for women and other vulnerable groups. This 
opening enables interrogation of the ability and the people who require safety and protection within the 
city space. It is this point that, hence, give credence to the third leg of the development concept which 
is inclusiveness. A view of the city space that as highly liveable can create a sense of those that can live 
and how [51].  
 
3. Contemporary discussions in Sustainable Urban Development 

In 1987, the World Commission on Environment and Development [62] defined sustainable 
development as that which "meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs". Sustainability within the urban context, puts it, as "the 
development of a city's physical structure and systems and its economic base in such a way as to enable 
it to provide a satisfactory human environment with minimal demands on resources and minimize 
adverse impacts on the environment" [14]. Within the framework of Africa's urban development, it 
implies addressing and satisfying the economic, environmental, social, and political concerns of urban 
residents. 
 
“Another strand of argument pointed out, "the crux of the debate on sustainable development in African 
cities is how you deal with poverty in these settlements; everything else is academic" [39]. It is further 
emphasized that any consideration of sustainable development in African cities must have an 
improvement in the housing, living, and working environments of poorer groups as a central focus [6]. 
The concept of "sustainable development" has revived discussion about the form of contemporary cities 
and has motivated scholars and practitioners in different disciplines to seek forms of human settlements 
that satisfy the requirements of sustainability [34]. In North America, new frameworks have been 
proposed and addressed at the regional, metropolitan, city, and community levels – smart growth, 
healthy cities, and new urbanism for redesigning and restructuring urban places to achieve sustainability 
[22, 23, 12, and 9]. Because city-building efforts in Africa have relied wholly on Western concepts and 
models, and because these Western-based urban development models are relatively expensive, and have 
been only partially successful, there is, therefore, the need to revisit Africa's urban past and examine her 
indigenous urban forms, architecture, and practices, and to adapt some of these practices which are 
appropriate to the contemporary African context. 
 
4. Contemporary discussions in urban liveability 

Liveability is perhaps best understood when juxtaposed against another popular, and similar, concept: 
sustainability. Sustainability is an elusive concept, hard to grasp by the individual, difficult to 
operationalize for the planner, and challenging to implement at local scales [10]. It refers to the long run 
and, by definition, assumes a global perspective because, in an increasingly interlinked world, adverse 
impacts on social and environmental issues outside a particular region of interest will likely come back 
to haunt the place of concern in the form of unforeseen, often unintended consequences. There are no 
clear guidelines established by law or practice for sustainability and its implementation, other than broad 
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principles that call, for example, for the use of non-renewable resources at rates low enough to allow for 
their eventual replacement through renewable resources, emissions of waste products within 
environmental assimilation capacities, and social and economic development that is fair and just [11, 
13]. 
 
Liveability, in contrast, is about the "now" or "about to be." It also tends to be about the "here," with 
standards for liveability varying not only from country to country but from city to city. Liveability seems 
more immediate and tangible, and thus more achievable. Creating liveable communities, rather than 
sustainable ones, also lies within the purview of local agencies, planners, architects, and policy and 
investment makers, who shape the environment within which people's needs and aspirations unfold. In 
many instances, laws and regulations exist that help ensures the promotion and maintenance of safe 
buildings, reliable provision of water and energy, a clean environment, education, jobs, public health, 
and other elements of a liveable city. Because of established mandates, institutions and individuals can, 
at least in principle, be made responsible and held accountable for their lack of attention to liveability. 
 
Once basic needs, such as food, shelter, and security are fulfilled, higher-level wants and aspirations 
move into the forefront of planning and decision making both at the individual and community level 
[26, 30]. However, as one moves from basic needs to other determinants of liveability, subjective 
judgments of what constitutes liveability are introduced. Recent discussions, particularly in the context 
of developed countries, have framed the notion of a "liveable city" akin to a "desirable city." This shift 
in emphasis from minimum requirements for liveability to lifestyle choices has brought with it a cottage 
industry of national and international rankings that compare cities based on material wellbeing, as well 
as social and environmental performance indicators. This shift is also the conceptual crack that allows 
the bogey of varying preferences to enter: we may agree, globally even, what minimum standards for 
liveability might be, but there will be confusion about what constitutes a desirable city. 
 
