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INTRODUCTION
One of the three main research objectives of the SUBRIM consortium is: 

To increase the knowledge base of investors, developers, planning agencies, local authorities, the public, scientists and other stakeholders involved in brownfield development, to integrate their needs within a sustainable framework and seek to encourage investment. (SUBR:IM, 2003)
These actors are both the ‘clients’ of the research consortium and the ‘objects’ of study. The above objective is not necessarily straightforward as it implies an uncontentious (single?) view of knowledge and seeks to integrate potentially conflicting interests within a framework of ‘sustainable development’ which is open to some debate and interpretation. However, there is no doubt that these ‘actors’ remain central concerns of the research, as do the ‘driving forces’ which they create and respond to. This short introductory paper seeks to map out the key actors and drivers that are being explored within the SUBR:IM consortium and begin to examine the inter-linking relationships between these actors and between them and the ‘structuring’ forces that strongly influence the processes and outcomes of the brownfield regeneration t process. 

Although the lead-work on analysing actors and drivers is being undertaken by the ‘social’ scientists involved in the consortium, it is important to realise that all forms of knowledge generated by the consortium can be used and deployed by these actors as they seek to realise their own objectives and interests, construct their strategies and (re)structure the regeneration process along existing lines or in new innovative ways. If information is power, then SUBRIM is part of the politics of brownfield regeneration. An awareness of the diverse range of actors and driving forces will help us fully understand the ‘real world’ issues we are engaging with here!

Figure 1: The (simplified!) network of actors around brownfield regeneration

Mapping-Out the Key Actors
At the risk of excluding some participants in the conference, figure 2 attempts to illustrate the diverse range of potential actors in brownfield regeneration. These are certainly the actors and interests we are encountering in our research work and they ‘come to the table’ with an equally disparate range of goals, demands, perceptions, requirements, resources, strategies and constraints. Many of these actors often need to be deconstructed a little further (e.g. developers as traders and/or investors, and national, regional or local; Government agencies include English Partnerships, Regional Development Agencies, Urban Development Corporations, Environment Agency, English Heritage, CABE, etc.). Often they form coalitions or partnerships of some kind, or bring other actors into the process (e.g. engineers and others might draw on the knowledge and expertise of scientists whilst local environmental groups can utilise the experience and advice of national and international networks). This formal or informal ‘networking’ will cement some actors into ‘actor-networks’ or ‘sub-networks’, and these can be significant in taking brownfield regeneration forward in certain ways. However, they can also exclude other actors.

All the social science based projects within SUBR:IM are exploring these inter-linkages, inter-relations and networks in various ways. But these inter-relationships do no take place in a vacuum: the actors do not operate as totally free agents in their activities.

Identifying the Key Driving Forces
As suggested above, the actors involved in brownfield regeneration influence, constrain and (indeed) facilitate each other in various ways.  They are also influenced by wider ‘driving forces’ that provide an important (often determining) context for their actions. Figure 2 illustrates the main drivers that structure the action of actors. Again this is a relatively simplistic (?!) picture, which individual researchers are developing in different, but compatible, ways. 

Figure 2: The main driving forces structuring the brownfield regeneration process
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Again, the circling arrow emphasises the inter-relationship between these drivers, suggesting that these structural forces might be mutually reinforcing (e.g. state/legal support for private property rights and ideology help facilitate market institutions and relationships; the political cultural and challenge of the environmental movement has led to take-up of sustainable development policy by political parties and state institutions, and contributed to emergence of the idea of ‘environmental justice’ and role for ‘corporate social responsibility’ in market processes). These forces or drivers don’t just ‘sit above’ the actors in some abstract way, but they are made and remade on a daily basis in all the little things the actors do. In that sense, these ‘drivers’ are socially constructed by the actors (produced, reproduced and/or changed) as the brownfield regeneration process unfolds. 

