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Abstract
Johannesburg, which is South Africa’s largest city and economic center, is still influenced 
by patterns of inequality of the past. Although spatial transformation has been rapid since 
1994, spatial divisions along class lines are still prevalent long after the apartheid era. This 
is despite the fact that societal values such as inclusivity, spatial justice and equal access 
to resources have become the core goals of Johannesburg’s spatial and urban develop-
ment. This is particularly true when addressing housing, public open spaces, transport and 
social infrastructure embedded in a suitable land-use mix. However, despite the adoption 
of numerous policies by government, this research indicates that even recent urban devel-
opment projects such as Fleurhof and Waterfall are falling short in delivering those objec-
tives. Based on a case study analysis, we show that significant dysfunctionalities become 
evident when evaluating these two projects, despite their meeting relevant indicators of 
spatial inclusion on paper. Tensions are identified between theoretical approaches and the 
implementation of societally relevant policy goals. These include inclusivity and spatial 
justice by mostly privatized provision of housing and services, and deficiencies in public 
maintenance of infrastructure. The research reveals, that ‘ticking-the-boxes’ behavior on 
policy and project level does not produce equitable, inclusive neighborhoods and urban 
spatial patterns, but rather reproduces spatial inequalities of the past. If these policies are 
to result in real spatial change and improvement in the lives of Johannesburg residents, a 
more proactive approach by the public sector at different levels will be necessary.

Keywords Fleurhof · Inclusivity · Johannesburg · Spatial inclusion · Urban development · 
Waterfall city

1 Introduction

According to UN-Habitat (2015), making human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and 
sustainable, as propounded by the Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) number 11 of 
the United Nations (UN) is a major developmental challenge. The SDG eleven core goals 
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include improving access to (i) adequate, safe and affordable housing to reduce the propor-
tion of the urban population living in slums, informal settlements or inadequate housing; 
(ii) an affordable and sustainable public transport system, and (iii)  safe, inclusive, green 
and public spaces. Consequently, cities such as Johannesburg, which is regularly quoted 
as one of the world´s most exclusionary cities, are trying to improve access to housing 
and reduce inequalities (City of Johannesburg, 2016; Turok, 2018). Spatial inequalities 
(e.g. segregating patterns) as well as socio-economic inequalities such as income distribu-
tion, interlinked with racial differentiation, describe the city (City of Johannesburg, 2016; 
Everatt, 2014). Historically South Africa’s laws shaped urban design patterns by segregat-
ing residential areas for white and non-white people. The black population was located 
in remote townships in disfavored and marginalized locations at the city fringes (Kracker, 
Selzer and Heller 2010; Satgé & Watson 2018). This spatial segregation still exists in post-
apartheid Johannesburg and other South African cities. The core goal in the South African 
Constitution (1996): "Adequate Housing for All," is translated into various legal and pol-
icy documents. These are intended to mitigate segregation patterns, promote inclusionary 
strategies, and establish more equitable cities.

However, the current situation continues to show ongoing spatial fragmentation along 
socioeconomic lines (Boyle & Michell, 2018; Todes, 2012). These segregating patterns 
are reinforced by the legacy of planning policies and practices which located marginalized 
communities in areas on the city’s periphery (Cirolia & Scheba, 2019). These were far 
from social infrastructures, public transportation, and economic opportunities which were 
localized in the city center. Johannesburg’s population has doubled over the past 20 years, 
reaching nearly five million in 2016, and is expected to continue to grow dynamically 
(Stats SA 2018). Domestic migration into the capital, declining household sizes (3.5–2.8) 
and a further increasing share of more than 50% of so called ‘low income’ households are 
driving the demand for affordable and inclusionary housing (Harrison et al., 2014b; Stats 
SA, 2011).

Nevertheless, despite the adoption of many policies on inclusion and affordable hous-
ing, the situation is still challenging. This points to general implementation deficiencies 
at various levels: (i) in the provision of social housing in sufficient numbers, and (ii) in 
the realization and implementation of the qualitative goals and indicators of inclusion in 
the "spatial reality" of urban development. The aim of our research is therefore to assess 
how inclusionary policies are implemented in the City of Johannesburg. This will improve 
our understanding of the extent to which the goals of inclusionary policies are translated 
into spatial reality. The two mixed-use development areas of Waterfall and Fleurhof are 
examined under the following parameters of spatial inclusion: (i) implementation of land 
use mix, (ii) provision of affordable housing (iii) access to public open spaces, (iv) social 
infrastructure, and (v) public transport.

2  Background

2.1  Academic discourse regarding inclusivity

Policy discourses of the global North understand the excluded as the marginalized minor-
ity whose appropriate participation is refused by the mainstream (Harrison et al., 2019). 
In the global South, exclusion is considered as the condition of the majority seeking to 
get “access to resources and benefits, that have been historically been held by the few” 
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(Harrison et  al., 2019, p.  457). Blurred boundaries between inclusion and exclusion are 
omnipresent, since avoiding exclusion does not always lead to inclusion (Harrison et al., 
2019; SACN, 2017).

Conceptually, social inclusion and exclusion emerged in an attempt to overcome the 
academic and political limitations of the understanding of poverty (Aalbers, 2010; Ged-
des, 2000). While the debate on poverty focuses predominantly on individual and house-
hold resources, social exclusion refers to a more relational approach involving access to 
resources in communities and social networks (Shortall, 2008). This process-oriented con-
ceptualization can illuminate the spatial dynamics which create disadvantages and mar-
ginalization (Beall, 2000; Preston & Rajé, 2007). Social inclusion and exclusion emerge 
more fully in the interplay between monetary income, access to employment opportunities, 
availability of housing, and accessibility of services on the one hand, and financial con-
straints, cultural barriers, and individual capabilities on the other. Therefore, this multi-
dimensional, relational focus increases understanding concerning privileged access and 
participation in urban life (Sibley, 1995). In short, exclusion and inclusion are not about 
lacking resources but about a lack of access to these resources, especially when this lack of 
access prevents full participation in the economic, political, social, and cultural spheres of 
mainstream society (Preston & Rajé 2007; Breman, 2004).

