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Abstract
This paper is a comparative study looking into two different forms of sustainable
communities. These different forms include looking into the working environment and a
housing development. These include two different projects around Europe are; the
CoHousing Project in Lancaster England and the De Ceuvel Project in Amsterdam.
Lancaster is a sustainable housing development and De Ceuvel is a sustainable working
settlement. This article examines the different features of the sustainable communities and
compares them. These include features such as, green architecture, the identity of the area,
the sense of place and other factors which influence the success of sustainability of the areas.
This research includes using both primary and secondary data to help compare the feature
within both sites. The data shows that there are clear similarities and differences between
the different developments, including green architecture strategies, sustainable design and
economic influences. There are differences in the styles which have been shown to work in
the favour of the different development functions. Research into green architecture and
sustainable design projects is extremely important due to the worrying problematic that is
global warming and climate change. It could be argued that new sustainable developments
are crucial for future generations. This research paper is adapted from my dissertation (see
Grayson, 2018) where I compared and analysed both sites.
Keywords: Sustainability, Green Architecture, Lancaster Cohousing, De Ceuvel, Identity,
Culture, Heritage Industrial Spaces.
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Introduction
This paper is a comparative report looking into two different forms of sustainable communities.
These different forms include looking into the working environment and a housing sustainable
community. These include two different projects: The CoHousing Project in Lancaster (UK)
and the De Ceuvel Project in Amsterdam (NL). This article examines the different features of
a sustainable community and compares their features. These include green architecture, the
identity of the areas, the sense of place and other factors which influence the sustainability
successes. This research includes using both primary and secondary data collection to help
compare the feature within both areas.
De Ceuvel is situated on polluted shipyard land which had been derelict for a long time. This
project has a 10-year lease on the waste land. Therefore, the area is a key development utilising
disregarded land. It is an award-winning project with an excellent water management system
and work ships which have no gas or sewage system attached to them. (Roest, et al, 2016)

Figure 1: Maps indicating the spatiality of De Ceuvel (Google Maps, 2018)
See Figures 2-4 for Land Use Maps and Land Quality Graph
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The Lancaster Co-Housing Project is a rural settlement that lies on the Forgebank looking out
at the River Lune, the closest urban area is Halton. This community has a range of facilities
ranging from private homes to communal areas and workspaces. (Co-Housing, 2018) This
project is both a sustainable and a social development, giving the overall image of social sense
of place. The inhabitants drive and desire for sustainable living and preserving the future drives
the development. The use of census schemes for voting to occur for short term changes, issues
or future development plans is worthy of note. Renewable energy helps power the
development.

