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The Value of Inclusion of the Peri-urban Interface on the Quality of life for the Urban Population 

Leslie Jane Palacios 

ABSTRACT 

This paper examines peri-urban space existing separate from the urban fabric and often in 

between urban and rural landscapes. This is a largely neglected area and often considered by 

each side as belonging to the other. Contemporary studies identify two sides associated with the 

rural-urban fringe: the expanding built settlements and ebbing countryside, ignoring significance 

and the circumstance of the spaces.  The peri-urban fringe is a planning opportunity, which 

provides services beyond simple human habitat or wasteland of undesirable function. The intent 

of this study is to present the peri-urban interface as an intricate element of the urban 

infrastructure.  

This paper examines a series of case studies, which display peri-urban land-use planning 

and design through established areas, boundaries, and buffers. Spanning North America, Western 

Europe and Australia, each area is examined to determine scope, program, and ecological and 

social impacts.  The data informs positive and negative impacts within the peri-urban area. 

The peri-urban fringe spaces take on many forms and functions. Successful sites enrich 

the associated urban communities, whereas unsuccessful sites, which often exist in conflict with 

abutting environments, reduce quality of life and essential ecological processes.  The peri-urban 

interface varies with many scales and circumstances, which affect quality of life for the urban 

population. Planning in the PUI is essential in promoting healthy populations and ecologies.  

Scale, program and accessibility determine the degree of effectiveness of a peri-urban interface.. 

Through this study, the significant value of the peri-urban interface as an opportunity and asset 

for the urban landscape is identified.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The peri-urban interface (PUI), lying at the edge of the rural and urban environments, 

largely exists on the threshold of change: to be developed or to be utilized for the natural 

properties that contribute to quality of life.   

Peri-urban can be simply described by its inherent root meaning.  Peri, from the Greek, is 

a prefix referring to around or about but also enclosing and beyond.  Urban is in the context of 

city or built environment.  When paired, peri-urban refers to what is around or beyond the built 

city.    

Although the definition is simple, for this research a complex set of circumstances, which 

include not only the physical space but also the condition, the sense of place, the position and the 

cultural identity about and beyond the edge of the city.  It fundamentally lies in beyond a 

distinctly different set of circumstances or possibly between two or more, similar or diverse, sets 

of circumstances.  The peri-urban is not independent and cannot exist with out an urban 

counterpart. 

FIGURE 1 - Origin 
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The peri-urban, essentially exits as a product of the urban overlapping with the rural or as 

a space between or around urban separating from the outlying areas (FIGURE 1). 

The problem of town consuming the surrounding countryside is as old as time.  The space 

around the built environs has been seen as a valued area for at least 2,500 years.  In the book of 

Numbers 35:2, it is set forth: 

"Command the Children of Israel that they shall give to the Levites, from the heritage of 

their possession, cities for dwelling; and open space all around the cities shall you give 

to the Levites. The cities shall be theirs for dwelling, and their open space shall be for 

their animals, for their possessions, and for all the amenities of life" 

As early as the last century, Frederick Law Olmstead saw the value of peri-urban space to 

urban health and welfare.  His design for Central Park was based on providing a place with fresh, 

clean air for physical health and natural scenery to revitalize the mind and spark the imagination. 

He desired the park to be a workingman's affordable and accessible countryside in the City.  He 

defended the influence of Central Park, seven years after its completion, through the present and 

future value to the benefit of the social capital, hygiene and economy.  

And in present day, a few municipalities are beginning to understand the value of the 

peri-urban interface to the quality of life of the urban citizens.  These cities and regions are 

planning with open space regulations and controlled development, in order to provide "for all the 

amenities of life".   

The area becomes pressured to evolve as an extension of the built urban fabric or open as 

an opportunity to serve the urban populace.  Contemporary studies identify two states associated 

with the landscape where urban meets rural: the expanding built settlements and the ebbing 
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countryside (Adell; Centner; Errington; Marshal et al.; McDermott; Qviström and Saltman; 

Willis and Whitby). There is, however, a third landscape, the peri-urban fringe (PUF), existing 

between the urban and rural fabrics, which is largely neglected and often considered by each side 

as belonging to the other (Gallent, Bianconi and Andersson; Houston; Pryor "Defining the Rural 

Urban Fringe"; Sharp and Clark). This is a dynamic area, which can provide vital functions and 

elements to support the health of the city dwellers (Adell 22-24), as well as services beyond 

simple human habitat, which support and enrich the ecological function to provide a more viable 

place. 

The peri-urban fringe represent a moment in space and time that can inform the abutting 

landscapes when the planning and programming is right (Qviström and Saltman 34). This fringe 

is in danger of being eliminated by unchecked suburban sprawl, eventually enjoining city-to-city, 

fracturing green and natural spaces into minute areas that fail to support the human element, if 

intervention is not forthcoming (Gallent, Bianconi and Andersson 459-61).  This study assesses a 

variety of formally designed and preserved natural areas, in North America, Europe and 

Australia, that address human needs in the built urban area. Results of this study indicate that 

preserving or creating peri-urban landscapes in order to provide essential services to the city 

populace suggest a value of incorporating green boundaries of natural or open lands to serve 

dense city environments.  

1.1 Significance of this Study 

The significance of this study is to investigate the value of the peri-urban interface as an 

asset to the health and quality of life of the urban population.  The peri-urban interface has been 

a part of the landscape for over 5,000 years with settlements swelling outward with city functions 
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absorbing the rural lands at ever expanding rates (Thomas 131).  As landscape architects, the 

opportunity lies with us to encourage programs and connections through design of peri-urban 

landscapes and the connections to the urban fabric. Peri-urban areas with defined forms are 

dynamic area providing vital natural functions and elements to support the health of the city 

dwellers (Adell 22-24), as well as provide services beyond simple human habitat supporting and 

enriching the ecological function to provide a more viable place.  Healthy places spur healthy 

and happy populations. Much of the previous research into the peri-urban interface has dealt with 

planning for suburban expansion and satellite settlement development.  This qualitative study 

focuses on proximity, form, and function of the interface to enhance the quality of life in the city 

and suburbs. Addressing the peri-urban fringe will expose opportunities available to urban 

inhabitants through planning and focus on benefits to the human element available in this fringe 

area.  

The peri-urban area represents the often-ignored space between the rural and urban 

dynamic. This forgotten landscape is brought to the forefront as an asset to be considered as an 

important and valuable part of a healthy urban rural dynamic through this study.  The peri-urban 

needs to be included in any design and planning objectives at the urban edge.  

1.2 Questions, Objectives and Hypothesis 

The purpose of this study is to provide a framework for developing peri-urban interfaces 

for growing municipalities based on current interfaces and the quality of their form and 

amenities. A discussion of contemporary peri-urban interfaces is provided for guidance and 

inspiration.  The key research questions of this thesis are: 1) can the peri-urban fringe, as a 

phenomenon on the verge of change, stand resolute in the face of ever increasing development 
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pressures to become an enlightened, healthy asset for the urban people?  And 2) what are the 

qualities of the peri-urban interface which best serve the urban population?  

These issues were evaluated by focusing on the following research objectives: 

• Synthesize the literature on peri-urban interface forms and functions to develop an 

understanding of assets available.  

• Assess the various assets for quality, influence and contribution and develop a 

rating system for the various assets to determine the value to the urban populace.  

• Use the guidelines to assess the case study sites and determined practices in 

existing peri-urban interfaces, which best serve the urban citizens.  

The following idea was examined during this course of the study:  Urban areas with stable or 

growing peri-urban interfaces have healthier populations than urban environments with poorly 

maintained or shrinking interface.  

1.3 Scope and Limitations 

 This study assesses the influence of designed and programmed peri-urban interfaces on 

the urban populace it serves through a comparison of twenty urban attached peri-urban areas.  

 The research focuses on the effects of the form and function of programs in the peri-

urban interface, which directly relate to the quality of life of urban inhabitants.  Issues of 

suburban design and the compact city ideas of new urbanism are not considered as elements of 

this study. A subjective rating system was applied to five categories for each case study related 

to the quality and strength of the peri-urban interface as it related to the urban environment. No 

attempt was made to prove the scientific validity of the factors, but the qualities are supported in 
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the literature review. Emphasis was placed on resources and services provided through design 

and programming in the interface.  

No interviews or surveys were conducted for this study. Evaluations of the case studies 

were limited to annual reports, government documents, historical record, critical articles, public 

records and limited personal observations. Sites were limited to the United States, Canada, 

Australia, United Kingdom, and Central Europe totaling 20 places. The spaces were comprised 

of seven municipal (city and county wide) areas, nine conurbation or metropolitan (single or 

multiple cities with over one million in population) areas, and four regional (province/state, 

country or multiple country) areas. 
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2 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

2.1 The Peri-Urban Interface in the Landscape 

2.1.1 Area 

The space lying between urban and rural environs is described alternately and in consort 

with varying terms and definitions.  This areas is referred to by many terms, but is commonly 

known as the peri-urban interface (PUI) or peri-urban fringe (Adell; Errington; Gallent, Bianconi 

and Andersson; Houston; Marshal et al.; McEldowney; Pryor "Defining the Rural Urban 

Fringe"; Qviström; Thomas; Valentine). Some scholars vie for other terms to describe this place 

of ebbing rural and encroaching urban: the edge (Garreau 7), urban-rural fringe (Gallent, 

Bianconi and Andersson 449), or the urban hinterland (Pryor "Delineating Outer Suburbs and the 

Urban Fringe" 35-36) but the spatial, temporal and cultural dynamics all lie within the same 

realm. For the purposes of this paper we will adopt the term peri-urban interface (PUI) or 

interface to describe this disputed, left over, coveted, temporary and dynamic place between the 

built, the productive, and the natural lands.  

The definitions start out simply, describing the land's relative proximal relationship to the 

urban: "between town and country" (Gallent, Bianconi and Andersson 457),  "10 to 40 miles 

(and sometimes further) outside of major metropolitan centres" (Daniels and Lapping paragraph 

3),  "refers to the urban fringe and the geographic edge of cities as a place" (Marshal et al 3).   

There are also scholars who refer to the PUI as an active space, a place of spatial and 

temporal dynamics. Here the "landscape is a phenomenon… varying from city to city and from 

one time to another" (Pryor 204). PURPLE (Peri Urban Regional Platforms Europe) describes 

the PUI as a fusion of urban and rural inclinations ("Purple's Response to the Green Paper on 
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Territorial Cohesion" 2-3). This is land that is in a transitional phase from one state to another 

with complicated edges and existences (Qvistöm 270). In the PUI there is a fast paced evolution 

from rural to something not quite urban (Adell 3).  Simon agrees with the transitional nature of 

this land existing between undeniably urban and unquestionably rural areas.  He believes the 

peri-urban is a process rather than a place (167).   

