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ABSTRACT: The increasing frequency and severity of 
natural disasters underscore the urgent need for resilient 
infrastructure in urban planning. This narrative review aims 
to synthesize current literature on disaster-sensitive 
infrastructure development and assess strategies that enhance 
urban resilience. A systematic search was conducted using 
Scopus and Google Scholar, focusing on peer-reviewed 
studies published over the past decade. Keywords such as 
"infrastructure resilience," "urban planning," and "disaster 
risk reduction" guided the literature selection process, which 
included studies with empirical evidence and policy 
analysis.The review identified three major themes: the role of 
green-gray hybrid infrastructure, the importance of 
community-based and participatory approaches, and the 
integration of digital technologies like GIS and AI in risk 
assessment and mitigation. Despite notable progress, the 
analysis highlighted systemic barriers, including funding 
limitations, institutional fragmentation, and inadequate public 
awareness, that hinder the effectiveness of current resilience 
policies. To overcome these challenges, the study 
recommends adopting interdisciplinary strategies, promoting 
inclusive stakeholder engagement, and aligning urban policies 
with international resilience frameworks. The findings call for 
further empirical research on policy implementation across 
diverse urban contexts. Overall, this study contributes to a 
deeper understanding of how integrative and adaptive 
approaches can foster infrastructure resilience in disaster-
prone regions.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Urban infrastructure resilience in disaster-prone regions has garnered increasing attention in recent 

years as cities grapple with the combined pressures of climate change and rapid urbanization. 

Recent scholarship has emphasized the importance of nature-based solutions in enhancing the 

adaptive capacities of cities. Agustine et al. (2023) underscore the significance of green spaces and 
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retention ponds in mitigating flood risks, especially under climate change-induced hydrological 

stress. In a similar vein, Lu and Sun (2021) demonstrate that sunken green areas effectively absorb 

excess rainfall, reducing surface flooding and contributing to urban flood resilience. These studies 

reflect a paradigm shift in urban design, where ecological infrastructure is no longer considered 

ancillary but central to resilience planning. 

Beyond technical solutions, there is growing recognition of the need to account for socio-

ecological systems in resilience strategies. Fuady et al. (2025) advocate for comprehensive resilience 

planning in Indonesia, a nation highly susceptible to earthquakes and floods due to its geographic 

location on the Pacific Ring of Fire. Meanwhile, Butar (2025) highlights the amplifying effects of 

extreme rainfall events and deforestation on flood risks, stressing the inadequacy of existing 

infrastructure. As such, the resilience of urban systems must be understood through a broader lens 

that incorporates environmental, social, and institutional dynamics. 

Recent literature calls for robust urban resilience indicators to measure progress and identify 

regional disparities. Yabe et al. (2020) explore such indicators to capture the differentiated 

capacities of regions in coping with disasters, particularly emphasizing social and physical 

dimensions. Complementing this, Ham (2025) argues that infrastructure resilience must be framed 

within the context of interconnected socio-ecological systems. This perspective is critical for 

developing responsive strategies that consider cascading impacts across systems. 

The dual forces of climate change and urbanization have significantly exacerbated disaster risks in 

urban settings. Urban sprawl and impervious surface expansion reduce natural drainage capacity, 

elevating flood risks. Manandhar et al. (2023) review flood management practices in South Asia, 

revealing common deficiencies in addressing these risks. As urban centers become more densely 

populated and infrastructural demands intensify, the exposure to disaster risks escalates, 

threatening socioeconomic stability and community well-being (Yuan et al., 2024). 

Climate-induced uncertainties further complicate urban planning. Xu et al. (2021) emphasize the 

role of extreme weather in increasing both the frequency and severity of urban floods. These 

uncertainties, when coupled with anthropogenic factors such as informal settlements and outdated 

infrastructure, render traditional planning paradigms obsolete. Patel et al. (2020) advocate for an 

adaptive planning approach that accounts for dynamic risk profiles and prioritizes resilience. 

Mitigating these compounded risks necessitates multi-stakeholder collaboration. Ham (2025) 

underscores the value of knowledge exchange in fostering disaster preparedness across 

government, private sector, and civil society. The increasing confluence of climate and 

urbanization challenges calls for responsive, adaptive, and inclusive infrastructure planning. Smith 

et al. (2021) note that resilience-building must transcend physical structures and incorporate 

participatory governance and long-term sustainability goals. 

