Civil Engineering and Architecture 9(4): 1075-1083, 2021
DOI: 10.13189/cea.2021.090410

http://www.hrpub.org

Social Sustainability in the Planning, Design, and

Construction in Developing Countries: Guidelines
and Feasibility for México

Rosy A. Arcila Novelo"’, Sergio O. Alvarez Romero', Gilberto A. Corona Suarez',
J. Diego Morales Ramirez’

'Faculty of Engineering, Universidad Auténoma de Yucatan, Mérida, Yucatan, México
2Faculty of Architecture, Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México, México City, México

Received October 5, 2020; Revised April 21, 2021; Accepted May 16, 2021

Cite This Paper in the following Citation Styles

(a): [1] Rosy A. Arcila Novelo, Sergio O. Alvarez Romero, Gilberto A. Corona Sudrez, J. Diego Morales Ramirez
"Social Sustainability in the Planning, Design, and Construction in Developing Countries: Guidelines and Feasibility
for México," Civil Engineering and Architecture, Vol. 9, No. 4, pp. 1075-1083, 2021. DOI: 10.13189/cea.2021.090410.

(b): Rosy A. Arcila Novelo, Sergio O. Alvarez Romero, Gilberto A. Corona Sudrez, J. Diego Morales Ramirez (2021).
Social Sustainability in the Planning, Design, and Construction in Developing Countries: Guidelines and Feasibility for
Mexico. Civil Engineering and Architecture, 9(4), 1075-1083. DOI: 10.13189/cea.2021.090410.

Copyright©2021 by authors, all rights reserved. Authors agree that this article remains permanently open access under
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License 4.0 International License

Abstract Sustainability is based on three pillars: social,
economic, and environmental. However, the main systems
of evaluation of the sustainable building, such as Building
Research Establishment Assessment Method (BREEAM)
and Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED), have a strong burden towards the environmental
aspect, neglecting the social and economic, and
underestimating the effects of the building projects on
reducing poverty and inequity. The purpose of this research
was to identify socioeconomic criteria for the reality of
developing countries, specifically México, and systematize
them in a conceptual framework for the stages of planning,
design, and construction of buildings with a focus on
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and human rights.
Through semi-structured interviews with experts and
surveys, 12 criteria were identified and ranked for the
planning stage, 19 for the design stage, and 15 for the
construction stage, being especially relevant the
contribution to the Sustainable cities and communities
(SDG11), Decent work and economic growth (SDG8) and
Reduced inequalities (SDG10) goals. It was found that
projects considered sustainable were required to have clear
policies on the issues of labor rights, social inclusion, zero
tolerance for corruption, gender perspective, and
prevention of damage to community environmental assets.
The criteria identified contribute to the knowledge of social

and economic sustainability in developing countries and
aim to make those involved aware of the significance of
their decisions in the different stages of the life cycle of
construction projects.

Keywords Social ~ Sustainability, Sustainable
Development Goals, Equity, Green Building Rating
Systems, Human Rights, Developing Countries

1. Introduction

How human beings have appropriated natural resources
has had a great impact on the Earth's environmental
systems, affecting people and nature. To address this
situation the concept of sustainability arises, defined for
the first time as “the capacity that the human system has
developed to meet the needs of current generations
without compromising resources and opportunities for
growth and development of future generations” [1]. The
definition of sustainability was accompanied with the
recognition that it is useless to address environmental
problems without a broader perspective that encompasses
the factors that underpin global poverty and international
inequality due to sustainable development is based on
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three pillars or spheres, commonly identified as the triple
bottom line: social, economic and environmental [2]-[6],
intricately linked and dependent [7], [8].

The construction industry, despite its important role in
satisfying the needs of societies [9] and the economic
growth of the countries [5], is the less sustainable activity
on the planet [10]. Sustainable Building (SB) is a holistic
process aiming to restore and maintain harmony between
the natural and built environments and create settlements
that affirm human dignity and encourage economic equity
[11].