Qviström further notes that the peri-urban fringe is not a "place" per say, but a "phase" 

where the rural character may disappear after a period. It is a "graveyard for the countryside and 

a cradle for the city" (269-270). Allen defines the PUI through the state of the heterogeneous 

inhabitants that are constantly evolving with "different spatial and physical remits" (138). Even 

Marshall et al sees that the peri-urban interface lies in a place that is both threatened by 

encroachment and concurrently sustained by economic trends (4). Peri-urban interfaces "are 

rarely uniform girdles enveloping a settlement: segments of an individual fringe may well vary in 

thickness, density, content and form." (Gallent et al 237-238) 

To imply that the peri-urban interface simply represents a gradual transition from solely 

urban to rural uses negates the unique character of the PUI (Gallent and Shaw 620).  The peri-

urban fringe is not a "discrete area but rather a diffused territory identified by a combination of 

features and phenomena generated largely by activities within the urban zone proper" (Adell 6).   

Although the definitions vary to a degree it is clear that this is a distinct, dynamic 

landscape that is neither urban nor rural, but rather a confluence of both.  The peri-urban 

interface is important in terms of temporal and physical location and by the very nature of the 

activities within. 
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2.1.2 Form 

 The scope and form of the peri-urban interface varies from place to place and evolves 

over time.  As a physical form the interface exists as belt (circular or linear), center, wedge, 

divisional line with or without acreage, or an area or set of areas with no defined form.  Each 

form interacts differently with the urban center it serves and exists as an outside zone or an 

inside zone (Kühn 25). These forms have developed from natural forms existing beyond current 

or future perceived city boundaries or contrived spaces (Adell 19-20).   

The belt forms a swath around a metropolitan or multiple metropolitan settlements. The 

belt is usually natural land with non-urban functions. The belt forms either a ring of continuous 

landscape or it is a "swath of land stretching from one natural boundary to another" such as 

coastline or mountain range (Carter-Whitney 9). Ring belts can vary in width but are commonly 

continuous with no identifiable beginning or end. These rings and swaths are referred to as green 

belts or greenbelts.  

The central peri-urban landscape is a space surrounded by the urban fabric. This central 

place can be bordered by "one or many cities, which, generally, have morphed into an indistinct 

single" urban landscape.  This is referred to as a heart or green heart (Kühn 23-24). 

The wedge form is often called a wedge and is similar to the belt, as it usually surrounds 

or girdles a municipal area, but it also projects into the urban fabric.  There are instances where 

greenways connecting city to natural areas in the greenbelt are considered wedges, but in general 

they were later additions and not a part of the original peri-urban form (Adell 12). 

The divisional line is delineation between two distinct spatial configurations, usually built 

environment and natural/rural lands.  The divisional line is usually referred to as an urban growth 
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boundary or urban service boundary.  Here there is a definitive geographical mapped border 

dividing the two areas of different land use purposes.  These areas are usually restricted to a 

single municipality or politically controlled area (Adell 11). This area has no actual landmass or 

measureable area (Bengston, Fletcher and Nelson 280). The peri-urban interface here is the line 

and has no actual girth or area.  The line can also delineate a limit for development and can move 

overtime increasing the developable land or increasing the protected land. These programs are 

generally government run and regulated with varying degrees of citizen support.  This is an 

immediate transition condition (Adell 11-12).  

Finally, there are areas without definable form.  Here the peri-urban landmass cannot be 

categorized as belt, heart or wedge but does have measureable area.  These exist as single or 

multiple areas considered as one entity.  There are instances where no defined form areas 

eventually connect forming, usually, a true greenbelt.  Although the form is not strictly 

prescribed to the area(s), it is often referred to as a greenbelt (Qviström and Saltman 27). 

The peri-urban interface varies in form and scope without regard to the urban area, which 

it serves.  There are instances of form affected or dictated by natural features or legal boundary 

(Krugman 132).  The form of the peri-urban interface is neither static nor absolute in definition, 

as each incident will be affected by its very location and purpose. 

2.1.3 Function 

  There are a variety of intended and unintended functions associated with the peri-urban 

interface.  These conditions are related to the location and relative age of the interface as well as 

degree of community involvement and what protective mechanisms are in place (Gallent, 

Bianconi and Andersson 451).   Form and scope can also have an effect on the functionality of 



	   11	  

the interface land. The peri-urban interface can be land reclaimed from a current land use, 

preserved in a current state, or a combination of circumstances that function accordingly or adopt 

a new function with the changing conditions (Gallent and Shaw 621-23).  

A belt separates land uses often with vestiges of both within the area. Greenbelts are 

primarily buffer and separate (Brennan 11), but also act as areas of countryside, connective 

corridors, and development. They may also contain areas for recreation and urban support 

functions (Walmsley 99). Ring shape belts are usually quite large and are government regulated 

with some degree local level non-government support (Qviström and Saltzman 24). 

A linear belt form is a band of land with a specific program.  The band acts as a protected 

swath of land but does not act as a delineation of surrounding spaces. The linear belt can very in 

width and can span many municipalities. There are independent programs in need of regional 

government intervention and support (Kühn 24).  

The line can delineate a limit for development and can move overtime increasing the 

developable land or increasing the protected land. These programs are generally government run 

and regulated with varying degrees of citizen support.  This is an immediate transition condition 

(Gallent, Bianconi and Andersson 430) .  

The central peri-urban interface is an isolated area with programs supporting agriculture, 

open space and/or environmental preservation programs.  This is a space that with a designation 

which prohibits development but encourages agriculture and natural spaces.  The area acts as a 

heart of the city or cities its serves. These spaces are usually quite large and are a mix of 

reclaimed and undeveloped land (Kuhn 29). 
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Wedges are areas are a mix of rural and natural lands, referred to often as wedges or 

green wedges, acts as a 'strategic gap' (Brennan 13), which pervade from rural or hinter lands to 

deep within the urban built fabric.  These PUI areas encourage connections between the urban 

and the rural while providing lands for recreation and maintaining ecological corridors and 

landscape values (Girling and Kellett 111-12).  This dynamic brings rural into closer proximity 

to the dense urban fabric environment than other peri-urban interfaces(Carter-Whitney 64-65).   

The areas without defined form rely heavily on acquisition opportunities.  These take the 

guise of several spaces, which are not interlinked, but serve to protect land from development, 

preserve natural and environmentally or culturally sensitive land and/or agricultural operations.  

These programs are generally community driven with little government support or intervention 

(Houston 215). The undefined area can eventually become one connected space but instances are 

rare. 

The function of the PUI is related to the form in many instances but does not rely on form 

to define the program and properties.  Multiple factors, including land form, political boundaries 

and the availability of land can influence form.  

2.2 Issues in the Peri Urban Interface 

2.2.1 Challenges to the Spatial Condition 

The peri-urban interface is a land of mixed uses, lacking a consistent pattern.  

Agricultural and suburban land uses with lax zoning regulations and uneven or incomplete 

infrastructure pepper the area with urban entities dominating the metropolitan edge (Sharp and 

Clark 62-63). The area is home to not only unassigned open spaces that buffer the agricultural 

operation from the suburban concerns, but also have been assigned as leftover space for less 
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desirable urban support function, illegal land use and at times a tenuous curtain of delineation 

(Gallent and Shaw 618).   Like the walled cities of ancient times the peri-urban interface acted to 

contain the city and did to a point.  Leapfrog development hopped over the interface and into the 

hinterlands creating new suburbs further from the "city work opportunities, social stimulation 

and cultural diversions" (Walmsley 90-91).  

There is an argument to maintain a natural environment related to the PUI to function as 

an ecological buffer and create a distinct edge for urban/suburban development.  This natural 

landscape would additionally provide required recreation and leisure space for urban dwellers. 

(Errington 368).  Preservation of natural space is important to the ecological processes but in 

some areas, particularly the United Kingdom, the greenbelts designating the interface were 

largely "seeking to contain but not seeking to improve or manage" (Gallent, Bianconi and 

Andersson 421). There are specific purposes to many of the function in the PUI.  Different areas 

intend the peri-urban fringe to serve a particular function (supporting urban operations, proximal 

to agriculture and/or natural environments, ecological and cultural heritage preservation) based 

on the metropolis they serve and how the governing body determines (Centner 32).  

The peri-urban interface is constantly under threat from land speculation and 

development (McEldowney 7-9).  Urban encroachment looms over the PUI acting to influence 

government policy or override zoning codes (PURPLE-Peri-Urban Rural Platform Europe).  A 

lack of planning and understanding of the resources in the interface could trivialize the value and 

lead authorities to open the land to unchecked urbanization (Thapa and Murayama). Sharp and 

Clark punctuate the issue with the phrase "urban invasion" (62) which speaks to one of the more 

active dynamics of the interface.  
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The most formidable threats to the PUI involves unchecked urban sprawl overrunning the 

borders with arbitrary development without regard for inhabitants and environments, current or 

future (Allen; Daniels and Lapping; Errington; Gallent, Bianconi and Andersson; Garreau; 

Gordon; Herlin; McEldowney; Pryor "Delineating Outer Suburbs and the Urban Fringe"; 

Qviström and Saltman; Sharp and Clark; Stone). 

No peri-urban interface exists without threats. Land is a tradable and valuable commodity 

that sparks much debate on use and possession.  The most likely threat to any peri-urban 

interface will always be development and sprawl. 

2.2.2 Unintended Land Uses and Consequences 

At the fringe there is an expectation that operations vital to the urban processes will be 

located in the PUI and creates a place that is less unique landscape and more generic urban 

complex (Gallent, Bianconi and Andersson). This is a place of mega malls, beltways, abattoirs, 

waste processing and power plants (Gallent and Shaw). Each PUI is distinctive and contains 

operations that are relegated to the area, seen as undesirable and out of place in the urban 

context. The Peri-urban interface provides an ideal proximal for supporting urban functions.   

Many PUIs become home to unwanted urban uses; airports, beltways, mega-malls, water 

processing and recycling centers (Herlin 403).  Proximity to the urban populations and available 

large tracts of land encourage support facilities and large-scale development, particularly where 

regulation concerning land use is minimal (Sullivan, Anderson and Lovell 306).  Gallent, 

Bainconi and Andersson also note that certain agriculture operations are less than pristine 

displaying a "scruffy and degraded" appearance due to lack of regulation and a positive income 

(460). 
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Conflict also arises between new suburban residential inhabitants and active farming 

operations in the PUI.  The urbanites seek pastoral, serene landscapes in close contact with 

nature and are often confronted with sights, smells and noise associated with rural processes 

(Sullivan, Olin and Anderson 300).  

The peri-urban interface is challenged by its identity as being both urban and rural.  The 

land use occurring in each has consequences to inhabitants and habitat. 