Case studies of infrastructure failure during recent disasters offer profound insights into systemic 

vulnerabilities. The aftermath of Hurricane Maria in Puerto Rico revealed not only the fragility of 

physical infrastructure but also the inadequacy of institutional responses. Yabe et al. (2020) show 

that infrastructure failures triggered multidimensional crises, exacerbated by pre-existing social 
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inequities. Such events highlight the critical interplay between physical and social systems in 

resilience planning. 

The interdependence of infrastructure components further amplifies disaster impacts. Xu et al. 

(2021) and Yang et al. (2022) demonstrate that the failure of a single node, such as transportation 

networks, can initiate cascading disruptions across water, energy, and health systems. This systemic 

interconnectedness calls for integrated planning approaches that go beyond siloed sectoral 

responses. 

Patel et al. (2020) propose a holistic framework for infrastructure resilience assessment that 

incorporates social, economic, and political dimensions. Yang et al. (2022) argue for enhanced 

community involvement in infrastructure design, asserting that participatory planning fosters 

context-specific solutions and enhances resilience at the grassroots level. This participatory 

dimension suggests that technical inadequacies are only part of the problem; social marginalization 

and exclusion from decision-making processes are equally critical. 

Despite an expanding body of literature, substantial gaps remain in research on disaster-sensitive 

urban development. Yang et al. (2022) critique the predominance of top-down policy models that 

fail to accommodate local context and community needs. Agustine et al. (2023) document the 

efficacy of nature-based infrastructure but lament its limited implementation due to a lack of 

awareness and leadership. 

A pressing gap exists in the evaluation of green infrastructure initiatives. Cavallaro et al. (2014) 

note the lack of standardized methods to assess the effectiveness of such strategies in building 

urban resilience. Furthermore, there is a dearth of integrated models that reconcile physical 

infrastructure with social vulnerability. Sharifi and Yamagata (2014) emphasize that infrastructure 

design often overlooks marginalized populations, resulting in uneven resilience outcomes. To 

address these limitations, interdisciplinary studies are needed to develop data-driven, inclusive 

evaluation frameworks. 

Several key factors influencing infrastructure resilience have emerged from empirical studies. 

Interdependence among infrastructure systems and social variables is central. Yabe et al. (2020) 

show that infrastructure vulnerabilities are closely tied to economic and environmental conditions, 

suggesting that resilience is not merely a technical attribute but a socio-technical outcome. 

Adaptive capacity is another determinant, as emphasized by Zeng et al. (2022). Their work 

demonstrates how responsive governance and societal learning enhance resilience. Patel et al. 

(2020) similarly stress the role of stakeholder collaboration in making infrastructure systems more 

transparent, accountable, and sustainable. 

Innovative design and technology also contribute significantly to resilience. Lu and Sun (2021) and 

Garcia and Ituarte (2022) provide compelling evidence for the benefits of ecosystem-based disaster 

risk management. Green infrastructure, when integrated with traditional systems, can reduce 

damage from extreme events and promote long-term sustainability. 
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Finally, public awareness and community preparedness are foundational. Fuady et al. (2025) argue 

that education and training initiatives are crucial for enabling proactive community responses. This 

underscores the social dimension of resilience, where informed communities act as co-creators of 

resilient infrastructure. 

Geographic context critically influences both the study and implementation of resilience strategies. 

In coastal megacities, rising sea levels and storm surges necessitate tailored interventions. Gao et 

al. (2024) find that green technologies are effective in mitigating coastal flood risks. Meanwhile, 

cities in the Global South often face resource constraints and legacy infrastructure challenges. 

Fuady et al. (2025) highlight how such cities rely on conventional methods, which may be ill-

equipped to handle emerging risks. 

Socio-cultural factors further differentiate resilience approaches. Hendricks and Zandt (2021) 

argue that participatory planning is particularly vital in marginalized communities. In these 

contexts, resilience is inseparable from social justice, requiring infrastructure strategies that address 

both physical and social vulnerabilities. 

Understanding these geographic nuances is essential for developing context-sensitive approaches. 

Coastal megacities require innovations that buffer against hydrometeorological events, while 

Global South cities need resource-efficient, inclusive, and scalable solutions. Ultimately, effective 

resilience-building hinges on the alignment of technical capacity, community engagement, and 

governance structures. 