In the 80s, the evaluation or certification systems of
sustainable building emerged, providing an effective
framework to measure the environmental performance,
integrating the principles of sustainable development in
the building construction processes [12]. Currently, the
Building Research Establishment Assessment Method
(BREEAM) and Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) are the most widespread evaluation
systems for SB globally. BREEAM and LEED were
created in countries with a high level of development (the
United Kingdom and the United States, respectively) and,
therefore, it responds to a cultural, economic, and social
context very different from developing countries; where
environmental issues accentuate but are a consequence of
poverty, inequality, and lack of opportunities for the
majority as well. As a result, the evaluation is strongly
focused on the environmental component and for the social
and economic component; it is limited to ensuring the
physical and economic well-being of the user. In México,
the voluntary standard NMX-AA-164-SCFI-2013
(NMX-164) was launched in 2013 as a first effort to
introduce sustainability in the Mexican construction
industry, but the categories and evaluation criteria show
that it was taken from parameter existing systems and,
therefore, replicating the same shortcomings. In the
country with greater inequality of the OECD and 50% of
the population in poverty, promoting sustainability
separately from the social and economic component is

completely unsustainable for present and future
communities.
Preview research has addressed the Social

Sustainability (SS) on the built environment [13]-[17],
but there is a lack of knowledge about the impact of the
stages of the life cycle of a building on the
accomplishment of Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) and human rights, particularly in the emerging
economies, and a need for social sustainability guides for
decision-makers. Assuming that all human activity has the
responsibility and capacity to contribute to the
achievement of the SDGs and the fulfilment of Human
Rights, the purpose of this research was to identify
socioeconomic sustainability criteria on developing
countries, specifically México, and systematize them as a
guide for practitioners in the stages of planning, design,
and build, as frameworks on the sustainable architecture

practice are an essential factor to ensure sustainable
development in multiple dimensions [18].

2. Literature Review

2.1. Social Sustainability (SS) in the Construction
Industry

The social pillar remains poorly defined in all areas of
sustainable development [19],[20], due to its dynamic
nature which changes over time [13] and depends on the
site, the culture, and the people involved.

In the construction industry, SS aims to actively support
the ability of current and future generations to create a
healthy and liveable community by promoting equity,
diversity, habitability, democracy, etc. [21] and includes
criteria such as project declared general interests, safety,
health of workers, leadership and knowledge management,
local workers during construction, operation and
maintenance, and training of workers [22]. Almahmoud &
Doloi [15] argues that the concept of SS in construction
projects involves meeting the needs of industry, users, and
neighbourhood communities. For Valdes-Vasquez et al.
[23], SS in the building sector is the capacity to provide a
good quality of life by creating healthy and livable
communities based on equity, diversity, connectivity, and
democracy; on their research, they proposed a conceptual
framework for the integration and evaluation of SS in
construction  projects containing six categories:
stakeholder engagement, user considerations, team
formation, management considerations, impact assessment,
and place context. Olakitan Atanda [24] developed a set of
35 social criteria based on LEED and classified them into
eight categories: social equity, environmental education,
participation and control, social cohesion, health and
safety, accessibility and satisfaction, cultural value, and
physical resilience. For this research, SS in construction
projects will be understood as the capacity of buildings to
positively contribute to the SDGs, and human rights of
persons directly or indirectly involved in any of the stages
of the life cycle, considering that people in conditions of
poverty and vulnerability are those who receive the
strongest adverse effects of unsustainable lifestyles,
consumption, and construction.

The SS not only promotes equal amenities among
community residents but also the development of stronger
and more robust communities [25]. According to Ahn,
Pearce, Wang & Wang [6], some of the social benefits of
sustainability are: Improving the quality of life for
individuals, and society as a whole, alleviating poverty,
satisfying human needs; incorporating cultural data into
development; optimizing social benefits; improving health,
comfort, and well-being; having concern for
inter-generational equity; minimizing cultural disruption;
providing education services; promoting harmony among
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human beings and cultural capital; and understanding
multidisciplinary communities.