2.2.3 Effect on Human Health 

Urban growth, by altering cities and the surrounding countryside, presents numerous 

challenges for the maintenance of urban green space, and consequently for human health and 

wellbeing (Tzoulas 169). As sprawl brings suburban settlements closer to the peri-urban edge 

there is an increase in pressure on the natural environments, which ironically drew inhabitants to 

settle at the edge in the first place (Krugman 135-36).  

Suburban sprawl has long been associated with obesity, increased rates of heart disease 

and diabetes related to a sedentary lifestyle. The availability of quick caloric food, preference for 

automobile travel, lack of pedestrian amenities and inaccessible destinations are hypothesized as 

factors relating to a sedentary lifestyle and increased risk factors resulting from obesity (Lopez 

1574-1575). Urban growth, by altering cities and the surrounding countryside, presents 

numerous challenges for the maintenance of urban green space, and consequently also for human 

health and wellbeing (Tzoulas 169).   

Proximity is considered another environmental factor, which has an impact on health 

based on perceived accessibility and convenience thus the tendency to engage. A distance of 300 

to 400 yards is seen as a typical threshold value after which the use frequency starts to decline 
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(McDermott 45).  Natural England proposes a wider set of guidelines for quotas of accessible 

natural green spaces As a rough guideline, the National Recreation and Park Association 

recommends a ratio of 10 acres per thousand urban residents of "close to home" park space and a 

ratio of 15.2 acres per thousand for "Regional Space”. Natural England Accessible Natural Green 

Space Standard (ANGSt) recommends the following quota of accessible natural space: 

• 5 acres within 325 yards 

• 125 acres within 1.25 miles 

• 250 acres within 3 miles 

• 1,250 acres within 6.25 miles 

Natural England continues with a recommendation for 2.5 acres of local nature reserve (LNR) 

per 1000 people as well as 1.2 acres per person for food production ("Natural England").   

 The acceptable and recommended distances do vary and are not specific to peri-urban but 

there is a proximal factor and the easier the area is to access the more it will be utilized. 

Although a third of the United States' most fertile agricultural land is adjacent to and 

located in the peri-urban interface, local agricultural land in and at the edge of the PUI decreases 

each year as more family farms are sold or abandoned for more lucrative endeavors (Beil et al 

13).  These disappearing agricultural amenities have increased "dependence on long distance 

food" by more than 50% in the last 50 years thus increasing cost, transportation related pollution 

and environmental degradation (Beil et al 14).  
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Urban sprawl not only affects the human residents of the fringe but also reduces habitat 

that performs functions vital to the bionomics of the peri-urban interface and the associated 

urban and rural landscapes (Allen 138; Marshal et al. 16-17). "The danger in the fringe is that 

population growth will exceed environmental carrying capacity and render many communities 

unsustainable" (Daniels and Lapping 126).  There is a misunderstanding of the ecological 

functions provided by the peri-urban interface.  Poor land management and planning in certain 

PUIs has led to decrease in air and water quality along with management and protection of 

natural resources (Bunker 79-80). There are also concerns that increased access to the peri-urban 

interface for recreation will not only impact farm activities but will also be detrimental to 

wildlife habitat and ecosystems (Sullivan, Anderson and Lovell 230-131). Thus, as the peri-

urban interface is challenged to become a backyard to the urban fabric, it often lacks the program 

and support to effectively benefit the inhabitants who interact with it. 

2.3 Value of the Peri-urban Landscape 

The PUI is valuable as laboratory, larder, filter, muse, playground, therapist and trust. 

Here the value can be as obvious as assets to land owners and speculators but more importantly 

related to the health of the man and his environment as well as the human experience and quality 

of life issues. The peri-urban interface "already contains a range of assets – green spaces, centres 

of enterprise and areas of social or cultural value." (Spedding 27).  It is clear that value of the 

rural urban fringe can be easily defined in areas where the urban area has high density but there 

is a threat to practical ecological benefits from urbanization (Centner 30).  Peri-urban interfaces 

offer a particular value to human settlements, adjacent to or within the spatial realm of its 

influence, through economics, ecological function, affects on physical and psychological health 

as well as creating a strong tie to place.    
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2.3.1 Economic Value 

Strong viable farm operations not only provide valuable food and material assets to the 

local community generating income but also as a an employer of farm labor which is not easily 

replaced when a farm ceases operation (Errington 368).   Economically there are also other 

revenue generators related to tourism and recreation.  Fees to maintain and staff recreation and 

tourism areas increase employment opportunities and generate revenue that can be "an extension 

of the tourism base in the urban areas or as an independent destination with associated support 

services to increase revenue generation further" (Rogers 16).  Finally, in larger peri-urban areas 

there is opportunity to locate service industries that do not fit into the urban fabric and in several 

municipalities have been located and regulated to the PUI.  Airports, arenas and sports 

complexes that have traffic concerns but benefit from the buffering nature of the PUI.  

Economically you will not only find revenue and employment but a tax base that can aid in the 

support of the other areas of the interface (Hite 4-6).  

2.3.2 Environmental Assets 

Ecologically, the PUI can aid in controlling air and noise pollution, support healthy 

watersheds, and preserving natural habitat (Platt 51-52). In the interface natural forest and 

wooded areas play a role in "air hygiene" (Moss 55).  There is quantitative evidence of the role 

vegetation plays in reducing harmful particles in urban atmospheres (Moss 58) and contributing 

to overall air quality. The European Commission promotes the value of natural areas in the PUI 

"from an environmental point of view… it can fulfill its function as an ecological buffer and 

source of natural reproduction… " (32). "Such a view is founded in the same 'Green Belt' 

philosophy that has so influenced the peri-urban areas in the U.K." (Errington). When natural 
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areas of the fringe are preserved or conserved they provided ecological services to related urban 

and rural areas including: 

· Purification of air and water 

· Mitigation of floods and drought 

· Detoxification and decomposition of wastes 

· Generation and renewal of soil and soil fertility 

· Pollination of crops and natural vegetation 

· Control of natural agricultural pests 

· Dispersal of seeds 

· Maintenance of biodiversity 

· Protection from solar UV rays 

· Partial stabilization of climate, including extreme temperatures and wind (Platt, 

p. 57) 

Spedding agrees by adding, "woodlands absorb large quantities of atmospheric pollution.  

Flood plains and water meadows capture excess winter rainfall…"(p. 2). At the edge of the city, 

where factories once dominated the landscape, makeshift agriculture finds a foothold and there 

are "opportunities for… brushwoods or rare biotopes of the city to evolve" (Qviström). Yet, it is 

clear that the scope for green space conservation must be on a "regional, bio-regional or 

metropolitan scale" if they are expected to provide any substantial functions (Walmsley, p. 288).  

Ecological value is present but must be fostered to have any real benefit. 
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2.3.3 Human Wellbeing 

The peri-urban interface, if designed with human welfare in mind, can provide vital 

functions to aid in providing goods, services and facilities if access can promote healthier life 

styles (Sharp and Clark;  "The Future of Rural Society";  "Purple's Response to the Green Paper 

on Territorial Cohesion"; Allen; Frumkin). Urban agriculture is a valuable commodity to the 

urban citizens produced in and around the PUI.  Beyond the nutritional value of the foodstuffs, 

there is the psychological effect of food security (Beil). Much has been said elsewhere about the 

psychological benefits of access to nature in the city (Kaplan and Kaplan), which suggest that 

failure to provide natural relief within the urban environment will have substantial health costs in 

the long run. 

Furthermore, epidemiological studies have provided evidence of a positive relationship 

between longevity and access to green space (Takana et al., 2002; Tanaka et al., 1996), and 

between green space and self-reported health (de Vries et al., p. 230). …. Therefore, the concept 

of ecosystem health, like that of human health, integrates numerous ecological, social, economic 

and political factors (Tzoulas 169). 

2.3.4 Social and Cultural Value 

Parallel to ecological value the peri-urban fringe holds key elements to the human 

experience. Resources related to physiological and psychological wellbeing as well social 

interactions and cultural links to nature. There is a value to urban communities that have access 

to or occupy fringe areas. As a method for education "the rural urban fringe provides hands-on 

learning opportunities in a variety of 'outdoor classrooms".  Learning opportunities also include 

vocational training and lifelong learning…"(Spedding, 2004). "The vision for the rural urban 
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fringe that is attractive, accessible, diverse and multi-functional and which serves the needs of 

both urban and rural communities, strengthens the link between town and country, and 

contributes fully towards sustainable development" (Spedding 2004). High- density urban areas 

can allow citizens to connect to a larger natural ecosystem with natural fringe buffers and larger 

fringe areas, which are dedicated to recreation (Centner 30-31). Bioregionalism is also important 

to creating a strong community in or adjacent to the fringe.  Platt theorizes if citizens have a 

sense that their place has a distinct ecological or cultural character then there is a stronger sense 

of place regarding the interface. He continues to promote the value of the PUI of a metropolis 

with "distinctive natural and cultural qualities… partially retained through ecological restoration 

and preservation" (59).  

The peri-urban interface also holds value in aesthetic interpretation and sense of place as 

well.  The PUI beyond built up areas have inspired creative minds, such as Henry David 

Thoreau, Edward Hopper and Jens Jensen (Platt, p. 58-59). Communities formed in the fringe 

lends to its sense of place. Steele writes of place as an experiential process "created by the setting 

combined with what a person brings to it" (p. 9) and although people's own characteristics make 

major contributions to their sense of place, settings provide the other input (p. 53). The peri-

urban interface encourages people to "grow their own food and adopt healthier lifestyles" as well 

as allow for a "better understanding by local people of the rural environment and direct stake in 

the countryside on their door step" (Spedding). 

2.3.5 Future Value 

The value of the processes in the peri-urban interface may not be immediate or visually evident.  

The value may be part of a future where environmental stresses are fewer, the citizens' general 
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health is better and the quality of life is higher.  Planning future value in the present yields 

greater results (Adell 36). A strong plan is not limited to growing assets but an understanding of 

the value seen as an opportunity to respond to changes and alter the program in response to the 

changing dynamics of population, environment and economy (Bengston 115-117).   

2.4 Key Roles of Open Spaces  

 The literature presents a clear picture of a valuable asset that is not necessarily 

recognized: the natural lands related to the PUI, as part of the greater system of the urban 

environment with human, ecological and economic benefits and potential.  It is a place to be 

embraced and intervened in order to realize the value and benefit of nature available.  

In relation to the PUI, contiguous open spaces and natural areas provide areas of physical 

activity and psychological respite (Weaver and Lawton 449-51) . Society and the economy as a 

whole reap the benefits as increasing numbers of people enjoy better physical and mental health 

as a result of regular outdoor recreation and interaction with nature available in the peri-urban 

interface. To understand the value of the open space to the human condition it is important to 

consider "patch size, corridor network and mosaics that Homo sapiens requires to flourish" and 

recognize that the "value of wild spaces, informal, loose-fit, sometimes messy places, that turn 

out often to be as valuable as the tidy and the formal" (Ward Thompson 64).   