5. Relationships and Conceptual Tensions between sustainable urban development and 

liveability 

 "Liveability" and "sustainability" are common concepts of urban planning and public discourse in 
general, primarily because of the values, priorities, and behaviours of many individuals and institutions. 
Generally, consumers should be entitled to "liveable" and "sustainable" communities that raise questions 
for planners and decision-makers about how to meet the needs and desires of present and future 
residents. However, the conceptual connections between liveability and sustainability are not fully 
understood, limiting the agreement to a policy to promote ideals and assessments [50, 49]. This section 
explains the conceptual tension between liveability and sustainability, differentiates them and combines 
them, and examines how they can be understood and complemented better. One major finding is that 
the independent application of concepts of liveability and sustainability of integrated design leaves both 
concepts ideal, good to understand but limited. 
 
Sustainability is a difficult concept to achieve, and at the same time, it is less difficult to understand it 
in theory than to implement it in practice. After decades of discussions without agreement on the 
definition of sustainability, the most common is the Brundtland Commission: "Development meets the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs" [52, 
62]. This definition is criticized since it is too extreme and focused on vague assumptions about the 
"needs" of current and future generations. More sustainable technical formulas have been proposed, 
emphasizing the attention of different outcomes, such as the environmental impacts of human activity 
[64], the economic effects of growth [13], and the effects of these outcomes on social justice [51], among 
many other things. Recently, scientists and urban researchers from the operational definition of 
sustainability viewed it as a balance within economic, environmental, and capital interests, with due 
consideration for intergenerational demands inherent in the Brundtland Commission definition [12, 36, 
and 10].  
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On the other hand, the necessary human habits provide the pragmatics required for a philosophical vision 
of sustainability. The adaptability of "now" and "here" focuses on immediate and concrete conditions 
and interventions, and therefore is interpreted as the most attainable [52]. Community programs and 
policies are increasingly emphasized to influence the experience of the place where people live, how 
they travel to work, and how they interact with each other and with their surroundings to make them 
more "applicable". "Despite the academic recognition that the ability to live is a subjective concept, 
there is a consensus that the appropriate community to live is providing diverse options and variety of 
services available. 
 
“Understanding how sustainability will be built will help planners overcome the current needs of the 

population with the long-term needs associated with sustainability when basic needs, such as food, 
shelter, and security, people usually focus on short-term issues, including life preferences [42, 17]. A 
conflict that arises from beliefs contradicts determining the priorities of natural environments compared 
to those built; and "conflict improvement" caused by conflicting beliefs in the preservation of 
neighbourhoods in favour of the current population against renovation to attract the upper-class 
population. This perspective is important because it provides an additional vision for sustainability 
discourse, which largely assumes the desired outcome for all. The coordinated realization of these 
conflicts and the recognition that population values and perceptions of housing affordability can 
overcome their concerns about sustainability over time can help to design sustainable cities that are also 
liveable.  
 
While these significant differences between sustainability and liveability are bound by competing 
principles and the evaluation of different therapeutic remedies to guide the underlying fears, there is an 
important connection between the two concepts that can help the success of the other. Health 
interventions represent additional measures that collectively increase the chances of long-term progress 
toward sustainability. "Sustainable sustainability" has been discussed elsewhere because of urgent short-
term meeting needs or desires of the community within a program for a perspective on large-scale and 
long-term sustainability [3, 32]. Sustainability is, therefore, sustained, but not directly correlated. 
Instead, sustainable results are produced over time using a series of existing results. Together, the 
conceptual connections between liveability and sustainability reveal tensions, but also 
complementarities that can help in the other application. 
 