To illustrate some of these inter-relationships, particularly between government policy, development actors and market mechanisms, we can report on some initial results coming from our work on the development industry. The subsequent papers/ presentations on ‘processes’ and ‘outcomes’ also explore similar issues given the centrality of the actors and drivers to these aspects of brownfield regeneration.
The Linkage Between Actors and Drivers: The Example of the UK Development Industry
Background and context
Property is bought and sold widely, and so it plays a dual role in the economy, not only as a means of production and physical regeneration, but also as a means of wealth ownership (BPF, 2003). There is a huge amount of capital tied up in residential and non-residential property in the UK. The UK property development sector, comprising financial institutions such as pension funds, insurance companies and property companies (including investor/developers and housebuilding companies) therefore has the power and capacity to influence patterns of economic activity, as well as affect wealth and income distribution through engagement in urban regeneration. Recently the importance of the role of the housebuilding sector has been recognised and scrutinised by the Barker review (2003; 2004). In many ways the review takes a fairly critical view of the housebuilding industry's attitude towards brownfield development. With housing completions at an historic, low ebb, as the review stated:

"Developers do not undertake sufficient brownfield development from the point of view of social costs and benefits. This is not caused by risk, but it may be exacerbated by it. Building on brownfield land has clear external benefits; it aids in regeneration of cities in particular, and reduces the need to use additional greenfield land, reducing the environmental impact of development. These positive externalities are not signalled to housebuilders or landowners, as their profits from brownfield developments will not reflect them. This suggests that there is a possible market failure in the provision of brownfield land for development".

In Barker's view, which adopts a market-led, 'behavioural' approach to understanding housebuilder strategies in relation to brownfields, the fundamental problem is perceived as being the low value of brownfield land resulting from relatively high development costs, coupled with high existing use values, which may prevent redevelopment. This is also often exarcerbated by contamination issues and other mitigation works which reduce land value, and may even result in a negative value. In short, both market and site-specific risk can increase 'housebuilders’ aversion to brownfield development'. 

The developer response to brownfield: a brief overview
Against this backdrop, how is the development industry performing in terms of brownfield regeneration? 
At a national level current statistics show that the brownfield land total is about 66,000 ha in England, with some 16,500 ha comprising 'hardcore' sites (English Partnerships, 2003). The Government’s national target is that by 2008, 60% of new dwellings should be provided on previously-developed land, and through conversion of existing buildings. In 2003, provisional estimates suggested that 67% of new dwellings were built on previously-developed land including conversions (the same percentage as 2002), compared with 56% in 1993 (ODPM, 2004). 
So headline figures such as these seem to suggest targets are being met, but how are developers reacting on the ground to the challenges of brownfield development? This was the subject of a major survey of commercial and residential developers carried out in mid-2004, and which forms Stage 1 of a two and half year EPSRC-funded project, based at The College of Estate Management in Reading (Shephard and Dixon, 2004).

Brownfield development is widespread… The survey results confirm that brownfield development is now widespread throughout the housebuilding industry. For example, more than 80% of the sample developed entirely on brownfield sites. It was already apparent that brownfield development was no longer the preserve of specialists and had been adopted by volume housebuilders (i.e. larger housebuilders were building some 50-74% of their units on brownfields). Findings from the survey also show that smaller and medium-sized operators have also clearly shifted their output towards brownfield. 

Given the policy emphasis on brownfield development it is not surprising that housebuilders of all sizes are undertaking schemes on previously developed land, to a greater or lesser degree. Maintaining output on greenfield sites has become increasingly difficult in the recent planning climate. Indeed, ‘the availability of land’ or ‘government policy’ (which underpins the former) were the key reasons given by the majority of developers for increasing their output on brownfield over recent years. However, the move towards brownfield development has not been solely policy-driven; a significant proportion of developers – both commercial and residential – viewed it as an opportunity for profitable development in what has been a relatively buoyant property market. 

At present, there appears to be a clear intention amongst developers to continue to increase the amount of brownfield development they are undertaking and for housebuilders this was supported by the composition of their land banks in which brownfield accounted for, on average, 70% of total plots. 