In regard to the scope of the PUI there are no current recommendation for natural or open 

space allotments. However, recommendations for the ratio of open space per person in the urban 

fabric  are available but vary and only account for urban spaces. The World Health Organization 

(WHO) recommends a minimum of 2 acres per 1,000 urban residents (9.5 yards2 per person) 

where experts in Japan and European countries suggest 48 yards2 (0.001 acres) of green space or 



	   23	  

168 yards2 (0.03 acres) of suburban forest for every urban resident (Kuchelmiester).  This ratio 

has been determined by these countries, to "reach a balance between carbon dioxide and oxygen 

to meet the ecological balance of human wellbeing" (Singh, Pandey and Chaudhry 7). 

Nature and connection through open spaces are also vital to ecological functions and as a 

factor in the provision of ecosystem services. Large open spaces have a greater ability to absorb 

and filter more pollutants created in the built urban environment. These are function that can be 

accommodated in the natural areas of the PUI.  Conversion (open space replaced with housing) 

and fragmentation can result in the loss of vital habitat that is essential in providing the 

ecosystem services that ensure clean air and water for the urban populace ("Open Space 

Conservation").  

Finally, the PUI can offer open spaces important in economic stability by providing 

revenue generators beyond the structured urban fabric. Farms and ranches require large open 

space to be viable financially (Ryan and Walker 462).  There is also open space recreation, 

which needs larger parcels to be practical and attractive.  Finally, there are instances of facilities 

being located in the peri-urban interface, which require large open areas which are not available 

in the urban sector but are economically vital.  These instances are the exception rather than the 

rule in the PUI but are at times instrumental in forming a PUI and being able to support 

development restrictions (Adell 31; Allen 14-15).  
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3 METHODS 

Twenty sites, of varying scales, from Australia (Figure 2), Europe (Figure 3) and North America 

(Figure 4) were evaluated for this study; seven are municipal or county-wide generally with a 

single municipal entity, seven are metropolitan with a population near or exceeding one million 

(based on latest available census information), and six are regional spanning a province, country 

or multiple countries.  Each site has some form of peri-urban interface associated to the 

conurbation and adheres in some form to the description examined in the literature review. 

Selecting a mix of sites enables a broader look at the various programs, forms and processes of 

working peri-urban interfaces, as well as, provides a broader look at the ways in which different 

places interpret the interface and promote its processes and programs in relation to the urban 

population. 

 No physical examinations or observations were conducted for this study. Evaluations 

were made based on site specific government planning and maintenance documents; tourism and 

consumer marketing materials; resource, physical, and political maps; census data; peer reviewed 

journal articles related to specific peri-urban interface(s); critical reviews of single and multiple 

case studies; and related volunteer, community and not-for–profit organizations publications. 

Each of these sites is considered an asset to the municipality it serves and in most cases is 

included and promoted in area literature related to tourism, relocation, and area information. 
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FIGURE 2 – Study Sites Australia 
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FIGURE 3 – Study Sites Europe 
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FIGURE 4 – Study Sites North America 
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3.1  Site Selection 

For the purpose of this study the areas selected were selected in part form a list generated 

by members of the Peri-Urban Regions Platform Europe ("Purple - Peri-Urban Regions Platform 

Europe")(PURPLE),  and Friends of the Greenbelt Ontario's Greenbelt an International Context 

(Carter-Whitney).  The peri-urban interfaces were selected based on their size, location, and 

programs as well as the related municipality size. Each of the study sites selected fit into one of 

the six form categories described in the literature review (Table 1). 

Location criteria relate to urban history especially where urban expansion or urban 

shrinking was a factor. Each interface is has some form of active program concerning urban 

landscapes and rural urban fringe areas. And finally, each area must have a documented plan 

(whether active or dormant) outlining location, rationale, plan and governance.   

The twenty peri-urban examples selected took on several instances: urban growth 

boundary (with and without associated acreage), agricultural preservation zone, linear and non-

linear greenbelt (green belt), wedge or wedge, and greenheart or center, or there was a peri-urban 

program but the form was undefined.  Each of the peri-urban interfaces serve at least one 

municipality, but many serve more than.   

The study sites range in size of municipality, population of the conurbation, form and 

location of the study site and overall acreage of the peri-urban instance.   
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TABLE 1 – Study Site Peri-urban Form 
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TABLE 2 – Study Sites Initial Information 

Example Area of 
Municipality 

Population Density 
(Scope) 

Form and Location within 
the Municipality 

Area of  Peri-urban 
Interface 

Natural Resource 
Program Greenbelt 
Protection - San Luis 
Obispo, California  

3,615 mi2 45,000 people 4135/mi2 

(municipal) 
Surrounds the city with natural 
preservation and accessible 
lands 

6,000 acres 

Greenbelt Millage - Ann 
Arbor, Michigan 

 

28 mi2 114,000 people 
4,219/mi2 (municipal) 

 

Multiple areas interspersed 
throughout county comprising 
a mix of parks, farms and 
natural areas 

3,500 acres 

Cambridge Green Belt, 
Cambridge, United 
Kingdom 

45 mi2 125,000 people/ 
2,777/mi2     (municipal) 

Skirts the urbanized area with a 
mix of parks and agricultural 
operations  

2,300 acres 

Open Space and 
Mountain Conservancy – 
Boulder, Colorado 

750 mi2 300,000 people 
494.6/mi2 (municipal) 

Skirts the urbanized area with a 
mix of parks and agricultural 
operations 

99,700 acres 

South of the Green Line 
- Virginia Beach, 
Virginia 

35 mi2  409,804 people 
3,125/mi2 (municipal) 

A boundary separating area of 
development from area of 
agriculture and non-
development  

75,000 acres 
(protected area not 
part of the boundary) 

Greenbelt Conservancy – 
Staten Island New York 

102 mi2 468,000 people; 
8,163.1/mi2 (municipal) 

Located in the Staten Island 
Borough of New York City. 
The area is parkland, 
government land and natural 
areas. 

2,900 acres 

Portland Urban Growth 
Boundary 

145 mi2 583,000 people 1655/mi2 

(municipal) 
Boundary separating  
developable land from 
undevelopable land (south) 

No actual acraage 
(protected area not 
part of boundary) 

National Capitol 
Greenbelt – Ottawa, 
Canada 

1073 mi2 883,000 people; 820/mi2  
(metropolitan) 

located in the center if the 
municipal area.  Minor 
development, parkland, natural 
area, and  

50,300 acres 

Green Belt Protection 
Area – Vienna, Austria 

 

160 mi2 1,700,000 people; 
10,366/mi2 

(metropolitan) 

Encircles the built urban 
environment with woodland 
and agriculture. 

53,000 acres 

Fingerplanen – 
Copenhagen, Belgium 

1170 mi2 

 

1,900,000 people; 
1,650/mi2 (metropolitan) 

Area reaches between the 
developed "fingers" of the 
metropolitan area with 
agriculture and open space.  

26,900 acres 

Metrobosco - Milan Italy  608 mi2 3,150,000 people 
5,200/mi2 (metropolitan) 

Circles the metropolitan area 
with varying park and open 
space areas. 

74,000 acres 

The Green Belt of 
Barcelona, Spain 

310 mi2 3,200,000 people 
41,420/mi2 

(metropolitan) 

Circles built environment and 
stretches through with 
greenways and parks. 

100,600 acres 

 

TABLE 2 – Study Sites Initial Information (continued) 
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Example Area of 
Municipality 

Population Density Location within the 
Municipality and Basic 
Structure 

Area of  Peri-urban 
Interface 

Green Wedge Plan –
Melbourne, Australia  

3,400 mi2 4,140,000 people 
4,055.9/mi2 

(metropolitan) 

 

Reaches shallowly into 
the metropolitan area with 
a mix of developed, 
agricultural and antural 
lands 

639,000 acres 

British Columbia 
Agricultural Land Reserve  

365,000 mi2 4,500,000 people 
13/mi2 (metropolitan) 

Various designated areas 
throughout the province 
for agriculture. 

716,000 acres 

Groene Heart (Green 
Heart) - Ranstadt, 
Netherlands 

3,200 mi2 7,100,000 people 
4,000/mi2        (regional) 

Central area of parks, 
agricultural operations 
and minor settlements 
surrounded by multiple 
urban municipalities 

395,000 acres 

San Francisco Bay Region 
Area Greenbelt  

7,000 mi2 7,150,000 people 
1023/mi2          (regional) 

Stretches through the  
area around throughout 
the Bay Region with 
parks, agriculture and 
natural lands 

3,000,000 acres 

Metropolitan Green Belt - 
London 

607 mi2 8,275,000 people 
12,892/mi2       (regional) 

Encircles central London 
with a variety of 
developed and 
undeveloped spaces. 

580,000 acres  

Ontario Greenbelt 12,000 mi2 8,750,000 people 
718/mi2         (   regional) 

Stretches in a horseshoe 
form around urban fabric 
with parkland, 
agricultural operations 
and natural spaces. 

1,800,000 acres  

United Kingdom Green 
Belt 

244,000 mi2 62,000,000 people 661/ 
mi2            (regional) 

A system of green spaces 
circling large cities and 
counties  with a variety of 
land uses. 

4,050,000 acres 

European Green Belt - 
Central Europe 

Undetermined Varies by municipality 
(regional) 

 

Stretching from the North 
Sea through central 
Europe to the 
Mediterranean Sea  with a 
swath of natural lands. 

858 miles long with 
varying girth 
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3.2 Study Design 

The study is structured to focus on five topics that were found most common in the 

literature review: 1) preservation and conservation mechanisms (Bunker 2003); 2) economic 

issues (Centner 1994 ; Errington 1994; Platt 1983); 3) governance of the area (Sharp and Clark 

2008; Gallent and Shaw 2006) ; 4) human health support (Tzoulas 2007; Adell 1999, Frumpkin 

2003); and 5) future planning (Adell 1999; Bengston 2004).  These five topics are all related to 

environmental health and quality of live throughout a metropolitan area.  