The conceptual shift to inclusive cities is of importance for questions of urban plan-
ning and spatial justice. For instance, the absence of poverty in a city or neighbourhood 
does not equal social inclusion, as it might simply mean that the poor have no access to 
that area. However, a clear conceptual definition of social inclusion is lacking within urban 
scholarship, and attempts to define it often do not extend beyond the absence of social 
exclusion (Cameron, 2006; Preston & Rajé, 2007). The question which remains is; what 
should individuals and groups be included into? For example, inclusion in urban space 
might be satisfied when marginalised groups are able to live in the city. However, inclusion 
in urban planning requires some form of access to decision making structures, and influ-
ence on the development of urban space (Berger & Moritz 2018). For inclusive cities, it is 
thus not enough to include people in the spatial sense. Rather, people should be included in 
the decision, design, and implementation processes of urban politics and planning. To this 
end, social inclusion entails “the participation, and the ability to participate, in political 
and social structures” of planning (Shortall, 2008, p. 455). Thus, unpacking the concept of 
inclusion in the realm of urban planning reveals points of tension in its application when 
considering spatial justice. The most important thing is; who is included in which pro-
cesses and on what conditions?

Different conceptual definitions of inclusion shape its use in urbanism. For instance, 
based on Preston and Rajé’s (2007) reworking of Sen’s theory of entitlement, inclusion 
can be topographical or relational. Topographical inclusion means that people have access 
to resources and opportunities close to the places they inhabit or have the opportunity to 
dwell in all parts of a city. Relational inclusion, on the other hand, evokes a city where 
resources and opportunities can be accessed by everyone without facing significant bar-
riers. Each principle results in a different city, while a truly just city likely requires both 
(Harvey, 2003; Uitermark, 2009). For example, Anne Hidalgo’s idea of Paris as a 15-min 
city denotes topographical inclusion, as all vital functions of urban life should be available 
everywhere. On the contrary, Musterd et al.’s (2019) idea of neighborhoods in a city as a 
wardrobe resembles relational inclusion; the city consists of areas with different functions 
and characteristics which can still be inclusive when there is no structural exclusion from 
the different areas. Taking into consideration the type of inclusion to be realized shapes 
what urban planning is implemented. Topographical inclusion focusses on the distribution 
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of resources and opportunities, while relational planning focusses on infrastructure, mobil-
ity and connections so that any urban inhabitant can access resources and opportunities.

Beyond conceptual challenges, there are practical challenges to planning and realizing 
the inclusive city (Beall, 2000). For instance, power can be distributed unequally in the 
translation processes from policy goals to practical implementations (Chu et  al., 2018; 
Rebernik et al., 2018). This reinforces the idea that inclusion must be incorporated in deci-
sion-making processes (Hudson & Rönnblom, 2020; Uitermark, 2009). Furthermore, even 
after translation into policy goals and practices, institutional and market dynamics might 
hinder the implementation of inclusive city policies. For example, attempts to include less 
affluent households into home-ownership instead often result in higher property prices 
(Aalbers 2008). Policy targets for affordable housing in new developments are fought with 
accounting, political, and judicial strategies, as is now a well-documented occurrence 
around London (Crosby & Wyatt, 2019; Wainwright, 2015). Such practical hinderances 
to policy ideas and implementation indicate how economic, legal, and political power 
influence the materialization of inclusive urban policies. Overall, urban inclusion is under 
pressure from neoliberal urban management (Jessop, 2002; Peck, 2012). This results in 
reduced access of vulnerable populations to housing, work and consumption (Peck, 2012; 
van Lanen, 2017). Observing South African urban development through inclusive cities, 
however, reveals its strong historical inequalities like socio-spatial segregation, inequitable 
housing and service provision, and the increasing divide between rich and poor populations 
(SACN, 2017).

2.2  Race, class and spatial inequality

To address spatial inclusion in South Africa also requires engaging with the inequalities of 
apartheid. South Africa’s urban environments are characterized by spatial divisions based 
on race and class that are the enduring legacy of colonial and apartheid social engineering 
and segregationist interventions in urban development (Abrahams & Everatt, 2019). These 
spatial divisions translate into unequal access to housing opportunities in well-located 
areas of the city which could otherwise provide access to social and economic opportuni-
ties, facilities, and service delivery (Selebalo & Webster, 2017; Sobantu et al., 2019). Dur-
ing its implementation, apartheid manifested spatially (van Niekerk et al. 2017). This took 
the form where white, mostly middle- and upper-class communities were centrally located 
with access to formal housing opportunities, service provision, and social amenities (Heer, 
2018). Simultaneously, non-white, “lower class” households predominantly resided on the 
urban periphery (Seekings, 2011: p.11). These were spatially and economically isolated in 
human settlements characterized by their informality, irregularity, and lack of basic service 
and infrastructure provision (Boyle & Michell, 2018; Dzikiti & Leonard, 2016). This engi-
neered development created a social structure which was as rigid as it was self-perpetuat-
ing; one in which race was the primary determinant of class (Seekings, 2011). The housing 
environment reflected this reality in that the spatial inequality in resource distribution and a 
legislative environment limited land and property rights, while access to housing opportu-
nities remained fundamentally unequal (Inkeri, 2019). African communities were restricted 
from certain urban areas, while male African workers were housed in substandard and 
overcrowded migrant hostels (Vosloo, 2020). With the development of informal settle-
ments largely restricted, residential spaces for low-income African households in urban 
areas were mostly earmarked for high-density housing developments in planned townships 
on the urban periphery. During the apartheid era, neither the socio-spatial distribution of 
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resources nor general democratic engagements, both essential for the just city, were part of 
urban planning (Uitermark, 2009).