Contaminated sites still hold problems…Developing on sites with contamination is likely to become increasingly important if the brownfield target is to be sustained. The survey findings show that developers in both the commercial and residential sectors are clearly not averse to developing on contaminated sites. Practically all the survey respondents were prepared to undertake development on sites requiring remedial treatment and around three-quarters had actually developed on contaminated sites over the past year. Smaller developers are less likely to undertake schemes on contaminated sites; this is not unexpected given that they may not have the resources, the specialist knowledge or the financial reserves to carry the additional risks involved. A majority of housebuilders (59%) were prepared to hold contaminated sites in their land banks. Attitudes towards contaminated land clearly appear to have changed as housebuilders have gained more experience of developing on brownfield sites. 

The readiness of the development industry to tackle contaminated sites could, however, be threatened by the impact of the EU Landfill Directive
. Over two-fifths of housebuilders were likely to be discouraged from undertaking development on sites with contamination following the implementation of the Directive. This was particularly true of smaller housebuilders and those without experience of commercial development. Commercial developers were less likely to be dissuaded from building on contaminated sites, but the Directive is clearly causing some uncertainty in the industry, because 'dig and dump' is still the most frequently used method of dealing with contamination. There is, however, evidence that in-situ treatments are being used, most commonly barrier methods and containment. Commercial developers typically had a greater awareness of alternative remediation techniques than housebuilders and were more likely to have experimented with them, particularly solidification / stabilisation and soil vapour extraction. Other techniques were generally used much less frequently. 

The EU Directive does appear to have stimulated some interest in exploring alternatives to landfill; just over half of all developers said they were doing this. Of the remainder, around half stated that they were also likely to continue developing on contaminated land, suggesting that they already have sufficient knowledge of alternatives to landfill. In terms of access to independent sources of information on remediation treatments, the majority of developers did not consider this to be a problem. Smaller housebuilders were less likely to share this view and this could suggest that there is a greater role for government bodies such as the Environment Agency to publicise and disseminate information more widely.

Growing awareness of climate change… There also appears to be a growing awareness in the development industry about the potential impacts of climate change. Consideration of possible effects is regarded as particularly important at the building design stage, probably at least partly a result of continuing changes to the Building Regulations. The impacts of most concern to developers are the possibility of rising insurance costs and increased flood risk.

So what can we conclude?

Government policy seems to have been successful in shifting the pattern of development towards brownfield sites, but conflicting policy aims may start to create difficulties and threaten the continued success of the regeneration agenda. For example, the attempt to reduce the amount of contaminated material going to landfill sites may slow down the development of brownfield sites, as alternative methods of remediation have to be sourced and implemented and costs of disposal rise. Higher costs for dealing with contamination may therefore threaten the viability of some brownfield redevelopments thus increasing reliance on public sector intervention. There also appears to be a greater need for the public sector to take the lead in disseminating and publicising the information that is available on alternative remediation treatments. It is clear from the first stage of our research therefore that the EU Landfill Directive, and the recent, European Court of Justice van der Walle case (C-1/03 (Van der Walle and others), can exacerbate tensions which already exist between existing brownfield and contaminated land policy 'layers'. Nonetheless, more sustainable methods of remediation may be promoted as a result, and it may be the case that the sustainable development agenda really does now become a main focus for debate within the property industry, as other environmental directives and legislation start to bite. 

But clearly this survey is a snapshot and is an aggregated view. More research is needed to determine how developers are tackling sites at a local level and to what extent 'market failure' is an issue. The next stage of our research aims to examine how developers approach brownfield issues, and their engagement with other stakeholders, in more closely-defined local and key regional contexts, such as Thames Gateway and Greater Manchester.
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� From 16th July 2004 the Directive banned the co-disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous waste resulting in a radically reduced number of sites permitted to accept hazardous waste. The aim of the Directive is to encourage waste reduction and wider adoption of more sustainable methods of dealing with contamination.