The study was based on the perspective of the qualities highlighted as important, vital or 

required by programs and organizations concerned with sustainable design and/or the peri-urban 

region. Four organizations were selected for their program themes and content: The Sustainable 

Sites Initiative, Peri-Urban Regional Platform Europe (PURPLE), Sustainable Urban Rural 

Fringe (SURF) and the Greenbelt Foundation.  Each of the four programs outlines specific 

physical, program and/or organizational requirements to ensure human and environmental equity 

either in or through processes in the peri-urban interface.  The programs yield both similarities 

and unique interpretations of desirable qualities for preservation and conservation, economic 

issues, governance, human health support and planning.  The data was tabularized (TABLE 3) 

and is used to extract definitions for each category and establish sub-categories and the relative 

value assessed in the peri-urban area.  
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TABLE 3 – Peri-Urban Program Design Content  
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TABLE 3 – Peri-Urban Program Design Content  (continued) 
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TABLE 3 – Peri-Urban Program Design Content  (continued) 
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TABLE 3 – Peri-Urban Program Design Content  (continued) 
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TABLE 4 – Program and Property Definition and Value  
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TABLE 4 – Program and Property Definition and Value  (continued) 
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TABLE 4 – Program and Property Definition and Value  (continued) 
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TABLE 4 – Program and Property Definition and Value  (continued) 
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TABLE 4 – Program and Property Definition and Value  (continued) 
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TABLE 4 – Program and Property Definition and Value  (continued) 
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A rating system was developed based on a three, four or five point scale rating system. 

Ratings were based on provisional assets and the response is specific to a level of agreement or 

disagreement on a symmetric agree-disagree scale for a series of statements. The range captures 

the intensity of a subjective opinion for a given item, while the results of analysis of multiple 

items (if the items are developed appropriately) reveals a pattern that has scaled properties 

(Carifio and Rocco 106-14). For the purposes of this research each category was assigned a scale 

based on a variety of provisions and level demonstrated by the specific site and are included in 

the Peri-Urban Program Design Content (TABLE 4). 

The values were tallied and a final sum (Scale) from all sub-categories were ranked.   The 

ranking was categorized into three sets: Group 1 – successful peri-urban interface; Group 2 - 

effective, with limitations, peri-urban interfaces; Group 3 – inadequate peri-urban interfaces. 

3.3 Data Collection 

The study was based on two perspectives: A) governing body program and planning 

documents for the peri-urban interface and B) supporting organization literature and material 

related to the categories. Information from this initial conception is found in TABLE 5. 

A) Governing documents – Each interface is associated with a governing organization 

with published plans and reports.  The documents were obtained through the governing bodies 

and examined for information corresponding to the defined categories and subcategories.   

B) Web searches were conducted to retrieve information on supporting organizations and 

to locate documentation.  If documents were available online they were examined there.  If 

documents were unavailable online, the organization was contacted for pertinent information. In 

some instances information about supporting organizations or entities was available with the 

governing agency documents.  
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3.4 Data Interpretation 

Data for each site was interpreted subjectively, based on the criteria identified from the 

Program and Property Definitions and Value table (TABLE 4). Each line item was evaluated and 

rated based on a value rating scale with an overall score tabulated for each category (TABLE 5).  

All data was then tabulated by sub-category and ranked according to overall score (TABLE 6 

and TABLE 7).   
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4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

This chapter focuses on impressions and results from the twenty peri-urban interface sites 

studied relating to the categories defined from the synthesis of defined premises from the 

Sustainable Sites Initiative, the Peri-Urban Rural Platform Europe (PURPLE) and Sustainable 

Urban Rural Fringe (SURF) in Europe, and the Greenbelt Foundation in Ontario. Peri-urban 

assets and issues identified for each of the study sites are provided.  Due to the relatively small 

and limited scope (Australia, Europe, North America), results of this research could not be 

considered conclusive; however this study was valuable in identifying general similarities and 

important assets for justifying and establishing peri-urban interface.  

 The initial conception of the study sites examined basic background, rational and history, 

major program features, administration and funding, and future plans for growth.  

 The results of the research demonstrates that the sites scored and ranked similarly were 

related  by intent, scope, programming, supporting structure and circumstance. The sits are 

preliminarily ranked by relative size, form of the interface, program, as well as for programs 

offering supporting human health factors (TABLE 6). The sites were individually evaluated and 

each category compared for occurrence.  These categories include: preservation/conservation; 

economic issues; governanace; human health support; and planning. Each category was 

evaluated through sub-categories related to the data then in a matrix comparison of all sites by 

rank.  
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TABLE 5 – Evaluation Scoring by Category 
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TABLE 5 – Evaluation Scoring by Category (continued) 
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TABLE 5 – Evaluation Scoring by Category (continued) 
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TABLE 5 – Evaluation Scoring by Category (continued) 
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TABLE 5 – Evaluation Scoring by Category (continued) 
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 For evaluation the evaluated the sites were divided in to three subsets, based on 

population: Municipal/County Wide (census population range 40,000-600,000), Metropolitan 

(census population 800,000-4,500,000), and Regional (census population 7,000,000-62,000+).  

The data was entered into the table for an evaluation of success for each subset (TABLE 6).  

The evaluation was then ordered according to the overall rank (TABLE 7).  The sites for 

the evaluation were divided, again, into three categories by overall rank standing.  The sites will 

ne referred to as belonging to Group 1, Group 2, or Group 3 as they were indicated in their rank 

standing (TABLE 6). Group 1 = the sites receiving the highest scores and ranks (sites ranked 1-

6; score 102-87). Group 2 sites received the middle rank scores and ranks (sites ranked 7-13; 

score 81-70). Group 3 = sites receiving the lowest scores/ranks (sites ranked 14-20; scores 62-

30). 
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TABLE 6 – Results by Urban Population Size  
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TABLE 7 – Results by Rank, Highest to Lowest 
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4.1. Study Results 

4.1.1 – Study Site Profile 

GREENBELT PROTECTION PROGRAM – SAN LUIS OBISPO  

In 1988 the Land Conservancy and the City of San Luis Obispo (SLO) joined forces to 

raise local funds to acquire land for conservation and preservation.  The conservation began with 

a 390-acre family ranch and 3145 acres of Pacific Railroad property. Now the greenbelt boasts 

nearly 14,000 acres.  

FIGURE 5 – Natural Resource Program Greenbelt Protection San Luis Obispo  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conserving agricultural land in close proximity to downtown and protecting the 

headwaters that feed into local tributaries are conservation goals both agencies were able to 

realize through this partnership. 
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The City of San Luis Obispo's Greenbelt Protection Program has been preserving land 

and water resources in and around the City for more than two decades. This Greenbelt Protection 

program sets priorities based on conservation values to the environment and the community 

concentrating on land acquisition and secured easements; protection and restoration; community 

education; and conservation planning. 

The Greenbelt Protection Program, as part of a five-part Natural Resource Program, 

which is established to promote long-term preservation and conservation of the natural 

environment. Although the other four programs are closely related, they do extend beyond the 

boundaries of the peri-urban interface.  These programs include  

• The San Luis Obispo Land Stewardship Program or the "SLO Stewards" (in association 

with the Environmental Center of San Luis Obispo) is organized to encourage the 

community to volunteer in restoration and management of the open space areas.  It also 

acts to educate citizens about priorities in preservation and conservation of the natural 

heritage in San Luis Obispo. 

• The Natural History Education program presents talks and conducts tours for concerned 

youth and adult groups to educate on the importance of SLO's natural heritage. 

• Environmental Restoration program sponsors restoration activities and habitat restoration 

throughout the city. 

• Environmental Mitigation (through the Cities Natural Resources Department) monitor 

and act to mitigate impacts of development within the city and the open spaces. The 

Natural Resource Manager and biologists work in consort to develop mitigation projects 

as needed.  
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Within the 14,000 acres San Luis Obispo County has a wide range of environments spanning 

wild natural areas, productive family farms, clean fresh water and stunning landscapes. There are 

over 20 miles of hiking, walking and biking trail. The Land Conservancy holds titles and 

conservation easements on both public and private lands.  Stewardship of Greenbelt conservation 

lands is of great importance to the Land Conservancy.  

The Greenbelt Protection program has obtained easement rights and aided in title acquisition 

to farmland, however agricultural heritage and production is not part of the program.  The 

program acquires the land to protect from development and to provide connections for trails and 

ecological corridors. 

The Land Conservancy acquires land for the Greenbelt and secures conservation easement. 

The land is donated to the city while the Land Conservation retains a conservation easement in 

perpetuity.  The City also partners with the Sierra Club to raise funds for trails in the open 

spaces. 

The area is managed and maintained in several ways.  The Conservancy administers land 

under conservation easement.  Public land, which is part of the Greenbelt, is administered by the 

city but land use is restricted. 

The Greenbelt will continue to grow as land becomes available through easement or deed to 

continue to protect important resource lands.  

ANN ARBOR MICHIGAN GREENBELT MILLAGE  

The City of Ann Arbor in congress with the Ann Arbor Township, the Scio Township 

and is located in southeastern Michigan on the Huron River with roughly 350,000 people in the 
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metropolitan area.  The Greenbelt will eventually run through the eight townships surrounding 

Ann Arbor. 

In November 2003 the city of Ann Arbor approved the Open Space and Parkland 

Preservation Millage or, as it is more commonly referred to, the Greenbelt Millage. In 2012 there 

is over 3,500 acres of protected agricultural and parkland, the Greenbelt Millage is comprised of 

27 farms and three open space parks.   

FIGURE 6 – Greenbelt Millage Ann Arbor  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The actual Greenbelt is a set of green spaces that are not interconnected but the goal is to 

have a connected set of green spaces comprised of agricultural operations, ranches, open space 

parks and conservation areas surrounding the urban structure of Ann Arbor to protect the vital 

farmsteads and natural assets as well as control growth.  The spaces range from single plots to 

acreage along the river.  
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The Greenbelt Millage is managed by the Greenbelt Advisory Commission, with input 

from the citizens and concerned community organizations.  Funding for the Millage has been 

through a 0.5% tax levy and matching funds for the purchase of development rights from the 

U.S. Department of Farm and Ranchland Protection Program.  To date the city has been awarded 

more than $6 million in grants.  

In Ann Arbor, plans to continue acquisition of land and easement rights to increase the 

size of the Greenbelt Millage are ongoing.  

CAMBRIDGE GREENBELT 

The Cambridge Greenbelt is an area of 65,000 acres, which encircles the Cambridge 

metropolitan areas.  This is an area comprised of 74% arable and horticultural land. Cambridge 

demonstrates working farm can provide greater ecological diversity and also provide improved 

public access to the natural environment. 

FIGURE 7 – Cambridge Greenbelt 
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The Cambridge Greenbelt was first established after World War II in 1954 to restrict 

urban growth and provide a place for recreation. It was also intended to preserve the unique 

character of the city.  The boundary for the greenbelt was first indicated on a Cambridge map in 

1965.  

The goal for the Cambridge green belt involves preservation of the unique character of 

Cambridge as a compact, dynamic city with a thriving historic centre; maintain and enhance the 

quality of its setting; and prevent communities in the environs of Cambridge from merging into 

one another and with the City. 