Sustainability, Economies, Communities and Identities in the Context of
Green Architecture
Sustainability is most commonly known as keeping up with the demands and developments of
the world without the risk of destroying or eliminating the surrounding environment (Portney,
2015). However, there has been suggestions that sustainability and urbanisation can be easily
crossed over (Dongfeng, et al, 2013). Rana (2010) and Zeng et al, (2016). The growth of
sustainable living is extremely important, especially the ability for areas to maintain their
sustainable developments rather than cross over into an urbanisation project. Urbanisation is a
short-term solution to the rapid growth in the global population.
Aksorn, (2015), Thornbush (2015) and Khan and Van Der Plas (1999) highlight that any
infrastructural-sustainable development must look at the three main factors of sustainability.
These include: environmental, economic and social impacts. Looking into other factors can
help improve the long-term impacts of such developments. This considers the vulnerability of
the surrounding area which helps enable the sustained drive for sustainability for the local area.
When social issues are pushed to the side this can make or break a newly developed or
developing sustainable development (ISHN, 2016). Including the community in the projects
allows for further sustainability education, allowing for feelings of responsibility. This can help
to avoid social disruption that may occur during development (Hooghe & Botterman, 2011).
Chang et al, (2013) suggests that the more economically stable a company or settlement is the
more chance there is for the deterioration in sustainability due to the increases in energy
consumption.
ISHN (2016) suggests that a struggle for sustainable developments is being able to maintain
the processes while not allowing for the new economic benefits take over the initial aims of
creating the sustainable area. This drive for sustainability can sometimes only be achieved with
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large economic backing. When companies get involved in sustainable developments it is seen
as a competitive edge, which in turn increases economic status (Chang, et al 2013). Even
though this does make the project more economically driven, however, it still possesses the
sustainable drive.
With the rapid developments in technology, it is key to adapt to sustainable measures just to
keep up with increasing issues, such as climate change or population growth (see Meerow,
2017). Developed countries (including European states) should be able to create a vast
amount of sustainable communities (Barten’s 2015; Lin 2012). Malmberg (2002) and Green
and Little (2009) suggest that globalization is the new way that sustainability is becoming
more accessible, through increasing who can possess advanced technologies. Lizuka (2015)
and Köhler (2013) suggests that globalisation has had the opposite effect on the development
of sustainability. It has created a bigger divide between the developed and the developing
countries as the developed countries are able to afford materials and technology to create
sustainability unlike the developing countries.
It has been suggested that ‘compact cities’ are the most optimal way to meet sustainable
challenges, but the the infrastructure should involve green architecture as to ensure
sustainability (Villaseñor, 2016). Sustainable developments should include “environmental,
economic and socio-cultural components” (Lopez and Bhakitkul, 2018: 31). Maintaining the
needs equally of the environment and the developments of humanity. Yaun, et al, (2017)
highlights that the green architecture compliments both human interaction and the physical
environment with benefits of economic and social factors as well, which may be through the
simple reduction in energy consumption (Singh, et al, 2017). Green architecture can be
micro-logical as well as macro-logical, helping the environment and the development of
settlements (Saadatian, et al. 2013). An example of this the “Urban Cactus in Amsterdam”
which is known for utilising the thermal energy system from the green roofs (Yaun, et al,
2017: 773).
However, there can be problems obtaining planning permission to create the buildings
(Maniscalco, 2015). Grigoryeva (2011) suggests that there becomes the issue of the cost, as
the less economically developed areas may not be able to afford to develop sustainably.
Overall, these issues do not detract from the benefits of green architecture. It has been
suggested that green architecture is now the most important development since the industrial
revolution (Rendinger, 2011). Also, sustainable planning and design should constitute
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meaningful identifications. Di Pietro, et al, (2017) highlight the main factors in creating areas
with attractive identities is through including the culture and heritage in the development of
the settlements. Testa (2014) highlights that identity revolves around looking at the past and
highlighting the heritage of areas. New sustainable green architectural areas should consider
the identity of spaces, to allow for meaningful representation. These theories suggest that all
the components have to complement each other in order for a space to be both sustainable
and meaningful.

Analysis (see Appendix for Research Data)
Both sites are unique sustainability projects, as the two
schemes scored full marks on the sustainability survey. The
two communities have good waste management strategies.
De Ceuvel’s strategies include the composting space
(Images on the right) and the Co-Housing has a limited
number of bins per house (9/10 houses have 4 bins between
them). It has been suggested by Zaman & Lehmann (2013)
that this is a small factor which can make or break
sustainable developments because the key is to maintain the
environment whilst meeting the needs of the human
population. As it is easy to overstep the boundaries with
regards to waste, both sites support Zaman & Lehmann’s,
(2013) theory that the population should be educated on the
benefits of specific sustainable features. The Guardian
reported that ‘this includes ensuring that members of the
community know how to use the technology’ (Arrigoitia,
2016: 1).
De Ceuvel has been innovative with the reusing of old canal boats (Images on next page). This
is a cheap and easy way to create a form of green architecture, whilst appealing to the culture
of the area through representing a naval history. The reuse of materials is a strong green
architectural strategy.
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The Co-Housing focuses more on renewable
energy

forms.