However, during the post-apartheid era, commencing in 1994, the situation showed 
some improvement. The implementation of strategic spatial and integrated planning 
approaches catalyzed spatial and socio-economic transformation throughout the country. 
Government’s mandate in the creation of a developmental state in this regard is etched into 
the Constitution, with specific reference to the fulfilment of the national housing need as a 
basic human right (Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996). Housing played a 
key role in the objective to create integrated, sustainable, and resilient human settlements 
(National Department of Human Settlements, 2004). This was despite the presiding milieu 
of fragmented, and unequal urban environments, which enforced a race-based social struc-
ture. Nevertheless, a measure of progress has been made through economic reforms and 
empowerment programs. These have contributed to the upliftment of some previously dis-
advantaged households, fostering upward mobility which transcends the spatial barriers of 
the time (Shava, 2017). This has seen a new African middle- and upper-class move into 
former white neighborhoods, and has brought about a measure of racial integration to once 
segregated urban areas (Inkeri, 2019). New economic opportunities for previously excluded 
populations have thus extended their spatial inclusion, as their improved economic position 
has provided housing access in previously restricted urban areas.

In order to restructure the race1-class divisions within the City of Johannesburg, Spatial 
Development Frameworks were established, and ideas of compaction and integration were 
implemented through defined prioritized nodes and corridors for densification so as to stem 
urban sprawl and spatial inequalities of the past. Since 2008, as part of the SDF, the Growth 
and Management Strategy has included mandatory guidelines for inclusionary housing pro-
vision in areas mentioned above (Klug et al., 2013) These addressed not only the housing 
backlog, but also connecting infrastructure and mixed-use developments for better access 
to jobs and services. Further targeted interventions in the housing sector have since sup-
ported this transformation by extending spatial inclusion beyond the middle- and upper-
classes. For example, the social rental housing program creates opportunities for low- to 
middle-income households in well-located areas earmarked for restructuring (Social Hous-
ing Regulatory Authority, 2020). Moreover, the Finance-linked Institutional Subsidy Pro-
gram (FLISP) supports home ownership among households with potentially limited access 
to formal mortgage financing (Marais & Cloete, 2017). In addition, appropriate housing 
policies are being implemented in major cities in an effort to stimulate socially inclusive 
residential spaces (Adler & Jarallah, 2020). Related measures would require private devel-
opers to incorporate suitably affordable dwelling units in market-orientated developments, 
thus attracting low- to middle-income households to areas that would otherwise be inacces-
sible (Klug et al., 2013). This progress points toward the emergence of a more fluid social 
structure since the advent of democracy in South Africa, with race being less of a determi-
nant, and urban environments increasingly characterized by their integrated neighborhoods 
and broader access to economic and housing opportunities (Seekings, 2011; Finchilescu 
& Tredoux, 2010). Landman (2010 p.16) underlined the importance of the proximity of 
socio-economic facilities to mixed housing projects which is not just “a mere idealistic top-
down vision” but is “reflecting the bottom-up demand of many households”. This assertion 
is based on her survey of different medium density mixed housing developments, such as 

1 Within this research, the term „race “ or „racial “ reflects the historically emerged patterns of racial dis-
parities which still exist in South Africa, but do not point out that these circumstances are tolerated.
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Cosmo City, a large scale urban development in the northern periphery, but close to facili-
ties. Such integrated housing-based approaches provide a just socio-spatial distribution of 
resources through opportunities to live in better suited locations. However, while advanta-
geous to those able to secure housing in such areas, without a redistribution of infrastruc-
ture and socio-economic opportunities, many peripheral areas remain excluded.

Indeed, significant challenges remain in overcoming the spatial barriers and inherent 
social structure created by past planning regimes. According to Seekings (2011 p. 539), 
factors which have contributed to the “reproduction of segregation in newly developed 
neighborhoods” include public housing projects being mostly located on the urban periph-
ery due to lower cost of land. Remaining socio-economic considerations include obsta-
cles in climbing the housing ladder, social preference, and economic considerations, con-
trary to transformative human settlements policy objectives. While increased fluidity in 
the middle- and higher-classes of the social structure is evident, particularly in relation 
to race and access to opportunity, the reality remains that the vast majority of low-income 
households are African (Schotte et  al., 2017; Stats SA, 2015). In the lower echelons of 
the social structure, race, class, and access are invariably linked (Seekings, 2011; Turok 
& Visagie, 2018). This status quo manifests particularly in the urban housing conditions 
of low-income, predominantly African households. This is where a significant backlog 
in the provision of affordable housing in well-located urban areas has led to the growth 
of peripheral settlements on the back of continued urbanization and population growth 
(Abrahams & Everatt, 2019; Fieuw & Mitlin, 2018). Nevertheless, welfare programs have 
supported the upliftment of low-income households in addition to fully subsidized hous-
ing and in-situ upgrading interventions contributing to the alleviation of the housing need 
(Lemanski, 2017). Progress has been made toward achieving the developmental objectives 
incorporated into the Constitution and related government policies. However, significant 
challenges remain in overcoming the rigid social structure and the relationship between 
race and class as it relates to access to housing opportunities and the wider spatial context 
of urban environments.