2.2. Social and Economic Sustainability and
Assessment Systems

Although in recent years the academy has addressed the
SS more extensively, the certification systems have
encountered difficulties in including it in the evaluation,
leaving a gap that must be filled soon. Most green
building assessment tools focus on environmental rather
than sustainable development [26]-[28]. Illankoon, Tam
& Le [29] evaluated eight certification schemes, selecting
LEED as the American representative and BREEAM as
the representative of the European system. Following their
research, they obtained the percentage of credits (points)
granted for each of the sustainability areas. LEED
allocates 18.03% and BREEAM 16.15% of its rating to
the social sustainability criteria, and 0.82% and 2.31%
respectively to the economic sustainability criteria.

Social items are associated with the user health, safety,
and comfort components [30], well-being (thermal, visual
and acoustic comfort, ventilation and safety), functionality
(accessibility for people with disabilities, functional
adaptability, and ease of maintenance), and protection
(against fire, noise or earthquakes) [31], with very few
points related to the community and other disadvantaged
people. In 2018, LEED launched a Project Team Checklist
for Social Impact [32] containing three categories: People
and Participation, Community and Place, and Values in
Action, and assigned pilot credits related to social equity;
however, none of the existing evaluation systems fully
develops the social sustainability, especially in developing
countries [33].

Economic components are primarily focused on the
financial costs and benefits [34] through the analysis of
the Life Cycle Costs Analysis (LCC). “Green" projects
benefit from the reduction of maintenance costs, water
and electricity bills, increased user productivity, increased
property value, and functional adaptability, but without a
long-term commitment beyond the limits of the building.
An economically sustainable construction project must
seek the human well-being of all, the minimum
consumption of scarce resources and their optimal
allocation and distribution, and the universal access to the
benefits of sustainability, thus contributing to
environmental justice, poverty alleviation, and reduced
inequities.

2.3. Social Sustainability in Developing Countries

In developing countries, projects are often not
sustainable because the social aspect is not fully addressed
[33],[35]. Social needs, community perceptions, cultural
and political issues should prevail over the project
development decisions in terms of the traditional
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cost-benefit analysis to fight against social injustice and
exclusion as one of their priorities [15], given that the
social, economic, and cultural contradictions are the true
causes of their environmental problems [15],[11].
Construction projects create new relationships and
interactions within a community, as well as between a
community and nature, which has the potential to
contribute to meeting the needs and challenges within the
society, but there is a great need for operationalizing the
SDGs targets and evaluate the indicators concerning the
building industry [36],[14].

To contribute to the SS in developing countries, Pocock
and et.al. [14] proposed nine processes to improve
architects, engineers, builders, owners, and communities
design and construction solutions: (1) Secure land in a
way that is legal and sensitive to local culture (2) Engage
the community in the entire life cycle of the project (3)
Design with sensitivity to the local culture (4) Design for
maximum efficiency of limited water supplies (5) Design
locally sustainable systems for energy and thermal
comfort (6) Design for the safety of the occupants by
incorporating  local codes while acknowledging
international standards (7) Design projects that can be
safely constructed by the local population (given training
opportunities) (8) Build using locally understood
construction methods (9) Build with locally sustainable
and affordable materials.

3. Research Methodology

Older and very recent literature addresses social
sustainability in the built environment, but there is
relatively little that focuses on specific steps that owners
of capital projects and design professionals can take
[251,[20].

This research aims to contribute as a practical
framework for practitioners in México, who wish to
incorporate SS in their construction projects and
contribute to achieving the SDG. The steps of the
methodology are (1) diagnostic, (2) conceptual framework,
(3) data collection, and (4) analysis.