This review seeks to address the aforementioned research gaps by systematically analyzing the key 

dimensions of infrastructure resilience in urban planning. The objective is to synthesize empirical 

findings and theoretical insights to construct a multidimensional understanding of disaster-

sensitive development. Emphasis will be placed on governance frameworks, technological 

innovations, social inclusion, and geographic particularities. 

The scope of this review spans both global case studies and localized urban experiences, with 

particular attention to coastal megacities and urban centers in the Global South. By incorporating 

diverse contexts, the study aims to distill common principles and adaptive strategies that can 

inform policymaking and academic discourse alike. 

 

METHOD 

This narrative review adopted a structured and methodologically sound approach to gather, assess, 

and synthesize scholarly literature pertaining to infrastructure resilience and disaster-sensitive 

urban planning. The methodology was divided into two main phases: the literature search strategy 

and the application of inclusion and exclusion criteria, which together ensured the 

comprehensiveness and relevance of the evidence base. 
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To identify peer-reviewed articles that focus on infrastructure resilience and disaster-sensitive 

planning, a strategic search was conducted using two prominent academic databases: Scopus and 

Google Scholar. These platforms were selected due to their extensive indexing of interdisciplinary 

studies and their robust filtering capabilities, which are particularly advantageous when dealing 

with cross-sectoral research topics such as urban resilience. The search process involved the 

deployment of specific keyword combinations informed by prior scoping reviews and expert 

consultations. 

Keywords used in the search included "Infrastructure Resilience," "Disaster Risk Reduction," 

"Urban Resilience," "Disaster-Sensitive Planning," "Climate Change Adaptation," and 

"Sustainable Urban Development." These terms were strategically combined using Boolean 

operators such as AND, OR, and NOT to tailor the search scope according to thematic relevance. 

For example, the Boolean string ("Infrastructure Resilience" AND "Disaster Risk Reduction") was 

used to focus the search on articles that addressed both the physical robustness of infrastructure 

and its integration with risk mitigation policies. Other queries such as ("Urban Resilience" OR 

"Disaster-Sensitive Planning") and ("Climate Change Adaptation" AND "Sustainable Urban 

Development") were used to broaden the literature pool while still retaining topic specificity. 

To enhance precision, quotation marks were placed around specific multi-word terms to ensure 

exact phrase matching in database queries. For example, the search term "urban planning for 

disaster resilience" was utilized to capture studies that explicitly addressed the role of urban design 

in mitigating disaster risk. In addition, filters were applied within the databases to narrow the search 

results based on specific parameters such as publication year, language, document type, and peer-

review status. Only articles published within the past ten years were considered, which aligns with 

the objective of capturing contemporary developments in the field and ensuring alignment with 

the rapidly evolving challenges posed by climate change and urban growth. 

Beyond keyword-based queries, a snowballing technique was also employed. This involved 

examining the reference lists of relevant articles to identify additional studies that may not have 

appeared in the initial search. Through this iterative process, the literature pool was expanded to 

include seminal and frequently cited works in the field of disaster-sensitive infrastructure planning. 

The selection of studies to be included in the review followed clearly defined inclusion and 

exclusion criteria. These criteria were carefully established to ensure that only high-quality, 

relevant, and contextually appropriate articles were analyzed. 

In terms of inclusion, the primary criterion was topical relevance. Only articles that directly 

addressed infrastructure resilience and disaster-sensitive urban planning were considered eligible. 

This included studies that focused on urban flood resilience, climate change adaptation in 

infrastructure design, socio-technical interdependencies, and resilience indicators. Studies that 

investigated the effectiveness of green infrastructure, such as retention ponds, permeable surfaces, 

or urban green spaces, were also included given their relevance to adaptive urban systems. 

Second, the type of study was a crucial inclusion factor. The review prioritized peer-reviewed 

journal articles, empirical research reports, and rigorous case studies. These types of publications 
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provide robust methodological foundations and often include detailed data analyses or theoretical 

frameworks applicable to urban planning. Grey literature and unpublished documents were 

excluded to maintain academic rigor and ensure the replicability of findings. 

Another inclusion criterion was publication date. Articles published within the last decade were 

prioritized to capture the most recent advancements and contextual developments in urban 

resilience, particularly in light of evolving climate risks. Exceptions were made for seminal works 

that have had significant influence on the field or introduced foundational concepts still relevant 

to current practices. 