6. The scale of Measurement of Liveability and Sustainability  

The greatest analytic difference is between liveability and sustainability in volume issues, where the 
initial differences in geography, time, and audience overlap. The numerical tensions between liveability 
and sustainability are better understood from the family definition of sustainable development: "meeting 
the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs" 
[62]. This accepted definition offers the global geographic application and examines multi-generational 
and long-term perspectives that are conceptualized through conversations and the spirit of the common 
global agenda. In contrast, the concept of residential vision has emerged that the environmental issues 
such as economic and capital need to be considered for the narrow spatial scale relevant to individuals, 
families, neighbourhoods, and individual communities in geographically smaller regions [45, 48, 49, 
51, and 50]. To strengthen this idea, the 1992 UN Agenda for the Environment and Development agreed 
to "guide Agenda 21" in their efforts to exist by paying attention to the effects of local activities for the 
establishment, operation and maintenance of social and environmental infrastructure and supervision of 
planning and assistance activities in the implementation of national environmental policy [56 and 24].  
 
7. Context of Urban Liveability and Sustainable Urban Development 

Context is another organizational principle that reveals the links and differences between Sustainability 
and liveability, emphasizes how each model responds to the concept of values of interest and how to 
adapt to all circumstances or changing preferences. Taking housing as a critical infrastructure example, 
while there exists a constant vision from one of the economic and environmental values and capital, 
housing is dynamic and evolving in response to changing conditions and values [3, 11, and 2]. The 
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concept of liveability in the United States has changed over the past 50 years with changes in human 
values that provide theories and practices of development planning licensed events and 1960 civil rights 
movement legislation, and lawyers to meet the needs of traditionally marginalized groups [14] as a 
result.  
 
The focus of the environmental movement of the early 1970s was to protect the natural environment and 
empowerment of citizens, which have been marginalized by US companies to protect their quality of 
life [35, 10]. The joint environmental justice movement created in the early 80s noted sustainable 
development as that development that combines social goals with economic and environmental concerns 
[54, 52], smart growth, construction, and new movements of living communities that live within an 
integrated design concept in the 1990s for housing [15, 19]. Now, the first decade of the 2000s saw an 
increase in values associated with a healthy diet community whose goal type appears in contrast to 
previous examples, the definitions of profitability have changed over time and geographically with the 
accompanying human values. 
 
The tension between liveability and sustainability questions is whether the priority should be for 
"sustainability exists" or "sustainability exists", where there is a distinction between the two by 
identifying primary and secondary values to emphasize (for example health or existing) to develop a 
"viable" core value in existing visions, and assume that the ability to live is secondary [3, 29]. From a 
practical point of view, not taking a sustainable "good" decision always leads to achieving desired 
outcomes from all points of view (such as economic opportunities, affordability, and public health), 
especially if it is given little attention if people see these results as viable [24]. Instead, there is evidence 
that communities "live midwife" is often planned at the expense of existing, allowing preferences and 
local adaptability to overcome the visions of wide environmentalism [47, 33, 69]. 
 
8. Potentials of sustainable urban development and urban liveability  

A category of a final organization for recognizing the links between liveability and sustainability is the 
"ability" to allow change through interventions. The strong local component of housing arises when the 
possibility of allowing change through planning policies and registries begins by classifying people 
according to the communities in which they are located [18,45], and the cost of living, the re-
introduction of contemporary housing in urban planning discourse creates an opportunity to improve the 
political importance of political acceptance because of the ability to live divided by success indicators 
based on local political realities, in which opinion is calculated by local preferences [46]. In contrast to 
broad environmental visions, the application of housing preferences, such as neighbourhoods that can 
walk or in safe public spaces, is located within local agencies and planners that can "shape the 
environment in which needs and aspirations are evolving."  
 
“The combination of these concepts is reflected in the fact that vision, such as integrated programs, is 

effective only if applied or inspiring. On the turn, there are massive goals that are not divided gradual 
steps through which to create support for the political and social significance, and therefore is not 
considered a practical solution, but was considered an ideal model cannot be implemented or achieved. 
Because the ability of life is reflected in the short term as a means to achieve long-term sustainability of 
the goal, and can these concepts as circles of positive feedback and promotion to ensure that their policy 
conditions are locally designed to remain in harmony with existing global goals and stages of the process 
translated goals towards existing sustainability strategies”. 
 