3.1. Diagnosis

México is a country in North America, with a
population of more than 126 million people, average
schooling of 9.2 years, and an unemployment rate of 4.5%
in January 2021, with a high percentage of people in
informal employment (27.5%) and sub-occupation (8.7%)
[37]. México’s social issues have a deep complexity,
which is nurtured and expressed in urban-architectural
manifestations. The social base is at an impassable
distance from the elites, originating dual cities, zoned by
the economic income of its inhabitants; violence and
insecurity have cracked traditionally strong community
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ties in a vicious circle in which this rupture contributes to
increased insecurity in the public space [38]. The level of
compliance with the SDG indicators in México is 65%,
with a particularly poor performance in SDG2, SDGS,
SDG1S5, and SDG16, which correspond to No Hunger,
Good jobs and economic growth, Life on Land, and Peace
and justice, respectively, and declining performance in
SDG10, reduced inequalities [39].

The priority problems were identified through a content
analysis of the National Development Plan 2012-2018
[40], the 2018-2024 Nation Project [41], and the
Economic Studies for México of the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development [42]. The main
problems are social or socio-economic, with poverty,
inequality, and corruption, among others, being very
relevant. The identified problems were classified
according to the 17 Sustainable Development Goals, and
the specific way in which the problem is related to the
construction industry was synthesized, obtaining a list of
questions (e.g., How could the planning, design, and
construction of buildings promote gender equity?) for the
interview guide.

3.2. Conceptual Framework

The questions obtained during the diagnosis were
presented to experts in semi-structured interviews. The
participants were five professionals from different
disciplines whose professional practice or scope of work
includes the attention of social problems, human rights, or
the relationship of the human being with the built
environment. In general, they are individuals recognized
for their work, identified by their activism or opinion
leadership.

Each interview provided valuable information to
understand the phenomenon of social sustainability. The
interviews were transcribed, and the answers were subject
to analysis, categorized according to the stages of the life
cycle of the projects, grouped by themes related to the
SDGs and human rights, and refined to exclude the issues
that belong to the usage stage, the environmental field
(SDG6, SDG7, and SDG13), and those that are already
evaluated by LEED or BREEAM certification systems.

The information was organized based on the 17 SDGs
and their 169 targets [43], defined by the United Nations
(UN) as an ambitious call for action to end poverty,
protect the planet and ensure that all people enjoy peace
and prosperity for 2030. All the signatory countries of the
2030 Agenda are committed to acting in favour of the
SDGs, so the construction of buildings in México and the
other countries should be aligned with global efforts. The
criteria proposed by the interviewees correspond to the
SDG1 No Poverty, SDG3 Good Health and Well-being,
SDG5 Gender Equality, SDGS8, Decent work and
economic growth, SDG10 Reduced inequalities, SDG11
Sustainable cities and communities, SDG12 Responsible

consumption and production, SDG15 Life on land, and
SDG16 Peace, justice, and strong institutions. The criteria
are also related to the human right to the land, the right to
the city, the right to social security and decent work, and
the right to a healthy environment. As a result, a list of 45
criteria was identified, distributed in the planning, design,
and construction stage of projects.

3.3. Data Collection and Analysis

The conceptual framework was embodied in a 5-item
Likert scale survey to identify the participants' perception
of the relevance of each indicator, for the achievement of
the SS in México and about the feasibility of that indicator
being adopted by the construction industry in the
socio-economic and cultural context of México. The first
sample survey was piloted and reviewed by some
participants, identifying opportunities for improvement,
and adjusting as required. A final self-administered
web-based survey was sent to architecture or engineering
practitioners, academics, and students obtaining 79
answered surveys: 28 for the planning stage, 25 for the
design stage, and 26 for the construction stage. The
Cronbach’s alpha factor for the data collected was 0.91,
0.89, and 0.94, respectively.

4. Findings and Discussion

= Not involved

11%
0-5 years

6-10 years
24%
11-20 years

33%

= 21 years or more

Figure 1. Participants' experience in sustainability or social issues

Survey participants were interviewed on their
experience with social or sustainability issues (Figure 1)
and their role in construction projects (Figure 2). Key
informants were designers, builders or managers, and
researchers or academics. A third of the participants
reported having less than five years of experience in social
or sustainability issues, and approximately 27% have not
yet participated. The lack of experience is the common
scenario in emerging economies, where most practitioners
received professional training devoid of sustainability
concerns [11], and a very strong barrier for the mass
implementation of sustainable practices. Developing
countries must invest in capacity building to ensure that
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future professionals more sustainably manage scarce
resources and contribute positively to major social
challenges.