In contrast, the exclusion criteria were designed to eliminate studies with limited applicability or 

methodological shortcomings. Articles that lacked a transparent methodological approach or failed 

to describe data collection and analysis procedures were excluded. This decision was based on 

recommendations from prior meta-reviews highlighting the importance of methodological 

transparency in ensuring the validity and reliability of evidence used in policy-relevant reviews. 

Language of publication was another criterion. Studies published in languages other than English 

were generally excluded unless they provided critical regional perspectives not available in English-

language literature. This step was taken to ensure consistency and accessibility for a global 

academic audience. 

Additionally, articles with a geographically narrow scope that lacked generalizability were excluded. 

For instance, case studies focusing on small towns with unique environmental or political 

conditions not representative of broader urban resilience challenges were not considered. This 

exclusion aimed to enhance the external validity of the review's conclusions and support their 

applicability to a wider range of urban contexts. 

After identifying and retrieving potentially relevant articles, a two-stage screening process was 

implemented. The first stage involved a title and abstract screening to determine preliminary 

relevance. Articles that passed this stage were then subjected to full-text review, during which a 

more thorough assessment of their content, methodology, and alignment with the research 

objectives was conducted. During the full-text review phase, each article was independently 

evaluated by at least two reviewers to minimize bias and ensure consistency in the inclusion 

decisions. 

To facilitate consistency in evaluation, a coding framework was developed based on key themes 

derived from the research questions. These themes included infrastructure typologies, governance 

structures, social inclusivity, geographic context, and innovation in design and technology. Articles 

were annotated and categorized accordingly to aid in the synthesis process. 

In total, the final dataset comprised articles spanning multiple disciplines, including urban studies, 

civil engineering, environmental planning, and disaster risk management. This interdisciplinary 

approach was essential given the complex, multi-dimensional nature of infrastructure resilience. It 

allowed for a comprehensive understanding of how technical, institutional, and social factors 

interact to shape disaster-sensitive urban development. 
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This methodology not only ensured the academic integrity of the review but also provided a 

replicable model for future reviews in similar domains. By rigorously defining the search strategy 

and selection criteria, the review effectively captured the depth and breadth of contemporary 

literature, enabling a robust analysis of the state of knowledge and critical gaps in the field of 

infrastructure resilience and disaster-sensitive planning. 

 

RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

The narrative review synthesizes findings from global literature on disaster-sensitive urban 

planning with a focus on infrastructure resilience. The results are organized into four thematic sub-

sections that explore policy frameworks, technological innovations, socio-economic factors, and 

global comparative perspectives. 

 

Policy Frameworks and Governance Structures 

Effective policy instruments are central to fostering disaster-resilient infrastructure in urban areas. 

Agustine et al. (2023) highlight the successful integration of Blue-Green Infrastructure (BGI) 

strategies into urban spatial planning, particularly for flood mitigation and climate adaptation. 

These approaches advocate the use of open green spaces, retention ponds, and permeable surfaces 

to manage stormwater sustainably. Similarly, Thiagarajan et al. (2018) present the Green Values 

Calculator, an analytical tool that demonstrates the long-term cost-effectiveness of green 

infrastructure over traditional stormwater systems. 

Across various national contexts, Sponge City initiatives have emerged as comprehensive 

frameworks promoting sustainable urban water management. These initiatives, as observed by Li 

and Zhang (2021), blend green and grey infrastructure to enhance urban flood resilience and 

contribute to improved public well-being. Legal mandates requiring the adoption of stricter 

construction standards have also shown positive outcomes. Sardi et al. (2019) emphasize the 

importance of multi-stakeholder engagement in policy development and implementation to ensure 

enforcement and alignment with community needs. 

Governance structures significantly influence the execution of resilience strategies. According to 

Yabe et al. (2020), decentralization allows for greater innovation tailored to local contexts, enabling 

more responsive urban planning. However, the absence of coordination between agencies often 

impedes strategy implementation. Sharifi and Yamagata (2014) argue for cross-sectoral governance 

models that facilitate collaboration between central and local governments. Collaborative projects 

that involve community actors and private stakeholders, as documented by Viavattene and Ellis 

(2013), tend to yield higher policy adoption and infrastructure outcomes. 