2.3  The Johannesburg policy framework

Johannesburg’s policy framework on inclusivity is based on three citywide policies: (i) the 
Spatial Development Framework 2040 (SDF) (2016), (ii) the Inclusionary Housing Incen-
tives, Regulations and Mechanisms (Inclusionary Housing Policy 2019), and (iii) The 
Nodal Review (2018) (City of Johannesburg, 2016, 2018, 2019).2 The three policies and 
related instruments make use of different conceptual and instrumental components: The 
SDF 2040 (City of Johannesburg, 2016) for Johannesburg targets just, equitable, polycen-
tric cities as the basis for downstream decisions. The framework is globally based on the 
UN-Habitat guidelines, and nationally on the National Development Plan (NDP) 2030, as 
well as the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act 16 (SPLUMA 2013) (City of 
Johannesburg, 2016). The NDP chapter 8 sets the tone for a national blueprint on trans-
forming human settlements and the space economy. Meanwhile SPLUMA (Spatial Plan-
ning and Land Use Management Act) provides a legislative framework that is enacted upon 

2 At the time of the research the Nodal Review was not approved. Therefore the documents, called Nodal 
Review Policy 2018/19 were taken for the analysis. In February 2020 the council approved the policy, 
which is now called Nodal Review Policy 2019/20. Fleurhof and Waterfall developments commenced 
before the Inclusionary Housing Policy was put in place.
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at local level through plans such as the SDF. Consequently the SDF requires the construc-
tion of “at least 20% of affordable inclusionary housing, catering to households earning 
R7000 or less per month” in new developments up until the Inclusionary Housing Policy is 
adopted by the Council (City of Johannesburg, 2016 p. 143). Furthermore, the SDF (City 
of Johannesburg, 2016) aims to promote social mixing and integration of different social 
and economic classes and promotes a balanced provision of services (hard and soft) and 
the creation of opportunities for all. It promotes diversification of land use, bridging of 
social, spatial, and economic barriers and equitable provision of services to different neigh-
borhoods and social groups, improved urban connectivity, and thus spatial integration are 
essential components of the policy.

The Nodal Review (2018) details the SDF polycentric approach. Dense, mixed-use 
developments in conveniently located areas, near nodes of public infrastructure are encour-
aged. The policy seeks to improve accessibility and proximity to jobs and economic 
activities and services thereby reducing urban sprawl. The Inclusionary Housing Program 
translates the SDF into a policy instrument. These policies are an attempt to reduce the 
significant backlog in housing provision and to mitigate dysfunctional housing provision 
for low-income households and high levels of informality (City of Johannesburg, 2019; 
Stats SA 2018). Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that they are not the panacea to solving 
the housing backlog and the dysfunctional housing provision system. Private developers 
are now required to construct at least 30% of new housing developments (≥ 20 units) as 
housing units for low- and low- to middle-income households. These developments must 
avoid exclusionary patterns, and therefore be located in proximity to a variety of services 
and employment opportunities (City of Johannesburg, 2016). The three complementary 
policies operationalize inclusivity and have similar aspects. They include mixed land-use, 
housing, public open spaces, access to public transport and social infrastructure. Thus, 
the aim of our study is to assess how inclusionary policies are implemented in the City 
of Johannesburg in order to improve understanding of the extent to which these policies 
are translated into spatial reality. As this research focuses on the spatial implementation of 
inclusion, these three policies were taken to generate relevant indicators to assess the per-
formance of the developments.

3  Methods

The research presented in this article, follows a case study approach, combining qualitative 
and quantitative research methods (Fig. 1). The two cases, (i) Fleurhof and (ii) Waterfall, 
located in the “Consolidation Zone”, are both mixed use developments which are partially 
completed and are still under the planning and constructing process. Although the develop-
ments were partially under construction before the current versions of the policies, firstly, 
the requirements for inclusion and spatial integration already existed in formulated policies 
at this stage, and secondly, the developers were responsible for applying them in the further 
implementation of their developments. To examine two different responses to inclusion 
policy and its spatial translation and implementation on different scales, these private and 
private public partnership developments were considered. We investigated the inclusivity 
of the developments from a land use, housing typology, open space, social infrastructure 
and mobility perspective, as these indicators were measurable.

Fleurhof is an infill project located in the ‘Transformation Zone’ in the mining belt, 
15  km to the Southwest of Johannesburg’s CBD (Fig.  1) next to the existing Fleurhof 
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residential township. The region is characterized by lower incomes compared with the 
northern parts of the Metropolitan Region. It is a private development (CalgroM3 and oth-
ers) supported by financial as well as social housing institutions in a private–public part-
nership with the City of Johannesburg (SACN, 2017). The land where Fleurhof is situated 
was bought by Calgro M3. It was financed by First National Bank and the state which 
applied for an Urban Development Grant to build the bulk infrastructure (Rubin and Harris 
2018). Currently, only 65% of the 440 ha are developed, but when fully developed it will 
lodge 83,000 residents (Calgro M3, 2016, 2019b). Fleurhof is seen as an example of inclu-
sionary housing development (Klug et al., 2013).

Waterfall is located in Midrand, halfway between Johannesburg and Pretoria (Fig. 1), 
and with 2200 ha it is one of the biggest private developments in South Africa. The land on 
which Waterfall is built is owned by the Waterfall Islamic Trust Institute and is managed 
by the Waterfall Investment Company (WIC) in conjunction with other private companies. 
The WIC installed all the bulk road infrastructure and landscaping. However, the road 
infrastructure was transferred to the municipality after construction, but is still maintained 
by the WIC (Herbert & Murray, 2015). Waterfall was built on a master plan model, where 
the developers followed strict design specifications for the buildings and layout. Waterfall 
was built as a mixed-use smart city consisting of state of the art infrastructure and privately 
governed structures (Murray, 2015). Compared to Fleurhof, it is less dense and consists of 
residents that belong to the high-income bracket.

Three data sets were gathered for this research:

 i. the document and policy analysis, that is building the basis for the mapping and further 
analysis,

 ii. on-site land-use and spatial mapping; and.
 iii. guideline based expert interviews.