The categories and criteria obtained in interviews were
summarized in a framework as a guide for those
participating in the planning (Table 1), design (Table 2),
and construction (Table 3) phases of the projects. All
topics were considered more relevant than feasible for
achieving social sustainability in Meéxico, obtaining
average values of 4.27, 4.14, and 4.80 for the relevance
and 2.61, 2.66, and 2.2 for the feasibility in the planning,
design, and construction stage, respectively.

The results obtained show that the construction of
buildings can contribute to the SDGs, and policies or
actions at the urban level would have greater impacts if
each building constructed contributes its part. The criteria
related to the right to the city and the reduction of
inequalities are highly relevant on the planning, design,
and build stage; actions on those issues would have effects
on a wider scale, beyond the project limits, promoting the
inclusion and contributing to the reconstruction of
community ties. Given the close relationship between a
building and its context, the guidelines presented
contribute to transcending the building-centric approach
[27], in which the building is perceived as isolated and it
is subject to performance evaluations in energy and
resources, instead of being seen as a producer of
sustainability and an active part of an urban network.

At the planning stage “Do not dispossess land or evict
indigenous or rural populations” (PO1) was evaluated as
the most relevant criterion (4.68), and as any abusive
practice that violates the right to property must be
eliminated. Since the possession of land is an important
indicator for the eradication of poverty (SDG1). In this

Architecture or enginnering student
Builder or administrator

Consultant

Costumer or developer

Designer

Government or civil society

Researcher or academic

[}
L

B Planning

B Design
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stage, policymakers have great potential to contribute
socially if they consider the right to land and the right to
the city, contained in SDG11. Project proponents often, in
subtle or obvious ways, strip away original settlers or
human groups that do not match the intended users of the
project. The eviction of indigenous groups to build on
their lands, the proliferation of private residential units
with controlled access in Latin American cities, urban
colonialism, and gentrification are examples of practices
contrary to social sustainability since they favour spatial
segregation, social exclusion, and accentuate inequalities.
The least feasible criteria were P05 “Mitigate the adverse
social effects of gentrification”, and P07 “Develop
housing near work and recreation sites” since other
interests and more complex processes such as urban
growth and land speculation are involved.

At the design stage, “Specify durable and good quality
materials, regardless of the user's socioeconomic status”
(D18) was the most relevant criterion (4.68).
Opportunities to contribute to SS are linked to the SDGS,
SDG10, SDG11, and SDG12. Participatory, inclusive, and
gender-sensitive design are more effective in achieving
socially responsive buildings than traditional design
methods, which may neglect the needs of some groups. In
Meéxico, an issue of great social, political, and economic
importance is the construction of affordable housing
through loans for workers; aware of this, the research
participants pointed to the need to project culturally
adequate housing, to avoid replicating prototypes that do
not respond to the orientation of the lots, and to and take
care of the quality of the materials so that these models of
housing do not become a second-class product. “Provide
some benefit to the community” (D12) was considered the
less feasible criterion (2.18).

I s

10 15 20 25 30

Construction

Figure 2. Role of Respondents in Construction Projects
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In the construction phase, the precautionary principle
“Anticipate and correct possible negative effects on the

environment” (B19) was the most relevant criterion (4.81).

Responsible construction, which implies an ethical act
towards employees, neighbours, passers-by, and the
environment is still little applied in México, limited to the
goodwill of the owners of the construction companies and
without evaluating bodies.