Although the literature is growing but detailed in what is called a living society and a viable society, 
less hybridization less. In this sense, the relationship between context and potential can be better 
reconciled and understood if they are attached to the practice. The next part relates to the number of 
connections between liveability and sustainability and places them in the context of the last federal 
society of sustainable societies in the United States. Besides, guidelines were given for the planning of 
sustainable liveability, and grants were given to applicants who would prove their intention to integrate 
them in directions in planning, to this end, comprehensive plans of the Fourteen Mississippi Gulf Coast 
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jurisdictions to determine the level of compliance were assessed on specific sustainability criteria of 
housing. The evaluation results are used to determine a low, medium, and high compliance program for 
deeper myths and integration of living conditions with sustainability analysis. There are housing 
guidelines that will act as community assessment tools and then guidance on planning and investment 
priorities [59] following guidelines are: 
 
Providing transportation options: develop safe, reliable, and economical transportation options to reduce 
local transport costs, reduce our country's foreign oil dependence, improve air quality, reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, and promote public health.  
Promoting fair and affordable housing: Expand housing options and energy-saving space for people of 
all ages, incomes, and races to increase mobility and reduce costs along with housing and transportation.  
Improving Economic Competitiveness: Competitiveness through rapid and reliable access to 
employment centres, educational opportunities, services, and other basic needs of employees, as well as 
market growth and development.  
Support for existing community infrastructure: Direct federal funding towards existing communities 
through strategies such as transportation in the east, multi-use, and land rehabilitation to increase 
community renewal and the efficiency of public investment in working and protecting rural landscapes.   
Against the coordination and exploitation of the investment policy at all levels: Alignment of national 
funding policy to removing barriers to action and leveraging funding and accountability for increase and 
efficiency at all levels of government to plan for future growth, including the selection of smart energy, 
such as renewable energy locally. 
Potential Communities and Neighbourhoods Value: Improve the unique characteristics of all 
communities by investing in healthy and safe neighbourhoods and walking: in rural, urban, or suburban 
areas. It is important to remember that these principles are not achieved, but rather serve the goals of a 
broader definition of sustainability, which includes economic, environmental, and justice objectives at 
the national level. Regions must give the concept of accommodation themselves by implementing these 
six principles in an array of indicators reflecting regional needs [59].  
 
“In literature, concepts of "liveability" and "sustainability" have often been used to develop academic 

research in urban planning and urban design. There is an important difference between "manageability" 
studies and "sustainability" studies, that control studies focus more on human and social factors than on 
sustainability studies. Not habit, as a concept, independent variable, to some extent, it depends on the 
existing "bottom three" model. Research on sustainability is based on variables that are easy to measure 
in the end and are directly related to measuring the built environment and performance criteria.”  
 
An example of sustainability research [17] shows that these efforts can be limited primarily to physical 
measurements of the built environment. Although the Academy has stated that it exists based on 
economics, equity and the environment, "the three pillars of the medium" [9, 24, 65], the environmental 
pillar dominated many of the studies on the subject exists, for example, in their research, [9] a relative 
estimate of the amount of greenhouse gas emissions generated, the water consumption, the price of 
electricity and land required for a variety of renewable energy systems, without examining the degree 
of satisfaction with the housing. Measurement of end-use energy and basic quantitative studies is not 
necessarily based on location or existence since it does not examine the existence and impact of social 
and cultural responses in the design of houses and neighbourhoods. Housing feasibility studies are 
unique because they recognize that social factors are as important as economic and environmental 
factors in terms of information policy planning and the built environment. 
 