Fig. 1  The research process (left) and the location of the two urban development’s Fleurhof and Waterfall 
(right)
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The policy indicator framework was operationalized for the mapping exercise (land-use, 
housing, open spaces, access to public transport and social infrastructure). Data were col-
lected between July/August 2019 and February 2020, transcribed and analyzed via CAD. 
Secondary data collected were spatial,- e.g. cadastral, demographic-, census- and other sta-
tistical data sets (e.g. household sizes) (City of Johannesburg, 2016; STATS SA, 2011b). 
Real estate prices were exemplarily mapped from a real-estate agency Private Property 
South Africa (Pty) Ltd. (2020) and linked to sets of statistical data. To assess the land-use 
mix we used the Bordoloia et al., (2013 p. 566) entropy equation:

Entropy =
∑

j Pj ×
ln (pj)
ln (J)

;
Pj is “the proportion of total land area of jth land- use category found in the tract being 

analyzed”, J is “total land uses considered in the study area” The value lies between 0 
and 1. The integer 0 stands for homogenous land use and 1 for the maximum distribution 
of different land uses across the selected area. Additional data and validation of material 
was done via six expert interviews, including two representatives of the city’s Transforma-
tion Department,, one from the Land-Use Department; two from Calgro M3 and one from 
Attacq(2019)a. The interviews followed the EU general data protection regulation, where 
the interviewees were informed about the study, and their consent was obtained. The inter-
views were recorded, transcribed and a qualitative content analysis performed (Gläser & 
Laudel, 2010).

4  Results

The following section presents the results, structured along the four main categories out-
lined in the policy framework: land-use mix, housing, public open space, mobility and 
social infrastructure.

4.1  Land use mix

The entropy index is a measure for the horizontal land-use mix, where zero represents no 
mixing and one, the maximum land-use mix (Bordoloia et al., 2013). Figure 2 illustrates 
that both Fleurhof (0.75) and Waterfall (0.73) are highly mixed developments. In both 
developments, 75% of the land is zoned for residential and public open space. Furthermore, 
the data in Fig. 2 indicate that the other land uses are similarly distributed in both cases; 
both developments provide a similar extent of land for economic and businesses activi-
ties. In Fleurhof, commercial areas are zoned and subdivided for small-scale economic 

Fig. 2  Distribution of differ-
ent land uses in Fleurhof and 
Waterfall
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activities. In Waterfall, on the other hand, large-scale, high-end commercial developments 
have been implemented, making it a center for international corporate headquarters such as 
PriceWaterhouseCoopers. Furthermore, Waterfall City is also a major shopping and rec-
reational hub with the "Mall of Africa” regional shopping center that attracts shoppers and 
workers from the Gauteng city region.

For Fleurhof, the material suggests a mismatch between the residential area and employ-
ment opportunities as outlined in the SDF. The low share of zoned business areas and 
active businesses in Fleurhof indicate that most residents commute elsewhere for employ-
ment, furthermore, some informal businesses exist there. The strong focus on premium 
business development in Waterfall has resulted in a wide range of different job opportu-
nities. One of the key informants (personal communication, 2019) indicated that “in the 
last 8 years we generated 24 000 job opportunities within Waterfall and it is estimated to 
produce over 80,000 job opportunities, and that employment growth and opportunities are 
always monitored”. Furthermore, we gleaned that contactors at Waterfall City are obliged 
to hire at least 30% local laborers, and Waterfall City managers are always in negotiation 
with local business forums to find ways of improving access to opportunities by locals 
in the Midrand area. Nevertheless, high-end and skilled jobs are open to everyone, while 
every effort is made to ensure that low skilled jobs are available to local residents.

4.2  Housing

The housing typologies in both developments are freestanding or semidetached single-
family houses built on private property (Residential 1) and include multistory residential 

Fig. 3  Housing in Fleurhof and Waterfall: housing typologies distribution, building densities and levels of 
subsidized units in Fleurhof. The Figure is based on data from Calgro M3 (2019a) and Ellipse Waterfall 
(2020). The numbers in the Waterfall map refer to the price of housing in Table 1
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buildings of different heights on commonly used land (Residential 3). The analysis (Fig. 3) 
indicates that the property areas dedicated for both typologies are almost similar: In the 
Waterfall typology ‘Residential 1’ is slightly predominant and in Fleurhof ‘Residential 3’ 
is slightly predominant. The difference between both developments is the distribution and 
accessibility of the residential areas. In Waterfall, each housing typology is located sep-
arately in gated and access controlled estates, whereas in Fleurhof, multistory buildings 
mix together with single- family housing areas. Additionally, the entire development area 
is freely accessible except for private properties with permeable or semipermeable fences.

The level of subsidies is another distinction. At the time of the research in Waterfall 
(2019), there were no subsidized units available, while the data of Calgro M3 (2019b) indi-
cate that, in Fleurhof, 3318 (29%) of the 11,322 units were fully subsidized (Fig. 2). Those 
units were government subsidized houses, (BNG or Breaking New Ground) units provided 
for households with incomes of less than R 3,500 per month and intended for ownership 
(GroundUP Staff, 2017). A total of 5908 (52%) units are partly subsidized, targeting the 
low to middle-income bracket. Partly subsidized units refer to Social Housing and GAP 
Housing units. Social Housing units or rental units can be subsidized by municipalities or 
the provincial government, focusing on households with an income between R3,500 and 
R7,500 per month. GAP housing is focusing on first time home-owners with an household 
income of more than R3,500 but less than R22,000 per month, as the households can apply 
for state driven FLISP (Financed Linked Individual Subsidy Program), (GroundUP Staff, 
2017). Subsidized units in Fleurhof are sectional title units in multistory buildings with a 
size of 33–45  m2. In all, 2096 non-subsidized units, exclusively as single-family houses are 
built on properties of 120—575  m2, targeting the middle-income bracket.

Apartment sizes in Waterfall range from 43 to 230  m2. Single family homes are built on 
properties ranging from 280 to 11,000  m2 and have floor areas of 75–2685  m2. Based on 
prices, Table 1 shows that the housing units only serve the middle to upper income bracket, 
although the developer, following the Inclusionary Housing Policy, also offers smaller 
housing units (see table highlighted in bold). The legitimizing argument for the developers 
is option 3, where the policy requires that “20% of the total residential floor area must be 
made up of units that are 50% of the average size of market units in the same development, 
with a maximum of 150  m2 and a minimum of  18m2 per inclusionary unit.“ (City of Johan-
nesburg, 2019 p. 8; developer, personal communication 2019). 