Practitioners cannot ignore the pursuit of poverty
eradication, access to health and education as a
contribution to the achievement of the SDGs; the
construction industry is the largest industrial employer in

low-income countries [11]; the issues related to social
security and decent work (SDGS), as well as the measures
aimed at improving the workers quality of life, have a
great economic and social impact for many families. “Hire
elderly or disabled adults” (B04) was the least feasible
(1.69) of the construction stage and the entire
questionnaire. Particularly in the construction stage, those
involved have an important task in the fight against the
barriers that offer low viability to social sustainability,
since there is a significant gap between the relevance and
the feasibility of applying the criteria included in the
reference framework. (relevance mean 4.8 vs feasibility

the world, and 74% of the employees are from mean 2.2).
Table 1. SS Categories and criteria for the planning stage of construction projects
Tsa Ir)gC; Relevance Feasibility

SDG1 PO Do not dispossess l;z;;;zz:; indigenous or rural 14 457 271
P02 Avoid urban colonialism. 11.3 436 2.46

P03 Avoid private residential with controlled access. 11.3 4.25 2.57

P04 Develop less privileged urban areas. 11.1 3.82 2.68

P05 Mitigate the adverse social effects of gentrification. 11.a 421 2.25

P06 Know and comply with the local Urban Development plans. 1la 4.43 2.82

SDG1 P07 Develop housing near services and recreation sites. 1la 4.21 2.25
POS Seek adaptation to the. natural, social, and cultural 114 436 270

environment.

P09 Set objectives to cause a positive social impact. - 439 2.84

P10 Integrate with the neighbors and native settlers. - 4.39 2.50

P11 Promote the interaction between different income levels. - 3.89 2.43

SDG15 P12 Evaluate the vegetation before dismantling or clearing land. 152 4.46 2.32

Table 2. SS Categories and criteria for the design stage of construction projects
DESIGN 'l"sall?gc&}et Relevance Feasibility

SDG5 DO1 Include the gender perspective in the design. 5.¢c 3.64 2.46
D02 Project for the accessibility of people with disabilities. 10.2 4.52 3.36

D03 Avoid excluding or segregating any social group. 10.2 4.52 3.16

SDG10 D04 Make inclusive architectural representations. - 3.78 2.76
D05 Project spaces for family life and breastfeeding. - 3.94 2.40

D06 Include the needs of all users of the building. - 4.16 3.00

D07 Use participatory design strategies. 11.3 4.00 2.28

D08 Design culturally appropriate housing. 11.1 3.80 2.52

D09 Integrate the biocultural heritage into the design. 114 4.08 2.24

D10 Consider the natural, human, and urban environment. - 4.44 2.80

SDGI11 D11 Promote porosity in public-private relief. - 3.56 2.52
D12 Provide some benefit to the community. - 4.24 2.18

D13 Nesting pedestrian access above the vehicle. - 4.12 2.32

D14 Design according to the orientation of each home. - 4.44 2.30

D15 Allow customization and adaptation to change of use. - 3.92 2.84

D16 Specify affordable, abundant, or local materials. 12.2 4.48 3.34

SDG12 D17 Design for the reduction of consumption in the use stage. 12.5 4.42 2.94
D18 Specify durable and good quality materials 12.5 4.68 2.54
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Table 3. Categories and criteria for the building stage of construction projects
BUILDING Tsa?g(it Relevance  Feasibility
SDG3 BO1 Promote reduction of employee vices 3.5 4.42 2.19
B02 Do not make distinctions by gender in hiring or salaries. 5.5 431 2.73
SDG5 BO3 Promote respectful trezz;;:goci .female passers-by and 50 435 254
B04 Hire elderly or disabled adults. 8.5 3.58 1.69
B07 Privilege permanent hiring and offer training. 8.5 431 2.38
BO5 Grant social benefits to workers established in labor legislation. 8.8 4.69 2.77
SDG8 B06 Have safety and accident prevention procedures. 8.8 4.69 2.87
BOS Support workers from distant populations. - 4.27 2.38
B09 Employ local personnel, kgowledge, and construction ) 435 350
techniques.
o et g am s
B11 Provide safe walkers and sidewalks. 11.7 4.35 3.12
SDGL1 BI2 Socialize projects with neighbors and users. - 431 2.02
B13 Avoid affectations to neighbors. - 4.42 2.62
B14 Address and resolve possible damages to neighbors. - 4.19 2.62
SDG16 B15 Do not consent to or promote corruption practices. 16.5 4.77 2.27