This message describes housing as a critical component of sustainability, a part of the "lower triangle" 
model, which gives preference to human and social factors above the economic and equality pillars. In 
essence, studies of "housing" are closely related to people, places, and social capital. Health research 
attempts to measure in parallel the structured form, to examine and document the behaviour of the 
community and to determine the level of satisfaction with a specific urban environment. There is a lot 
of research on "housing" studies, especially on street design and public interaction in the squares. The 
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study of customs was originally inspired by the writings of Kevin Lynch, who believed that perceptions 
of the population of the city should teach future design processes.  
Despite the definition of highly variable housing mobility in the literature, the definition used for this 
notice depends on the streets of the neighbourhood, as mentioned above. According to the authors, place 
of residence (or, as in the case, living street) has a balance of tenants and owners and is adapted to a 
variety of house sizes. Many people know their neighbours that they spend time abroad, on balconies or 
in front squares. In this sense, the theory of "eyes on the street" is important to understand the dimensions 
of the neighbourhood and Liveability [35].  
 
9. Relationships and Conceptual Tensions between sustainable urban development and 

liveability 

"Liveability" and "sustainability" are common concepts of urban planning and public discourse in 
general, primarily because of the values, priorities, and behaviours of many individuals and institutions. 
Consumers should be entitled to "liveable" and "sustainable" communities that raise questions for 
planners and decision-makers about how to meet the needs and desires of present and future residents. 
The conceptual connections between liveability and sustainability are not fully understood, limiting the 
agreement to a policy to promote ideals and assessments [51, 62]. One major finding is that the 
independent application of concepts of liveability and sustainability of integrated design leaves both 
concepts ideal, good to understand but limited. A conflict that arises from beliefs contradicts determining 
the priorities of natural environments compared to those built; And "conflict improvement" caused by 
conflicting beliefs in the preservation of neighbourhoods in favour of the current population against 
renovation to attract the upper-class population. The coordinated realization of these conflicts and the 
recognition that population values and perceptions of housing affordability can overcome their concerns 
about sustainability over time can help to design sustainable cities that are also liveable. 
 
The Scale of Measurement of Liveability and Sustainability have numerical tensions between both 
concepts better understood for the family definition of sustainable development: "meeting the needs of 
the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs" [64]. The concept 
of residential vision has emerged that the environmental issues economic and capital need to be 
considered for the narrow spatial scale relevant to individuals, families, neighbourhoods, and individual 
communities in geographically smaller regions [48, 49, and 50]. Current politics surrounding housing 
has exposed tensions between liveability and sustainability, highlighting the lack of consensus 
determining the benefits of these complementary concepts, realization, and application at various levels 
traditionally. 
  
In assessing these tensions, size is a major determinant of land-use problems and stakeholders vary 
considerably between regional, urban, and district levels [25]. While, the context of Urban Liveability 
and Sustainable Urban Development focuses on the environmental movement of the early 1970s to 
protect the natural environment and empowerment of citizens, which have been marginalized by to 
protect their quality of life [10, 35]. In the context presented, the tension between liveability and existing 
questions is whether the priority should be for "sustainability exists" or "sustainability exists", where 
there is a distinction between the two by identifying primary and secondary values to emphasize (for 
example health or existing) to develop a "viable" core value in existing visions, and assume that the 
ability to live is secondary [3, 30]. There is evidence that communities "live midwife" is often planned 
at the expense of existing, allowing preferences and local adaptability to overcome the visions of wide 
environmentalism [45, 47]. 
 
Varied levels of Potentials of sustainable urban development and urban liveability are presented and 
categories of a final organization for recognizing the links between liveability and sustainability are the 
"ability" to allow change through interventions. The combination of these concepts is reflected in the 
fact that vision, such as integrated programs, is effective only if applied or inspiring. On the turn, there 
are massive goals which are not divided gradual steps through which to create support for the political 
and social significance, and therefore is not considered a practical solution, but was considered an ideal 
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model. Although the literature is growing, but detailed in what is called a living society and a viable 
society, less hybridization in this sense, the relationship between context and potential can be better 
reconciled and understood if they are attached to the practice. It is on the strength of this argument the 
integrated concept which encloses sustainable urban development and urban liveability which can 
encourage inclusive urban development is required both in practice and theory.”  
 