The density calculations performed for each case study demonstrate that Waterfall has 
lower densities than Fleurhof. In the single-family residential typology, Waterfall ranges 
from 1 to 27 du/ha in contrast to Fleurhof 28–87 du/ha. In areas of multi-story buildings, 
Waterfall’s density is medium at 55–91 du/ha, and Fleurhof’s is high at 102–251 du/ha. 
Waterfall adheres to policy regarding mandated densities but does not integrate different 
income groups into its housing supply. On the other hand, Fleurhof meets inclusionary 
housing and density diversification requirements. Regarding the social mix, housing provi-
sion for the upper income bracket is not available (see also Klug et al., 2013).

4.3  Open space

The evaluation (Fig.  4) is based on the cadastral data (City of Johannesburg, 2015); 
the masterplans of the developers (Attacq, 2019; Calgro M3, 2019a); and own land 
use mapping on site. It illustrates that in Fleurhof the requirements are met with 51% 
public environment,(i.e. public open space including streets, of the total development 
area), and 35% public open space accessible to almost every resident within 500  m. 
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The municipality is responsible for the maintenance of the public open space there. 
In Waterfall, the available open space, of 16%, is barely sufficient to comply with the 
policy indicators, but more essentially, it is completely privatized with the exception of 
the feeder roads belonging to the Johannesburg Roads Authority.

Within the analysis it was possible to identify a clear difference between the quali-
ties of open space in the two developments of Fleurhof and Waterfall, which should 
have been avoided according to the policies. To better understand the functionality 
of the open spaces, a distinction was made between active open space (e.g.: desig-
nated playgrounds, sports fields) and passive open space (e.g.: wetland areas) in both 
cases. In Fleurhof, the zoned public open space is undeveloped and dysfunctional or 
not maintained. According to the interview data, the wetland area cannot be devel-
oped due to its ecological sensitivity and is prone to crime. In addition, the dedicated 
sports field, urban agricultural area, or servitude areas designed as parks are littered, 
unfurnished, and cannot be used appropriately by residents (see pictures in Fig.  4). 
In Waterfall, however, the developer builds and maintains well-equipped playgrounds, 
sports fields, and pools within the estates, as well as bike and walking paths along the 
wetlands. Access remains off-limits to the public and is restricted to residents and their 
visitors. Through exclusion and control, the developer enhances the safety and quality 
of life for Waterfall residents and the amenities of their development.

Fig. 4  Spatial distribution of (public) open space, mapped, analyzed and linked to significant examples of 
their qualities in the two developments Waterfall and Fleurhof
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4.4  Social infrastructure

The land use analysis illustrates that 15% of the land in Fleurhof is dedicated for commu-
nity services and social infrastructure such as educational and health care facilities as well 
as for institutional purposes. In Waterfall, the designated social infrastructure and amuse-
ment facilities account for 3% of the total land area, while the main institutional purpose is 
the ‘Waterval Islamic Institute’ with 9% of the total land. This means that in relation to the 
total area, Waterfall with 2% provides much less basic social infrastructure than Fleurhof 
with 10%. Nevertheless, the on-site analysis revealed that the implementation of social 
infrastructure has been better in Waterfall, precisely because everything is privatized. 
There are educational facilities ranging from kindergartens to universities and a hospital, as 
well as commercial entertainment facilities such as social halls within estates for residents. 
There are also other facilities at retail nodes which are open to the general public, albeit 
under the rules of the owners.

In Fleurhof, on the other hand, two schools, one private and one public, and smaller 
formal and informal day care centers have been built to date. Clinics, a high school, and 
facilities for institutional and community purposes are planned for areas but have not been 
implemented. The reason, according to interviews with developers, is the lack of funding 
or commitment from the City of Johannesburg or government agencies, which hampers the 
successful implementation of public facilities.

It also became apparent from the policy analysis that their indicators relate to the spa-
tial accessibility of social infrastructure, but not its affordability. Consistent with this, the 
developer of Waterfall has placed social infrastructure along feeder roads near public trans-
portation and economic nodes (Figs. 5 and 6), while the designated sites in Fleurhof are 
scattered throughout the development.

4.5  Transport

In the Fleurhof and Waterfall developments, the accessibility to public transport within 
indicated distances is portrayed in Fig. 6. However, means of transportation in both areas 
are limited to private mobile transport (cars), paratransit such as minibus taxis, or walk-
ing, thus indicating a low level of multimodality. According to the statistics (Simpson et al. 
2019) and key informants, minibuses are one of the primary means of transportation for 
the low income bracket, nevertheless they are privately operated, do not have fixed routes 
or schedules and therefore were not analyzed. A feeder bus line ’F6’ is the only public 
transport in Fleurhof and connects Fleurhof with Industria West, 8 km to the northwest of 
the development. In Waterfall two ‘Gautrain’ bus lines are implemented, connecting the 
development and the ‘Gautrain’ train station in Midrand. The ’Gautrain’, a limited light rail 
system targeting middle income commuters, extends along the north–south axis, connect-
ing key nodes such as Midrand, Sandton and the Johannesburg CBD, with Pretoria (Har-
rison et al., 2014a). In order to increase public transport services and the attractiveness of 
the development, an additional Gautrain station is intended by the developer in Waterfall.

Furthermore, a ’Metrobus’ line was implemented to connect Midrand with the Johan-
nesburg CBD at low frequencies. To provide access to public transport or other ser-
vices, there are bicycle lanes within the residential estates and along the Mall of Africa 
in Waterfall (Fig. 6/3). However, these are not available in Fleurhof. The on-site analysis 
indicated that walkability is supported by design conformity of pedestrian walkways along 
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main streets and active frontages with mid-height walls or permeable fences throughout 
the Fleurhof area. The security of residents on the street is potentially improved by this 
open design and ’eyes on the streets’ principle. Furthermore, it is supported by an active 
community, according to interview data. Nevertheless, the walkability is limited by a non-
continuous network of paths, due to the missing sidewalks in side streets (see Fig.  6/2) 
in combination with a lack of maintenance (see Fig.  6/1). By contrast, the developer of 
Waterfall attaches great importance to the external appearance of the streets with regard 
to the aesthetic quality of street furniture and vegetation. Regarding aspects of security on 
the streets, access controls, patrols by security guards, cameras and emergency buttons are 
available along the streets.