Data-driven decision-making also plays a critical role. Li and Zhang (2021) underline the value of 

resilience indicators derived from robust datasets in shaping urban development plans. Accurate 

hazard and risk information enables cities to identify vulnerable systems and prioritize 

interventions. 
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Technological and Engineering Innovations 

Advanced technologies are increasingly integrated into infrastructure resilience planning. GIS 

offers powerful spatial analysis and risk visualization tools, enhancing hazard mapping and 

stakeholder communication. Vanderhorst et al. (2024) and Viavattene and Ellis (2013) illustrate 

how GIS applications in flood risk management have improved city-level preparedness and 

coordination. 

The Internet of Things (IoT) facilitates real-time environmental monitoring, allowing 

infrastructure systems to respond dynamically to emerging threats. Rezvani et al. (2024) report that 

IoT sensors deployed across urban areas help detect early warning signals, improving response 

times and reducing infrastructure strain. 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is another key enabler. Xu et al. (2021, 2022) demonstrate how AI-based 

big data analytics support predictive modeling for disaster risk assessment. AI applications are 

particularly relevant in transport and energy infrastructure, ensuring continuity of essential services 

during emergencies. Together, GIS, IoT, and AI provide adaptive capabilities that are crucial in 

complex urban systems. 

Hybrid infrastructure systems, combining green and grey elements, have demonstrated 

considerable potential in mitigating urban disasters. Cavallaro et al. (2014) provide empirical 

evidence that integrating green spaces with conventional infrastructure enhances flood resilience 

while delivering co-benefits such as biodiversity conservation and recreational amenities. In 

Zhongshan, BGI integration not only curbed flood risks but also revitalized public spaces, 

according to Agustine et al. (2023). 

Lu and Sun (2021) underscore the role of green infrastructure in climate-responsive urban design, 

reinforcing the need for holistic planning. These findings collectively suggest that hybrid 

infrastructure represents a robust and flexible solution to the evolving challenges of disaster-

sensitive development. 

 

Socio-Economic and Community Factors 

Community resilience is heavily influenced by socio-economic conditions. Yabe et al. (2020) find 

that communities with higher education levels tend to be better equipped to understand and act 

on disaster risk information. Education enhances individual and collective capacity to engage in 

mitigation and recovery efforts. Income levels also determine the extent to which communities 

can invest in risk-reducing infrastructure. 

Social cohesion and participatory governance are other critical factors. Fuady et al. (2025) report 

that strong social networks facilitate collective action in both disaster response and infrastructure 

development. Communities that are involved in planning processes can articulate specific 

vulnerabilities and inform adaptive solutions. 

Access to essential services such as healthcare and education further contributes to adaptive 

capacity. Lu and Sun (2021) note that well-resourced communities exhibit faster recovery times 
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due to institutional support systems. Infrastructure investments in such settings are more likely to 

be aligned with broader development goals. 

Public awareness campaigns and educational interventions are vital in promoting disaster 

preparedness. Adewunmi et al. (2023) show that resilience-oriented education increases public 

understanding of risk and fosters a culture of collaboration. Xu et al. (2021) emphasize the 

importance of participatory policy design, where government-community partnerships lead to 

more inclusive and actionable strategies. 

Trust in public institutions also correlates with disaster readiness. Shah and Tirumala (2022) 

highlight that transparency and effective communication enhance public confidence in resilience 

measures. Community engagement not only builds institutional legitimacy but also strengthens 

collective efficacy in disaster risk management. 

 

Global Comparative Perspectives 

Different countries adopt diverse approaches to disaster-sensitive urban infrastructure planning. 

In high-income nations such as Japan, technology-driven resilience planning is prominent. Lee and 

Hong (2024) describe how Toyama City leverages predictive analytics and smart infrastructure to 

anticipate and mitigate disaster impacts. These strategies rely heavily on advanced monitoring 

systems and automated decision-making tools. 

In contrast, lower- and middle-income countries focus more on inclusive governance and capacity 

building. Indonesia exemplifies this shift, where participatory planning is used to address socio-

economic vulnerabilities. Fuady et al. (2025) document how local engagement in ASEAN cities 

strengthens resilience outcomes by aligning interventions with community realities. 

Global best practices offer critical insights for developing effective infrastructure strategies. 

Bangladesh employs nature-based solutions to mitigate climate-induced disasters. Smith et al. 

(2021) show that mangrove restoration and wetland preservation significantly reduce coastal flood 

risks while enhancing livelihoods. 