Some of the criteria on the proposed framework require
special attention for having small feasibility values,
despite being part of the current regulations, e.g., “Grant
social benefits to workers established in labour legislation”
(B05), and “Do not consent or promote corruption
practices” (B15) and should be mandatory on any
sustainability assessment system. In M¢éxico, as in many
other developing countries, the weak institutional capacity
to verify conformity leaves gaps in the application of
these basic premises. Another great challenge was found
in the apparent contradiction between inclusion and
security, in a country where more and more people want
to surround themselves only with their peers to feel more
secure. Without minimizing violence and insecurity in
México, decision-makers must find creative solutions to
this dilemma without excluding otherness.

The  conceptual  framework  established by
Valdés-Vasquez & Klotz [23] has been in recent years the
most complete reference when talking about SS in the
built environment, and some of the processes it proposes
are already part of international certification systems such
as BREEAM or LEED. By comparing it with
contributions from local experts, we reinforce the idea of
Pocock [33], which ensures that many of the processes
presented can be applied directly to the developing world,
while others would be too ambitious. Still, we can find
similarities in many of the topics covered by both
frameworks, such as participatory design, socialization of
projects with the community, attention to possible damage
to neighbours, accident prevention, response to incidents
of corruption, use of local personnel, support for workers,
evaluation of social impacts, among others. The topics

that are not addressed by Valdés-Vasquez & Klotz [23]
but emerged in the context studied are the dispossession
or eviction of native settlers, urban segregation through
the creation of closed urbanizations, integration of
biocultural heritage, among others.

The proposed framework contrasts with the LEED
Social Impact Category Checklist [32], which was
launched during the analysis phase of this research. Even
though most of the proposed indicators have a counterpart
in the LEED guideline, others seem to be more specific to
developing countries. The criteria related to the reduction
of inequities, which is one of the most relevant findings of
this research, and specifically the issues of urban
segregation (interaction between people with different
income levels, urbanizations with controlled access,
porosity in the public-private relationship) are not part of
the LEED document; neither are gender equity issues
(wage differentiation, respectful treatment of transient
women during construction), whose awareness has
increased in recent years, or corruption, which costs
Meéxico almost 9% of its GDP [44].

Regardless of the rating obtained in a green building
certification system, a project should not be considered
sustainable, if it was carried out despite social protests,
involved some act of corruption or land grabbing,
promotes "exclusivity" as market value, or deprive
workers of social benefits.

5. Conclusions

In the construction sector, social sustainability is not yet
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fully understood, and the effects of construction projects
on reducing poverty and inequality are highly
underestimated. Stakeholders maintain a strong idea of
sustainability as an entirely environmental issue,
evidenced by survey participants assigning high
importance to categories that have an environmental
component, even when the social implication is unclear,
or commenting on the need to include more environmental
issues in the survey. In México, SS is assumed to be
related solely to social housing or buildings in marginal
areas, and many mega-development projects failed
because the social component was ignored and people
opposed it, which led to the cancellation on political
grounds. Very often, projects are the result of ideas “from
an office,” away from the site and the culture. It is worse
in countries with original indigenous peoples, who are
usually treated as passive subjects of development.

The SS focused on the SDGs and human rights deserve
further analysis among researchers and become a common
concern for stakeholders and clients on construction
projects, especially in developing countries. Integrating
that overarching vision of SS into existing assessment
systems would help move from “green building” schemes
to “sustainability” schemes.

Future research could establish measurement objectives
and procedures for each criterion, replicate the
methodology on a different geographic or cultural context
or integrate new topics as the knowledge and awareness of
the SS increases.

Finally, the inclusion of social sustainability in a
post-pandemic scenario becomes even more relevant,
given that the extent to which humans are linked has been
understood. Now more than ever, it will be necessary to
learn to care for ourselves and otherness, to have the
ability to develop buildings that are healthier for people
and human relationships, and to smooth out the
inequalities that have been accentuated in times of crisis.
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