Cambridge and the surrounding villages and cities manage the greenbelt.  Funding is a 

mix of public and private endeavors.  Cambridge: Past, Present and Future is a driving force 

behind educational and stewardship programs in the Greenbelt.  Activities to promote 

community health and local cottage agriculture are an ongoing initiative.  The citizens are active 

in maintaining and monitoring the greenbelt.  The funding for these activities is ad hoc affecting 

the quality and frequency of activities.  

Cambridge community is attempting to secure more land in the areas of the greenbelt 

where development encroached.  There is also an effort to restore native habitats.  

OPEN SPACE AND MOUNTAIN CONSERVANCY – BOULDER  

The parklands, natural areas, and agricultural settlements outside of the City of Boulder, 

Colorado form a greenbelt around the urban built-up areas.  The land covers nearly 100,000 
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acres and is a combination of land owned or with easement rights held by the conservancy and 

joint city-county owned lands.  Open spaces lands are loosely defined as land where residential 

and commercial development is strictly prohibited.  Approximately 32,000 acres of the area are 

open for public use, 14,000 acres is dedicated to ranching and farming, with another 8,000 acres 

as conservation lands. The remaining acreage is closed to the public due to hazardous conditions 

or to protect sensitive ecological areas. 

Boulder City citizens determined that the land surrounding the city was more valuable as 

an asset to the community then as developable land.  In 1967 the city passed a sales tax of 4/10 

of a cent for the acquisition and management of open space lands, a first or the nation.  

FIGURE 8 – Open Space and Mountain Conservancy Boulder 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As early as 1898, the citizens of Boulder have been supporting the local government in 

tier bid to acquire land for park space.  The Open Space Charter mandates processes that 
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contribute to quality of life for the Boulder community. Included are: preservation or restoration 

of natural areas and water resources; preserving land with passive recreational, aesthetic and 

agricultural value; and disciplining urban expansion, curbing sprawl and preventing 

encroachment on the floodplain.  

In 1986 the citizens of Boulder adopted a plan, in the form of charter, for continuing 

acquisitions and management of the Open Spaces.  Strong emphasis is placed on preservation of 

natural areas, water, wildlife habitat, fragile ecosystems, and scenic areas. Also included are 

provisions for preservation of lands for agricultural use and passive recreation.  Acting as a 

buffer around the city, the Open Space and Mountain Parks Conservancy form a boundary for 

growth and development in the city.  

The land acquisitions, land management, maintenance and research are funded through 

sales tax revenues, bond issues, private donations and development dedications.  The land is 

managed and maintained by the Open Space and Mountain Parks Department, Acquisitions are 

approved by the Open Space Board of Trustees and City Council with opportunity for public 

input. The board has invested over $200 million in acquisitions since 1967.  Several community 

and non-profit organizations support the greenbelt through stewardship, grant acquisitions and 

sponsoring the largest farmers market in the state.  

The Visitors Master Plan is evaluated and revised every five years.  

SOUTH OF THE GREENLINE – VIRGINIA BEACH 

Virginia Beach, a city of 1.7 million residents, is located on the Atlantic Coast in the 

southeast corner of the Commonwealth of Virginia.  It is part of the Tidewater portion of the 

Hampton Roads metropolitan statistical area.  Virginia beach is bounded to the north by the 
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mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, to the east by the Atlantic Ocean to the west by the cities of 

Chesapeake and Norfolk and shares a border to the south with the state of North Carolina.  

In 1979, as part of the Virginia Beach Comprehensive Plan, the city established the Green 

Line, an urban growth boundary, which separates the northern urban area from the southern rural 

lands.  In between, there is the Transition Area comprised of 1,100 acres. This is developable 

area with specific land use and planning regulations.  

To the south of the Green Line, the area is primarily agricultural land, state park land and 

a national wildlife refuge.  The low-density area programs include food production, tourism, 

recreation, and ecologically sensitive preservation areas. In 1995 the City Council adopted the 

Agricultural Land Reserve Program to ensure the protection and preservation of the agricultural 

operations through perpetual easements. 

The City of Virginia Beach along with the Virginia Department of Conservation and 

Recreation and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services are the administrators for the area.  Virginia 

Beach City Council reviews the area during each new comprehensive plan and through many 

administrations have elected to continue preservation and maintain the urban growth boundary. 

The community is supportive of the Green Line program but there are development pressures to 

open 

the area.  It is estimated that there is less than 4,400 acres of developable land existing north of 

the Green Line.  

Hampton Road, the metropolitan area encompassing Virginia Beach, has an extensive 

transportation system but does not provide service south of Princess Anne Road, which bounds 

the Green Line. 
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FIGURE 9 – Green Line Virginia Beach 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Every six years the City of Virginia Beach presents a new Comprehensive Plan.  The 

1991 plan introduced the Transition Area.  This is the only modification to the Green Line since 

its inception in 1979. The latest version, presented in 2009, there are no plans to change the 

Green Line boundaries. 

STATEN ISLAND GREENBELT AND GREENBELT CONSERVANCY 

The Staten Island Greenbelt Conservancy was established in 1989, with a primary 

mission to "promote, sustain, and enhance Staten Island… through education, recreation, 

conservation, and research" (Greenbelt Conservancy Mission Statement). 
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FIGURE 10 – Greenbelt Conservancy Staten Island 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For several decades several citizen planning and conservation groups sought to create 

preservation and passive recreation parks on Staten Island. A parkway proposal by William 

Moses threatened to cut directly through the island to connect Brooklyn with New Jersey.  The 

citizens fought for a swath of land that would eventually become the Greenbelt, thus shelving the 

proposed parkway plan. In 1989 the Greenbelt Conservancy joined with the New York City 

Department of Parks in promoting a system of connected public parks and natural spaces with 32 

miles of trails and more than 2800 acres of land making this the largest the cities five flagship 

parks.   

The Staten Island (SI) Greenbelt intent is to provided the experience of nature within the 

City even though it is a city park and contains traditional manicured spaces with organized 

recreation fields and facilities as well as non park areas including the Carousel for All Children, 

the Greenbelt Nature and Education Center, and the Seaview Hospital and Home.  There are a 

few private owned parcels within the boundary of the Greenbelt as well.  
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The majority of the park's acreage is natural land in the form of wetlands, forest 

preserves, open meadows, and rolling hills extolling the natural heritage and pastoral vistas of 

the island.  The trail system traverses, at some point, each of the parks various ecosystems and 

crosses through easements of privately held lands 

The SI Greenbelt is funded through the New City Department of Parks and Recreation 

and by private donations and managed by the Staten Island Greenbelt Conservancy.  The 

Department of Parks and Recreation is the responsible for maintenance and management of the 

Greenbelt parkland and natural spaces.  The SI Greenbelt Conservancy, established in 1989, acts 

in cooperation with the Parks and Recreation Departments to support, promote and protect the 

Greenbelt land.  

The non-profit Staten Island Greenbelt Conservancy is committed to promoting public 

awareness of conservation through action, education, and research.  The Board of Directors 

manages a $1 million endowment and continues to raises funds for the Greenbelt and its 

programs.  

The last acquisition (25 acres) occurred in 1982.  All entities involved with the Staten 

Island Greenbelt continue to seek out land for acquisition and easement agreements.  

PORTLAND URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY  

The Portland Urban Growth Boundary is an established line restricting development to 

the urban side. The Portland line is designed to outline an area, which can accommodate 20 years 

of urban growth. The Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) is then evaluated and adjusted for another 

20 years of accommodation on the urban side. The line has no actual acreage. 
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FIGURE 11 – Portland Urban Growth Boundary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The line was established in 1980 through Land Conservation and Development 

Commission to control urban encroachment into farm and forest lands.  In the last 24 years the 

line has been adjusted to add 30,000 acres to the urban developable fabric. The Portland UGB is 

pat of a larger statewide urban growth control mandate. There are three tenets to the boundary: 

setting urban growth boundaries, using urban land wisely, and protecting natural resources. 

The Land Conservation and Development Commission still controls the UGB. 

The boundary is scheduled for review in 2021. 

NATIONAL CAPITOL GREENBELT - OTTAWA 

The National Capitol Greenbelt is a 50,300-acre crescent of land with strict development 

regulations.  The Greenbelt is forest, wetland, agriculture and government campuses.  

The Ottawa Greenbelt originated with Jacques Greber strategic plan to beautify the city
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FIGURE 12 – National Capital Greenbelt Ottawa 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

in the 1950's.  This area was intended to provide for farms and government areas as well as direct 

growth and curb sprawl.  As populations in surrounding areas grew, the greenbelt became less a 

boundary for growth a natural oasis serving the dense urban fabric. To encourage future farmers 

to continue the agrarian traditions in Ottawa, the Government has a farm rental program in the 

Greenbelt in order to provide new farmers the opportunity to establish farms on quality soils 

without the need for large capital.   

The Ottawa Greenbelt is primarily forest and wetland conserved as natural resources and 

for passive recreation with a large system of interconnected trails but there are also areas of 

active recreation: equestrian parks, recreation fields, and camping facilities.  There are also 

agrarian operations providing local food for the community.   
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 To encourage future farmers to continue the agrarian traditions in Ottawa, the 

Government has a farm rental program in the Greenbelt in order to provide new farmers the 

opportunity to establish farms on quality soils without the need for large capital.   

The Greenbelt is also home to the Macdonald- Cartier International Airport and continues 

to house several federal government campuses and training facilities. 

The Canadian Federal Government owns the vast majority of land in the greenbelt with a 

small percentage in private holdings.  The National Capitol Commission controls any and all 

development in the Greenbelt and has held firm on prohibiting commercial or residential 

development as of 2011, however there is currently a plan in place, with government approval, to 

develop a hotel and conference center adjacent to Macdonald-Cartier Airport. 

Acquisitions, management, maintenance and marketing for the Greenbelt is solely under 

the auspices of the National Capitol Commission, although the public is encourage to attend 

public meetings and consultations.  The commission operated under four core principles: 

transparency, collaboration, leadership by example, and continuous improvement.  Several 

organizations, dedicated to the preservation and health of the Greenbelt have organized under the 

Ottawa Greenbelt Coalition. 

The NCC’s Environmental Strategy provides a framework for environmental leadership 

in the Greenbelt. The strategy identifies measurable goals and objectives centered around five 

key action areas that will have tangible and lasting impacts on the environment and the citizens 

of Ottawa: 1) reduce waste; 2) enhance biodiversity; 3) prevent pollution; 4) lead in 

environmental practices; 5) combat climate change. There is a plan to grow the Greenbelt by 

nearly 6,000 acres by the end of 2012. 
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GREEN BELT PROTECTIONA AREA - VIENNA 

Vienna is Austria capitol and largest city. Located in the western part of the country and 

boasts a population of 1.7 million people. Spanning both sides of the Danube, Vienna sits at the 

eastern edge of the Alps. 