Multi-stakeholder involvement is another hallmark of successful models. In Indonesia, spatial 

planning that integrates community feedback has led to more relevant and sustainable 

infrastructure projects. Fuady et al. (2025) argue that co-production of urban plans fosters 

ownership and accountability. 

Countries that institutionalize continuous learning from past failures and incorporate local 

knowledge into infrastructure planning tend to be more adaptive. Shaker et al. (2019) emphasize 

that flexible governance systems and context-sensitive approaches yield better resilience 

performance. These lessons are valuable for other cities aiming to improve their disaster 

preparedness and infrastructure adaptability. 

In sum, the reviewed literature reveals that infrastructure resilience in disaster-sensitive urban 

planning is shaped by an interplay of policy, technology, community dynamics, and global learning. 

Each thematic dimension provides critical pathways for enhancing urban resilience and guiding 

future research and policymaking. 
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The findings of this narrative review are largely consistent with extant literature on infrastructure 

resilience and disaster-sensitive urban planning. As highlighted by Yabe et al. (2020), social and 

economic diversity plays a pivotal role in shaping infrastructure resilience. This is aligned with our 

synthesis that emphasizes the importance of integrating socio-economic considerations into 

disaster planning strategies. Xu et al. (2021) further underscore the value of community-based and 

participatory approaches, which are confirmed by our results indicating that stakeholder 

engagement significantly enhances resilience by bridging institutional gaps and local knowledge. 

The prominence of green and hybrid infrastructure in resilience strategies also resonates with 

established studies. Agustine et al. (2023) documented the effectiveness of blue-green 

infrastructure in flood mitigation and climate adaptation. Similarly, our review highlights that 

hybrid systems—those combining green and grey infrastructure—can provide robust and flexible 

solutions to complex urban challenges. Cavallaro et al. (2014) emphasized how blending ecological 

and engineered systems yields synergistic benefits, including enhanced urban livability and 

environmental sustainability. 

Technological innovation also appears as a critical theme in both our findings and the broader 

body of literature. The adoption of Geographic Information Systems (GIS), Artificial Intelligence 

(AI), and the Internet of Things (IoT) has been widely discussed as transformative tools in 

resilience planning. Sharifi and Yamagata (2014) illustrated how such technologies aid in data-

driven decision-making and rapid risk assessment. Our synthesis supports this by showcasing how 

GIS facilitates spatial risk analysis, IoT provides real-time environmental data, and AI supports 

predictive modeling for disaster preparedness. 

In terms of governance and policy instruments, Vanderhorst et al. (2024) advocate for inclusive 

and data-informed policymaking to enhance infrastructure planning. Our review reiterates that 

adaptive policy frameworks—especially those responsive to local risk profiles and community 

needs—are fundamental for sustaining urban resilience. This holistic perspective, which interlinks 

social, technological, and ecological systems, underscores the multidimensional nature of resilient 

infrastructure planning. 

Despite this convergence, several systemic barriers persist that hinder effective implementation. 

One of the most entrenched challenges is the lack of cross-sectoral collaboration. Fuady et al. 

(2025) argue that limited synergy among government agencies, civil society, and private sectors 

constrains innovation and impedes the operationalization of integrated disaster strategies. This 

fragmentation leads to disjointed policy efforts, reducing their efficacy. 

Economic constraints remain a significant bottleneck, particularly in low-resource settings. García 

and Ituarte (2022) reported funding limitations in implementing green infrastructure in Seville, a 

barrier that reflects a global trend. Budgetary limitations often result in short-term planning 

horizons, where investments in long-lasting, resilient systems are deferred in favor of immediate 

economic gains. This myopia not only delays resilience-building but also exacerbates vulnerability. 

Trust deficits surrounding novel infrastructure solutions also impede progress. Uncertainty over 

the long-term performance of green infrastructure and perceived risks to land value often fuel 

public resistance (García & Ituarte, 2022). These perceptions call for more transparent 
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communication, empirical validation, and inclusive deliberation to bolster confidence in non-

traditional interventions. 

Socioeconomic vulnerability further complicates policy uptake and infrastructure development. As 

noted by Lu and Sun (2021), economically disadvantaged communities often lack the capacity to 

engage in resilience planning or to maintain robust infrastructure. This underscores the need for 

equity-oriented strategies that align infrastructure investment with social welfare goals. 