5  Discussion

Inclusivity in the housing sector is expected to provide equal access to adequate hous-
ing for all, according to the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa (1996). The two 
developments illustrate different and arbitrary approaches to implementing spatial inclu-
sion. On the one hand the developers of Fleurhof comply with SDF policy goals by pro-
viding housing units for the low-to-middle income households in medium to high density 
areas. They are addressing the existing housing backlog significantly in the supply of 81% 
of fully or partially subsidized housing units. On the other hand, Waterfall, as an upmar-
ket residential development with low density, homogenous enclaves, also offers small-
scale housing units of approximately 40   m2. According to the developer, these units are 

Fig. 5  Comparative land distribution of both social infrastructure and community services mapped and ana-
lyzed for the two case studies
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considered "inclusionary" units. This is also justified by the Inclusionary Housing Policy 
option 3, which declares that units must be 50% of the average market unit size to be inclu-
sive and accessible for households that “may not otherwise afford to live in those develop-
ments” (City of Johannesburg, 2019, p. 2). Nevertheless, the units remain unaffordable for 
low-income groups.

In this case, the original intent of the policy delivering housing opportunities for the low 
to middle income is violated, as the Inclusionary Housing Policy contradicts the SDF in 
its definition of inclusionary housing. Developers are using loopholes of definition in the 
applied policy framework to legitimize upscale real estate developments and align them 
with inclusive housing policy goals, while actual access to housing and spatial resources 
appears to be limited to high-income groups. Moreover, interview data confirmed that 
developers are not only exploiting this policy gap, but deliberately initiated it in the policy 
draft negotiation processes by calling for alternative options rather than simply providing 
housing for the low—to middle-income homeowners at affordable housing costs. This has 
led to the change in the definition of inclusionary housing, and as mentioned earlier, and to 
additional options which allow for smaller housing units to be provided than would other-
wise be the case (Transformation Department 1, personal communication 2019).

Aligning with. van Lanen (2017), (Peck (2012), Williams et al. (2007) the case shows 
that privatized service and housing delivery might discriminate against social and inclu-
sionary concerns and societal goals in favor of financial returns. Ethical tensions are 
actively circumvented by lobbying the political process and acting symbolically to establish 

Fig. 6  Transport Services in Fleurhof and Waterfall: modes, routes, and distances of public transport and 
significant street types
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a ‘moral minimum’ in place of equal access to spatial resources and adequate housing. In 
Waterfall, housing accessibility is significantly influenced by affordability. Thus, contrary 
to developers’ promises—to integrate different ethnic groups—the barriers seem to be “no 
longer racial, but financial” (Murray, 2011). The majority of Black South Africans belong 
to the low income bracket, thus the development remains inaccessible in terms of race 
and income and perpetuates the spatial segregation of the past (Schotte et al., 2017; Stats 
SA, 2015),. Nevertheless residents of Waterfall are able to follow the tendencies of racial 
integration mentioned by Inkeri (2019), where the black upper and middle class is able to 
move into the wealthy, former white suburbs of the city.

In addition, our research aligns with previous work from Herbert & Murray (2015), who 
point to conformity-driven "tick-the-box" behavior by developers. Through this process, 
they ensure a smooth permitting process by adhering to minimum standards of inclusivity 
in terms of "inclusionary" housing, land use mix, proximity to public transport or social 
infrastructure, and provision of public open space. The spatial analysis confirmed that pol-
icy standards are followed according to developers plans, but in reality the areas show sig-
nificant dysfunctionalities and inequalities.

Mobility provision is still strongly focused on automobiles; and while public transport 
is accessible within 2 km (beeline) from the developments, the actual accessibility and usa-
bility in practice is problematic. In both cases affordable transport, such as minibuses is 
informal without a schedule, while high-scale mobility services (e.g. Gautrain: high-speed 
commuter train service) are too expensive for low-middle income households (Harrison 
et al., 2014a). Poor connections of bus or railway stations within the developments as well 
as car-centered road designs are promoting commuting by bicycle and/or walking as well 
as multimodal travel behavior.

Similarities emerge for the provision and accessibility of social infrastructure and pub-
lic open spaces. The research shows three different patterns of spatial resources (land-use/
zoned plots): i) zoned but not implemented (not developed/built up), such as the social 
infrastructure and businesses in Fleurhof, ii) zoned and implemented, but poorly main-
tained, such as public open spaces in Fleurhof or iii) implemented, privatized and fully 
commercialized such as the open spaces and social infrastructure in Waterfall.

The mix of zoned land use on paper in Fleurhof, in conjunction with limited or missing 
developments on site results in an inability to meet the local conditions and needs of resi-
dents. This is reflected in the informal economic activity that actually occurs and behavior 
patterns of commuting residents.

The Fleurhof-case illustrates the increased importance and pressure on public open 
spaces. Since the community infrastructure is only poorly developed, the apartments are 
small, the only space for the community to meet, exchange, establish relationships and par-
ticipate in public are the open spaces. The poor design quality (e.g. missing furniture), 
lack of care and regular maintenance leads to littering, reduced usability and accessibility 
and the local perception that those places are unsafe. In Waterfall, on the other hand, well 
designed and maintained privatized open spaces were established. Here privatization and 
commercialization create privileged access to open spaces and amenities that are imitating 
public life and ‘the urban’ (Sibley, 1995).