In 1905 Vienna made the determination that the woods on the eastern side of the city 

should be preserved as green space. Vienna Wood and Green Belt Protection Area and the Green 

Belt Agricultural Protection Area were established to define the line delimiting urban and 

suburban developmental areas from areas designated for no development.  This no development 

area encompasses 59,000 acres and encircles the city. 

FIGURE 13 – Green Belt Protection Area Vienna 
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The Green Belt contains the main urban recreational area for citizens and tourist in 

Vienna.  Recreation and open space makes up the bulk of the Green Belt but agriculture is 

present in small farms operations.  

The Green Belt is administrated through the city council with consultation from local 

Landscape Architects and Planners as well as the support of local organizations including 

Friends of Nature Austria. 

There are ongoing plans to grow the Austria Wood and Green Belt. Since the inception in 

1905 the Green Belt has more than double in size the city council continues to acquire more land 

in and around Vienna (Good Practices UN-HABITAT 2006). 

COPENHAGEN GREEN STRUCTURES PLAN – THE FIVE FINGER PLAN 

(FINGERPLANNEN)  

Copenhagen is a Denmark metropolis with a population in excess of half a million 

people.  The Greater Copenhagen metropolitan service area is home to 1.8 million people or one 

third of the Danish population.  

The Five Fingers concept evolved from a 1926 public transit plan and was originally 

devised the 1940s to control urban sprawl and preserve natural areas between the 'fingers' in 

order for inhabitants to live in close proximity to green spaces.  The fingers would be based on 

transportation corridors and settlements would "develop like pearls on a string" (Cahasan 1).  

There are three principles of the Five Finger Plan: a) The public should have easy access 

to infrastructural facilities such as green spaces, bike paths, commuter trains and motorways; b) 
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FIGURE 14 – Fingerplannen Copenhagen 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

people should have the possibility to enjoy forests and lakes, agricultural landscapes, rivers, 

streams and fjords and still benefit from the close proximity to the city centre; c) the form of the 

Five Finger Plan makes traffic and transportation of people and goods a much easier task. 

The majority of the green wedges are parkland with a mix of cover. This area has evolved 

over time with changes in plantings, landform and created "natural" elements such as lakes, 

hillocks and forests. 
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The process of protection has been a mixture of public and private initiatives. Ownership 

is nearly all public with roughly 10% in private ownership. The Danish Forest and Nature 

Agency Manages the public green spaces and private owners must adhere to strict regulation 

regarding any construction or land cover changes.  

There is a regional plan in place (last update 2007), which dictates the framework for 

municipal planning for the next 5 to 10 years.  The plan built on the finger plan principle.  

Restrictions for the types of activities in the green wedges are still in place but more and more 

area is being converted to sports fields resulting in the conversion and eroding of agricultural 

land.  A new greenbelt is being constructed that will ultimately connect some of the fingers in a 

forest region near the palm continuing the tradition of close contact between residential areas and 

green spaces.  

METROBOSCO - MILAN 

In 2006 the Milan Province Councillorship for the Environment set forth to develop a 

series of six projects to enhance and preserve the environment in and around Milan to a wooded 

girdle around the metropolitan areas and involving new environmental interventions.  The 

driving force is to integrate productive farming with biodiversity in a park setting.  This project 

is also considered as a huge natural lung surrounding the built environment.  

Milan's Metrobosco is one of the parts of Stephano Boeri's BioMilano, the six-part 

solution to transform Milan to "green". This plan will connect the constructed metropolitan area 

to the organic countryside and environment through innovative green design, local product use 
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FIGURE 15 – Metrobosco Milan  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

and recycling, urban farming, a greenbelt encircling the metropolis, brown site remediation, and 

the 2015 Expo celebrating Milan's green future. It has been touted as a pact for the health and 

welfare of the greater Milan area.  

The Metrobosco is a work in progress that will create a greenbelt enveloping the ring 

roads in 75,000 acres of vegetation around the edge of Milan, with a system of connected parks, 

natural areas and agricultural operation. The majority of the southern area is comprised of the 

agricultural area.  There is also a system connecting 25,000 acres of green infrastructure and 
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systems with "green rays" running through the built areas of the municipalities. This ambitious 

project was conceived through collaboration of the territorial, regional and town administrations, 

the Provincial Councillorship, town associations, owners and stakeholders.  The Province of 

Milan has created a specific agency, which manages aspects of public and private economic 

resources, the compatibility and sustainability of each project, and coordination of resources. The 

Metrobosco focus is not only on growth but the quality of life of the citizens and of the 

environment in which they live.  

Primary funding for the project, including acquisitions and recovery of natural 

ecosystems, is provided through the Province.  A mix of public and private projects act together 

and adhere to general requirements regarding land use, restoration, preservation and woodland 

creation.   

In the first year, the Metrobosco had acquired and began environmental mitigation 

(primarily reforestation) on 296 areas spanning over 1,500 acres.  Additional easements were 

obtained on 3,100 of acres of woodland, historical agricultural operations and other natural areas.  

There are negotiations with several Provincial Towns, which will add several thousand 

additional acres to the Greenbelt. The act of acquisition will continue until the Metrobosco is 

complete. 

Collaboration is the key to the success of Milan's Metrobosco.  Professional participants, 

international universities and several government agencies have worked in consort to on 

imagining and designing the Metrobosco.  There are also numerous local organizations and 

citizen groups working to raise funds, develop projects, and promote stewardship for the 

greenbelt project.  



	   75	  

THE GREEN BELT OF THE METROPOLITAN AREAS OF BARCELONA  

The Barcelona Green Belt is a framework encompassing 12 protected areas that are 

directly connected to 100 municipalities through tree lined boulevards, green corridors, park 

land, farm land and natural lands. .  The Green Belt plan is part of a larger developmental plan 

with a focus on economic and social development of the cities along with preservation of natural 

and agrarian resources. 

The Green Belt was developed to "contribute toward a living history founded on the 

conservation of natural resources" and to combat environmental issues caused by urbanization.  

Barcelona developed for a sustainable balance in the metropolitan region.  This balance is 

dependent on ecological health and support of the built environment.  Protection of natural and 

prime agricultural land as well as increasing biological and landscape diversity is considered a 

priority.  

FIGURE 16 – The Green Belt of Barcelona 
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This belt is a contiguous green area running around the edge and occasionally into the 

city of Barcelona. 

Administration is based on three parts: the management body, the special urbanism plan 

and the management plan. All funding is public which is divided up among the varying 

municipalities and metropolitan areas. There are several citizen organizations which raise funds 

for special events and activities but do not contribute to land acquisition or improvements.  

Future growth appears to be limited to creating green spaces in vacant and open lots in 

urban areas.   

GREEN WEDGE PLAN – MELBOURNE 

Surrounding the urban, built-up area of metropolitan Melbourne are the Green Wedges.  

There are twelve wedges of public, private, and national park lands spanning 17 municipalities.  

As a rapidly growing metropolis, the Melbourne area saw a need to protect the water 

supply.  The establishment of the Green Wedge system in the 1960s was intended to preserve 

rural activities and valuable natural features as resources for the growing urban areas as they 

grow along road and rail links.  

The definition and regulation for the Green Wedges have a history of land use changes 

from protected to developable.  The Land of the green wedges has seen strict state regulations, 

inconsistent local management and planning and then back to state planning deregulation.  Land 

has been removed from the Green Wedges protection and given over for development, often in 

response to changing of political parties coming into power and ever-increasing demand for  
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FIGURE 17 – Green Wedges Plan Melbourne 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

development and rezoning applications.  Even Australian Parliament has supported and upheld 

changes in the Green Wedge boundaries. 

The current Green Wedge package follows a charter that is rather loose and includes 

language that is a bit vague in regards to legislation on protecting the wedges from the 

development and rezoning.  Loopholes in the policy have been emerging since 2005. In part 

from pressure of  tourism and industry.  Growth in the green wedge areas have increased as 

much as 35%. Changes in administration after the 2006 election also resulted in a swell in the 

development and rezoning processes, a lax administration, and decisions by government, and 

several state tribunal decisions which ignore green wedge protection provisions. 
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In 2011, an audit of the Green Wedges was initiated. This audit will aid in improving 

planning and management in these area.  The Green Wedges will more strictly enforce the 

delineation between urban developable land and rural preservation areas.   

The Green Wedge Boundary and the land use beyond the urban growth boundary are 

under the control local Councils but the State Government has the right to override and change 

the boundaries.  This results in political agendas taking precedent over environmental services 

and human health issues affected by the condition and location of the Green Wedges.  

All funding and appropriations are the responsibility of State government.  

Although organizations like Green Wedges Coalition, struggle to influence Parliament 

and the municipalities to more strictly regulate land use and take control of the management and 

planning away from the politicians and political wrangling.   There are public demands for 

growth and shrinkage (for affordable housing) in the Green Wedges. 

AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE – BRITISH COLUMBIA 

The Agricultural land Reserve (ALR) is a program in the Province of British Columbia 

which recognizes the critical importance and value of agriculture. Farming is considered a 

priority and other land use s strictly regulated. 

In the 1970s, the realization that an average of 14,000 acres of prime farmland was bring 

lost to development every year.  As a response to this attrition the British Columbia Provincial 

Government passed the Land Commission Act to aid in the preservation of prime farmland.  

At 116 million acres, the ALR makes up 5% of British Columbia's land base.  The zone 

of the ALR contains 116 million acres of public and private land in several areas through British 
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Columbia.  The areas range from a several thousand to just a few acres each. The areas include a 

mix of active farmland, vacant and forested lands.  All have soil profiles with potential for 

agriculture.  

FIGURE 18 – Agricultural Land Reserve British Columbia 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The ALR is a regulated through three legislative acts: The Agricultural Land Commission 

Act, The Local Government Act, and the Farm Practices Protection Act.  Although the acts are 

designed to protect vital, farmable land from erosion, a rising number of exclusion application 

regarding development are being are being accepted by the Provincial Government.  

There are several community and non-profit organizations are active in supporting local 

farm to table programs and preservation of the ALR and rallying against development. 
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Although the size of the ALR has remained nearly static for the past 40 years, the area 

reserved has changed and new lands do not have the same soil profile or potential as the original 

land. 

GROENE HART – RANDSTAD 

The Ranstadt is a conurbation of over 70 local municipalities including the four largest 

Dutch cities; Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and Utrecht.  At the center is the Groene Hart 

(Green Heart), a sparsely populated area of rural character and natural spaces.  

FIGURE 19 – Groene Hart Ranstadt 
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It is a tradition, in the Netherlands, dating back to the 17th century, to develop and grow 

cities around a central natural and open area.  The wet meadows and marshland between the 

developing urban areas of Amsterdam, Rotterdam and several other smaller cities and villages, 

were too wet to develop, this area was set aside.  Although limited development was allowed 

peat farming has been continually practiced.  The circle of cities forms the boundary for the 

heartland. 