Bureaucratic inertia and policy uncertainty are additional hurdles. Agustine et al. (2023) highlighted 

how administrative complexity and indecision can stall critical infrastructure projects. The 

prevalence of rigid institutional frameworks often renders urban planning static and unresponsive 

to emerging risks, thereby diminishing its adaptive capacity. 

Equally critical is the gap in public education and awareness. Xu et al. (2021) emphasized that 

poorly informed communities are less likely to support or benefit from resilience strategies. 

Inadequate understanding of disaster risks can lead to non-compliance with safety guidelines and 

underutilization of protective infrastructure. This points to the necessity of embedding educational 

programs into resilience frameworks. 

To address these challenges, a set of multidisciplinary strategies and policy recommendations is 

essential. Collaborative approaches that bridge disciplinary silos offer promising pathways. 

Hooimeijer et al. (2022) advocated for integrative frameworks where architects, engineers, 

ecologists, and social scientists co-develop solutions, ensuring that diverse perspectives inform 

resilient infrastructure planning. 

Incorporating green innovation and advanced technologies is equally vital. García and Ituarte 

(2022) stressed the importance of Nature-Based Solutions (NbS) as cost-effective, multifunctional 

strategies that not only reduce disaster risks but also enhance biodiversity and human well-being. 

Our synthesis suggests that embedding these innovations into formal planning mechanisms can 

enhance both system performance and public trust. 

Public participation and education remain cornerstones of successful resilience planning. Fuady et 

al. (2025) posited that community involvement fosters a sense of ownership and aligns 

infrastructure projects with actual needs. Training programs, participatory mapping, and co-design 

workshops can foster deeper community engagement, leading to more tailored and sustainable 

outcomes. 

Policy responsiveness and adaptability also require urgent attention. Yabe et al. (2020) advocated 

for agile governance structures that can adjust to dynamic risk landscapes. Adaptive governance 

implies continuous monitoring, feedback integration, and iterative policy design—mechanisms 

that are crucial in an era of climate uncertainty and rapid urbanization. 

Sustainable financing mechanisms must also be prioritized. Fuady et al. (2025) observed that long-

term investment strategies are essential for enduring resilience. Blended finance models that 

combine public funds, private capital, and international aid can mobilize resources while sharing 

risks across sectors. 

Finally, aligning local practices with global frameworks like the Sendai Framework for Disaster 

Risk Reduction can harmonize efforts and leverage international support. García and Ituarte 
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(2022) noted that adherence to global standards can enhance accountability and facilitate 

knowledge transfer across contexts. 

This review, while comprehensive, acknowledges several limitations. The synthesis is bounded by 

the scope and language of the included studies, potentially excluding relevant research from non-

English or region-specific sources. Furthermore, variability in methodological quality among the 

reviewed articles may affect the generalizability of the findings. Future research should prioritize 

meta-analyses, longitudinal studies, and mixed-method designs to build a more robust evidence 

base for policy and practice in infrastructure resilience. 

 

CONCLUSION  

This narrative review has explored the multifaceted dimensions of infrastructure resilience within 

the context of disaster-sensitive urban planning. The findings affirm that inclusive strategies—

incorporating community engagement, green-gray hybrid infrastructure, and digital technology—

are essential to enhancing adaptive capacities. The results align with a growing body of literature 

that emphasizes socio-economic diversity, participatory planning, and the integration of nature-

based and technological solutions as critical pillars of disaster resilience. 

Despite these advancements, systemic barriers such as bureaucratic inertia, limited inter-sectoral 

coordination, financial constraints, and lack of public awareness continue to impede policy 

implementation. The discussion section has revealed the importance of a multi-stakeholder, 

interdisciplinary framework to navigate these challenges, along with responsive governance models 

and adaptive funding mechanisms. It is essential to embed disaster risk considerations into all 

levels of urban policy to ensure equitable and sustainable resilience outcomes. 

To address the gaps in knowledge and policy execution, future research should focus on 

comparative case studies across different geographic and socio-political contexts, particularly in 

the Global South. Greater emphasis should be placed on empirical evaluations of hybrid 

infrastructure effectiveness, public perception toward new resilience technologies, and the role of 

adaptive governance in complex urban systems. Ultimately, the long-term sustainability of urban 

infrastructure depends on integrative strategies that balance environmental, technical, and social 

dimensions.  
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