Finally, the analysis shows that in both developments, spatial patterns of exclusion are 
perpetuated in reality; social inclusion in the distribution of and access to spatial resources 
remain limited. Planning officials acknowledge developer’s ability to create inclusive 
designs on paper, but in reality exclusive development comes about because of the new 
many implementing agencies, where policy congruency is lost. For example, one planner 
notes “Planning and policy theories are good but if it comes to implementation you’ve got 
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separate departments that deals with different topics”. Furthermore, planners noted that, 
although policy stipulates guidelines on inclusivity, they often do not follow up to ensure 
that what is in the approved plans is being carried out on development sites. One also has 
to take cognizance of the layers of inclusivity and note that developments focus on hous-
ing provision which normally is the municipalities’ responsibility, and it is easy to moni-
tor the size of units provided. Other aspects of inclusivity such as provision and access to 
education and transport provision are difficult to monitor, given that the responsibilities lie 
beyond the municipality to provincial and national government. There is a sense of resig-
nation from municipal officials that, while it is ideal to promote inclusivity, the municipal-
ity has no resources to provide other social amenities and infrastructure to ensure inclusive 
developments. As a result of the lack of financial capacity, there were intensive negotia-
tions between the Waterfall as well as Fleurhof property developers which resulted in the 
municipality having to make concessions (Murray, 2015; Rubin & Harris 2018). Property 
developers know that if they can finance bulk infrastructure such as roads the approval pro-
cess is often fast-tracked. In Waterfall, the developer took large scale bulk infrastructural 
investments to facilitate the planning process and zoning regulations (Herbert & Murray, 
2015). In Fleurhof, a PPP with the City played an important part in the negotiations for the 
final spatial layout and building typologies. In this case the developer acted as the plan-
ner and constructor, but afterwards the properties and buildings are transferred to institu-
tions like JOSHCO, or MHA, private owners, or the City (Rubin & Harris 2018). The City 
seems to have had a greater proactive involvement, which may have led to better imple-
mentation of inclusivity, while Waterfall operates more like a ‘self-governing enclave’ with 
its own regulations, aesthetic principles, or security systems (Murray 2015 p. 506).

Approved megaprojects, such as Waterfall in the northern, wealthy part of the city, lead 
to a further discontinuity in the urban landscape, where infrastructure is selectively inclu-
sive and only for the affluent (Wippel, 2018). Fleurhof is the desired infill project in the 
transformation zone of the Mining Belt. However, it follows the tendencies described by 
Beall (2000), where the urban poor continue to be located in marginalized areas with high 
population density and poor infrastructure, requiring long commutes to work.

In the context of the global South, the process of exclusion is continuing, where the 
majority are seeking to obtain “access to resources and benefits, that have historically been 
held by a few” (Harrison et al., 2019, p. 457). The socio spatial distribution of resources as 
an important element of the just city therefore remains a theoretical vision, while the inter-
ests of the private market are favored (Uitermark, 2009).

Thus, the current format of increasingly privatized urban housing developments and 
their provision of urban services are not meeting the policy goals of inclusivity or the con-
stitutional promise of adequate housing for all. The findings suggest that the establishment 
of public–private partnerships and the increasing privatization of public service delivery 
and urban management have led to a laissez-faire position by public departments. The 
expectation is that the invisible hand of the market will provide what developers’ plans 
promise and public policy expects. Due to the lack of financial capacity, the public sector 
is also dependent on private developers, and facilitates their approval procedures or makes 
major concessions in the formulation of policy programs in their favor (Transformation 
Department 1, personal communication 2019).

New questions that can emerge relate to how we can move from prescriptive inclusion-
ary policies which stifle local development to clearly assign responsible organs for imple-
mentation. Thus, further studies can look at the vertical policy coordination, where policy 
at national, provincial and municipal level as well as sectoral interests are examined and 
how they influence urban development.
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6  Conclusion

The South African government has enacted a number of policies to promote inclusion 
and provide more access to urban resources. While the current alignment of policies at 
the citywide level is promising and ambitious, their implementation in the built environ-
ment points to notable shortcomings.

Firstly, we were able to show, that the current policy approach results in a ‘ticking-
the-boxes’ response from the developers; meeting the target on paper and on the plan 
does not result in equitable, inclusive neighborhoods. This does not trigger policy per-
formance and thus deliver a just access to social, economic and political life for Johan-
nesburg citizens. It is safe to assume that the power from the public sector towards pri-
vate developers is less, than the developer’s power in their daily practices themselves. 
This is based on their financial and economic power and ambiguous policy goals and 
a lack of monitoring. The adjustment of policies in favor of developers, as well as the 
facilitation of approval procedures due to the construction of infrastructural facilities 
indicate that private and speculative interests continue to shape urban development in 
Johannesburg. Spatial and economic inequalities from the past are reproduced, as low-
income households continue to be located in high-density areas with poor infrastruc-
tural access. High-income households continue to reside in safe, well-equipped gated 
estates surrounded by urban amenities.

Therefore, the research confirms the perpetuation of segregating and exclusionary 
patterns due to the unequal access to social services, and a concentration of economic 
power in these new project developments (Ballard et  al., 2017; Murray, 2011; Todes, 
2012; Turok, 2018). Hence, the success of overcoming spatial barriers and meeting the 
goal to provide adequate, inclusive housing for 50% of the black African, low-income 
households is questionable at this point. The favorable policies are currently not leading 
to the implementation of a more inclusive spatial reality for the residents of the City of 
Johannesburg.

If these policies are to result in a spatial change and thus improvement in the lives 
of Johannesburg residents, a more vigorous approach by the public sector at different 
levels will be necessary. On the one hand, consistent objectives are essential for differ-
ent departments of the municipality, as well as at the regional and national level in order 
to avoid loopholes for the developers. On the other hand, these must enable monitoring 
after the approval process. An increase in public financial capacities for (social) infra-
structural connections and affordable housing, e.g. through subsidies, could also reduce 
political dependencies towards developers.
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