Energy

is

produced

via

hydroelectricity, solar panels and the wood chipper,
which are also used by the local communities.
Thus, the energy is not only utilized by the project,
but by the wider community. Utilising renewable energy is
deemed as extremely important for successful green
architecture, as not harming the environment makes or breaks
green architecture.
The two schemes are very different in terms of cost, which is
reflected in the different styles of architecture. The canal
boats were £1, and the businesses got to renovate them
themselves, which also explains why all participants in
the questionnaires were aware of the sustainable
measures that have been taken, as they were
individually in control of their work ships This lower
budget scheme allowed for the individual businesses to spend as much or as little as they wished
on each boat, what may explain the low scores in. The Co-Housing was a much more expensive.
For sustainable communities to be created, there has to be substantial economic backing.
Nevertheless, Co-Housing has excellent ways of utilising their energy consumption. Therefore,
they are taking full advantage of their economic stability by advancing the energy systems such
as the hydroelectricity tower. Therefore, attempts to avoid any chances of moving into the
boundary of commercialisation, rather than sustainability (Dongfeng, et al, 2013) However,
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they are aware of the sustainable measures within the project, which supports Sani and Manasti
(2012) that they can be successful when all parties are aware of the strategies to abide by.
De Ceuvel being situated in Amsterdam means the project is surrounded by fully sustainable
transport links as well as a national efficient waste disposal system. These outside influences
compliment the whole project and emphasises the spatial dynamics of sustainable design. The
Co-Housing project is more out of reach from other developments. CoHousing has features of
a compact city to cope with the lacking transport links.
100% of people in De Ceuvel are there for work purposes. The purpose of the visit will
determine the attitudes people have to the area, which then becomes the identity of the area.
Consequently, De Ceuvel is a work space, leading people to take more of a commercial
approach to the area. However, the area thrives from this commercial awareness and
involvement. Residential purposes define the Co-housing projects functionality. The senses of
place in both sites is extremely different. The community’s interaction and perceptions of the
built environment can impact the identity of both an area and the social group. De Ceuvel’s
atmosphere is split between the people who work in the Café and the people who work in the
work ships. This may be due to the work ships workers being in the area for different work
reasons. Therefore, they have their own agendas and behaviours. The Café workers are solely
there to propagate De Ceuvel’s sustainable image. Additionally, office workers have
individualised their work spaces (Middlemiss, 2014) through their own designed canal boats.
Additionally, this may create individual identities rather than a community identity.
The results highlighted a split between the participants of the area. There are clear links
between the commercial atmosphere and the purposes for the visiting. The new development
of the Hotel boats is creating the image of economic drive. The Co-Housing participants believe
the area is sustainably cultured. The participants have chosen to come to the area for both
sustainability reasons and social connections. The Co-Housing Project came across with a more
social sense of place and a more centralised community. As shown in the interview and
participant observation data, “The more you put in the more you get out”. This highlights the
drive to maintain the sustainable development.
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Testa (2014) highlights that introducing heritage into an area, with regards to the space’s
history revolves around what identity can
be representative. It is clear there are more
participants who believe that the De Ceuvel
has considered heritage aspects. Whereas,
the Co-Housing project is more split. De
Ceuvel has proven to highlight these
heritage aspects. Amsterdam’s identity is
revolved around the shipping history and
its water connections. Features which include this image helps improve and exaggerate the
heritage of the area and the surrounding areas (See image on the right).
There is a clear difference in the age groups present in the two different sites. De Ceuvel is
dominated by youth demographics. The Co-Housing project is dominated by mature
demographics. There is the overall culture of the Co-Housing residents being more community
driven, as there living space is their focus, what can be contrasted with the continuing
commercial identity of De Ceuvel.
De Ceuvel is a hipper and trendier place targeting the younger generations with the “future of
urbanism” (Schuetze, 2014: Page 1). De Ceuvel is more of a commercially driven community
that attracts tourist’s area. The Co-Housing project does encourage people to utilise the mill,
but without interfering with the residents’
Future developments have been proven to be very difficult on both the sites that are being
analysed. The areas are very small areas therefore, there
is little space for the communities to develop any
further. Especially De Ceuvel, it has reached full
capacity on the land that was available, on the polluted
land. Therefore, the solution they have come up with to
develop is the only way to expand the development. As
they have expanded onto the water as the land has
already been utilised. (See images on the right) Even
though this development has been criticised as more of
an economic advancement rather than a sustainable image. It is still showing development that
is taking place. Whereas, the Co-Housing project is renovating the fisherman’s hut at the bank
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into a children’s play zone. Therefore, this is utilising the facilities and maintaining the heritage
image that is of the fisherman bank image. (See Images below). Which may create a more
attractive image for the community.