10. Conclusions  

As urbanization and globalization lead to ever more diverse populations in cities; their living conditions 
more rapidly shaped by the emergence of new technologies and new environmental challenges, and their 
needs want, and aspirations evolve, it is becoming increasingly challenging to provide generally 
acceptable and applicable definitions of urban liveability and urban sustainable development within the 
ambit of responsible consumption pattern. Without a clear understanding of the basic elements that 
define the concepts, their use in planning and policymaking is becoming increasingly curtailed. 
 
 
In narrating the tenets of sustainable urban development and liveability mix, one of these concerns the 
characteristics of the population that demands those goods and services, such as shelter, energy, water 
and food, waste management and assimilation, health and public safety, education and entertainment, 
social engagement, economic contributions, creativity, and much more. Liveability is judged through 
the lens of the needs and wants of those who do or may live in cities. The second element of liveability 
comprises the city's environment, as defined by its physical and biological characteristics the built 
infrastructures and ecosystems that provide the goods and services on which lives and livelihoods in the 
city depend. At a minimum, these ecosystem services stem from the green spaces and water bodies in 
and around cities that generate not only amenities, and the economic value, but also provide valuable 
contributions, for example, to local climate regulation, air quality, and flood control. According to [64], 
“there is widespread agreement on basic elements that make cities and towns liveable a healthy 

environment, decent housing, safe public places, uncongested roads, parks and recreational 
opportunities, vibrant social interaction, and so on”.  
 
“Articulating the features of liveable urban space [35], highlighting sidewalks and active retail spaces 

mixed with dense residential spaces. For example, [21] reflects on the Clinton–Gore Liveability 
Initiative "Building liveable Communities for the 21st Century" which was launched in 1999 to 
strengthen the government's role in building "liveable communities". She argues that a liveable 
community should have "safe streets, good schools, and public and private space that help foster a spirit 
of community" [3]. Liveable spaces, then, should provide opportunities for urban dwellers to participate 
in the community. While the community itself is fraught with ambiguity [44, 43], it suggests that there 
is a complicated social dimension to liveable urban space, a social dimension that geographers need to 
problematize. 
 
The Contemporary discussions in Sustainable Urban Development; emphasize that the crux of the 
debate on sustainable development in African cities is how you deal with poverty in these settlements; 
everything else is academic". It is worthy of note, that in the consideration of sustainable development 
in African cities, there must be an improvement in the housing, living, and working environments of 
poorer groups as a central focus [15]. The concept of "sustainable development" has revived discussion 
about the form of contemporary cities and has motivated scholars and practitioners in different 
disciplines to seek forms of human settlements that satisfy the requirements of sustainability [34, 37, 
and 39]. New frameworks have been proposed and addressed at the regional, metropolitan, city, and 
community levels – smart growth, healthy cities, and new urbanism for redesigning and restructuring 
urban places to achieve sustainability [23, 22, and 15]. 
 
Contemporary discussions in urban liveability are perhaps best understood when juxtaposed against 
another popular, and similar, concept: sustainability. Sustainability is an elusive concept, hard to grasp 
by the individual, difficult to operationalize for the planner, and challenging to implement at local scales. 
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It refers to the long run and, by definition, assumes a global perspective because, in an increasingly 
connected world, adverse impacts on social and environmental issues outside a particular region or time 
frame of interest will likely come back to haunt the place of concern in the form of unforeseen, often 
unintended consequences. Liveability, in contrast, is about the "now" or "about to be." It also tends to 
be about the "here," with standards for liveability varying not only from country to country but from 
city to city. Liveability seems more immediate and tangible, and thus more achievable. Creating liveable 
communities, rather than sustainable ones, also lies within the purview of local agencies, planners, 
architects, and policy and investment makers, who shape the environment within which people's needs 
and aspirations unfold. This shift in emphasis from minimum requirements for sustainability to lifestyle 
choices has brought with it a cottage industry of national and international rankings that compare cities 
based on material wellbeing, as well as social and environmental performance indicators.” 
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