However, from the participant observations and the interviews, it has become apparent that
both the sites are struggling for money. Therefore, they are unable to develop much further as
sustainable developments can be very pricey in the beginning, but cheaper in the long run.
Which links to Woodley (2012/2013) idea that sustainable developments do have to come from
economically stable backgrounds and that Grigoryeva (2011) ideas that they cost a large sum
of money to develop.
Participants in the interviews and through the participant observation believe that the area is
sustainable and reached a successful sustainable state. Therefore, there is little development
which they believe is needed. As both sides believe that their developments, suit the purpose
of the community. Therefore, advertisement is a way that the projects both have in common.
In comparison, the two sites have two different have two different atmospheres of
communication, which Hooghe and Botterman (2011) suggest can cause social disruption.
However, the argument is that these communication levels work for the different purposes. For
instance, the CoHousing community who live together need more levels of communication for
the communal living situations compared to De Ceuvels work spaces.
De Ceuvel is more through development of different companies looking at the advertisement
aspects such as the Block chain for energy consumption purposes. As well as, them being aware
in 9 years the site may not be there. Therefore, ideas for movement of the community is in
conversation. Moving the sites around brings the ideas that the concepts can also be spread and
used around the world. Whereas, the Co-Housing development has created recognition for the
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sustainable development around England and has allowed for new funds for 2019/2020 to be
put towards the socially interacted communities. Therefore, the evidence being reported that
there is development being made however, these aren’t being made directed on the sites
themselves, but in the surrounding areas and even further afield. Therefore, once the
developments are made and up to the sustainable standard there is the challenge of globalising
these ideas to help create more communities in similar ways. As Malmberg (2002) and Green
and Little (2009) state, it is key to increase the communication of techniques.

Conclusion
The aim of this investigation was to compare two similar sustainable communities. This
research aimed to highlight the similarities and differences between the sites. There are
different factors which can be compared, but the overall result is that both sites different
functions make it hard to fully distinguish the negative and positive differences.
There are completely different styles of architecture in De Ceuvel and the Co-Housing Project.
It has been clearly shown that De Ceuvel has gone for the more rustic reusable look with the
canal boats, compared to the more modern style of architecture utilized in the CoHousing
development. However, both the communities are key inspirations for waste management
which is a key feature for sustainable communities. (Zaman and Lehmann, 2013).
The evidence provided can help to come to the conclusions that the different sites have their
own identity. Whether it includes the heritage and culture of the area or not. It has been made
evident that features of heritage are clearly highlighted in De Ceuvel. However, the work
dominance has over thrown this image and taken the commercial identity instead: outside
companies can affect sustainable communities. While the Co-Housing development has the
mill, which is just rented out for work spaces, the sustainable and social identity of the space
succeeds without recourse to industrial heritage identification. Therefore, it is doubtful whether
there has to be a representation of heritage for a sustainable community to be successful.
Both sites have (at least partially) reached their sustainability goals and haven’t got much space
to expand further. Both sites are carrying out these ideas to help create sustainability over the
globe. This form of globalisation – the propagation of sustainable success stories – is key to
propagate global sustainability and reduce and dangers off climate change. Overall, these two
very different areas have highlighted different strategies and techniques which have worked
for both settlements. These examples make it clear that sustainable communities can work for
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different purposes and functions, and more significantly, that they are feasible and may have
positive impacts on sustainability discourses and practices.
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Appendix
Land Use Survey – De Cuevel [Left] and Lancaster’s CoHousing [Right] (Google Earth, 2018;
Arc GIS, 2018; Edina DigiMap, 2018; Arc GIS, 2018)

Figure 2: Land Use Map, De Ceuvel

Figure 3: Land Use Map, Lancaster CoHousing

Figure 4: Land Quality Graph for De Ceuvel and Lancaster Co-Housing
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