There are 43 municipalities located within the boundaries of the Groene Hart.  And 

although the original edict for the greenheart was to provide open spaces for recreation, the 

largest extent has been preserved as agricultural land, primarily pasture.  There is a small portion 

of area is used for passive and active recreation as well as preserved natural areas.  

The Dutch government created a policy in 2003 to protect the Groene Hart from 

development. There is also a limit to commercial buildings area.  The area is under the 

provisions and rules of the Dutch government but the municipalities lying in areas of the four 

member provinces also have some regulatory power and fund maintenance. 

Since the 2003 decision, a portion of the western peat bog area was released for 

development of a sustainable village area.  This development is viewed by some as a harbinger 

of development doom, and by others as an opportunity to influence the surrounding cities in 

sustainable changes.  

There are no current plans to increase the size of the Groene Hart but there are plans and 

support to transform more of the area into open space and natural area for recreation and tourism. 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGIONAL AREA GREENBELT 

The San Francisco Bay Regional Area Greenbelt is a series of urban growth boundaries 

and preservation areas protecting natural and agricultural landscapes from development.  The 

Greenbelt Alliance, which promotes and organizes the greenbelt movement, is committed to 

creating a Bay Region, which offers healthy places to live.   

FIGURE 20 – San Francisco Bay Regional Area Greenbelt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The nine counties of the San Francisco Bay area are in a rapidly developing and growing 

region.  While curbing sprawl and improving livability of cities and towns, The Greenbelt 

Alliance is attempting to move the region toward becoming climate friendly, affordable, and 
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economically competitive.  The Alliance is the advocate for the Bay Area and works toward 

fighting for conservation of the natural landscape, responsible growth, preservation of 

agricultural and natural heritage and promotion of cultural and economic opportunities.   

The vision for the San Francisco Area Greenbelt contains three primary goals:  

· fully protecting the Bay Area’s three million-acre greenbelt  

· directing all new development into already urbanized areas 

· accomplishing both in a way that equitably benefits all Bay Area residents 

Through conservation and preservation efforts, the Greenbelt Alliance acts to strengthen 

the environment to provide healthy places for people to live, work and play. There is a wide 

array of programs and processes in the Greenbelt from aesthetic and ecologically sensitive 

landscapes to passive and active recreation areas and to farms and ranches providing local foods.  

The Alliance works to drive quality and responsible growth and preservation efforts to spur 

economic vigor and quality of life for Bay area residents. 

The Greenbelt is not a legally recognized area.  Each municipality governs and oversees 

the areas individually.  The Greenbelt Alliance works through public policy development, 

advocacy and education, in partnership with several local coalitions.  

The Alliance continually addresses the future of the Bay Area in order to shape the future 

open spaces and land planning and development.  The Alliance will act to save agriculturally 

important farms and push for regulated conservation lands and assets to address opportunities for 

alternates to urban sprawl and clean energy options.  
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METROPOLITAN GREEN BELT, LONDON 

The Metropolitan Green Belt serves the greater London area and surrounding 

municipalities including: Bedfordshire, Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Essex, Hertfordshire, Kent, 

and Surrey.  The total area of the greenbelt in 2011 was 1.2 million acres.  

FIGURE 21 – Metropolitan Greenbelt London 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Metropolitan Green Belt was the original green belt area in the United Kingdom, 

designated by the London Regional Planning Committee in 1935.  The Green Belt Action of 

1938 further allowed the metropolitan government to acquire land through purchase or by 

securing easement rights.   
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The Metropolitan Green Belt is peppered with various activities that are supportive of the 

urban fabric or deemed undesirable for the city.  Many areas have been developed with support 

facilities, airports, shopping malls and transportation corridors.  Other areas have become 

dumping site or squatting areas for gypsies.  There are still forest areas with trails along with 

other passive and active recreation areas.  Agriculture is still evident but many of the family 

farms have been sold to corporate entities and local food is not a readily available commodity.   

The towns and cities govern their individual areas of the green belt.  Each County must 

submit every five years a 20-year land use plan to the Ministry of Housing and Local 

Government, which includes locations of a Green Belt.  Final approval are issued by the ministry 

but there is no actual enforcement.  The belt around the counties and London proper are defined 

as a seven to 10 mile tract of land where development is prohibited, yet development 

applications are submitted to the ministry by the hundreds each year requesting permission to 

develop in the peri-urban Green Belt.  

The London Green Belt Council is a group of organizations committed to providing 

commentary and recommendations on regional plans and policy changes regarding the Green 

Belt.   

ONTARIO GREENBELT 

The Ontario Greenbelt is located in the Golden Horseshoe sub-region in the Province of 

Ontario in southeastern Canada.  The Golden Horseshoe forms an arc reaching from Lake Erie to 

Georgian Bay and a narrow swath northeast the border and at 8.4 million people boast 21% of to 

total population of Canada.  In additions to providing protection to environmental and 

agricultural lands, consideration is also given for natural resources, recreation, tourism and 
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cultural opportunities.  There are several villages in the Greenbelt, which existed when the 

original policy went into effect in 2005. 

The goals of the Ontario Greenbelt are simple: enhance the urban and rural area while 

promoting quality of life by protect agricultural and environmental assets, promoting culture, 

recreation and tourism, maintain and support and strong rural economy and promote a 

sustainable approach to infrastructure and natural resources. 

 FIGURE 22 – Ontario Greenbelt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As part of the Golden Horseshoe, the Ontario Greenbelt is a 1.8 million acre belt of 

preserved prime agricultural and ecologically sensitive land. The Greenbelt Act, established in 

2005, creates a buffer zone and provides clarity about urban structure, where and how future 

growth should be accommodated, and what must be protected for future generations.  Although 

discouraged, urban settlements are allowed in the Greenbelt if they  
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The programming in the Ontario Greenbelt varies with the dominant land use being 

agriculture with 7,000 farms, most of which are still family owned and operated.  There are half 

a million acres of protected natural heritage including wetlands, lakes, river valleys, forests and 

ecological corridors creating a continuous band of natural environment.  And open space is 

maintained to support tourism, recreation and healthy living.   

The Greenbelt is considered a valuable asset not only for the farm product economy and 

recreation/tourism dollars but, also for the non-market ecosystem services estimated to be $2.6 

million annually. 

The Greenbelt Act, 2005 was enacted by Province legislation and set out the main 

elements and objects for the plan.  The Greenbelt Council was appointed by the minister and 

provides advice on the administration of the Greenbelt and guides the government on matters of 

implementation, performance measures and the 10-year plan review.    

There are two major organizations promoting the greenbelt and ensuring responsible 

governance. Friends of the Greenbelt Foundation is a major non-profit organization established 

to foster community stewardship of the Greenbelt.  The Foundation received a $25 million from 

the Provincial Government to fund organizations and charities, which foster agriculture and 

conservation activities in the Greenbelt. The Ontario Greenbelt Alliance is a member 

organizations dedicated to a common vision for the environment, which includes safeguarding 

against: sprawl and leap frog development, highways, and unnecessary infrastructure.  The 

organization also coordinates with municipal leaders and work to encourage growth of the 

greenbelt. 
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The administration of the Ontario Greenbelt is the responsibility of the Provincial 

Government wand is spread through the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing.  Individual 

municipalities do have control over their land but any plans must conform to the Greenbelt Plan.  

Although the province has the final say, non-governmental bodies are encourage for their input. 

There are plans to add increase the Ontario Greenbelt to 11 million acres in the next decade. 

UNITED KINGDON GREEN BELT 

There are 14 distinct Green Belts in England, each associated with a major metropolitan 

center. These greenbelts surround areas of one or more municipalities.  The Green Belts range in 

size from 1,700 acres (Burton on Trent) to 1.2 million acres (London).  The Green Belts cover 

13% of the total area of the United Kingdom. 

The first of the United Kingdom Green Belts, established in London, Birmingham and 

Sheffield in the 1930s, were intended to create a belt of public open space for agriculture and 

recreational. After World War II, the government encouraged local authorities to define clearly 

designated green belts in their planning to prevent urban sprawl and protect the countryside from 

further encroachment.   This would also prevent towns from merging into one another and 

protect valuable agricultural lands.  It is also seen as a maneuver to preserve the historic 

character and encourage development within the built-up areas.  

In 1988 the U.K. Government adopted the Principles of the Green Belt into the Planning 

Policy Guidance Note Number 2, lending national support to maintaining the green belt network.  

The green belt is not necessarily a pristine green landscape. Quality and appearance were 

of no true importance. The area was simply intended to be undeveloped space forming a 
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FIGURE 23 – United Kingdom Greenbelt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

boundary between urban and rural.  More recently, the United Kingdom green belts are seen as a 

key component in combating the effects of climate change. 

Each green belt is different in features and programs.  Some have maintained much of the 

original character where the green areas remain but many, under pressure form developers and 

growing populations, have reassigned green belt land to accommodate housing and commercial 

development.   

Programs range from natural forest, open field, trails, farm and pasture to airports, 

highways, water treatment plants and shopping malls.  
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Green belts in Leeds and Oxford are strictly regulated in regards to a development and 

offer spaces for passive and active recreation but are predominately agricultural.  London and 

Liverpool continue to succumb to development pressures. 

Each Green Belt is administered by the municipality(s), which it surrounds.  Here are 

many local community based organizations, coalitions and alliances working toward preserving,  

Several green belt municipalities have plans in place to add land, but the struggle 

continues for many as pressures for housing and supporting facilities grows stronger.  

EUROPEAN GREEN BELT – CENTRAL EUROPE 

In 2004, the countries of Central Europe, many long divided by the Iron Curtain, banded 

together to form a continuous landscape of conservation areas currently known as the European 

Green Belt.  The area is an ecological network spanning 24 countries and extending 7,700 miles 

from the Barent Sea to the Mediterranean and Black Seas. 

The European Green Belt is an opportunity to create a landscape of unity and 

conservation from a continent dividing past.  

The European Green Belt finds its origin in late 80s at the end of the Cold War as the 

border zones were abandoned and gradually opened the Iron Curtain.  Former military facilities 

and natural landscapes in close proximity to the border zones were abandoned to the natural 

processes.  The first conservation project was initiated in Germany shortly after the fall of the 

Berlin Wall.  The target of the first project was the inner German Border.  Subsequently, the 

World Conservation Union became the coordinator implementation of a series continent 

spanning of green belts.  
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FIGURE 24 – European Green Belt Central Europe 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Green Belt network consists of basically three types of areas: 1) preserve ecological 

unique, diverse and sensitive areas; 2) harmonize human activities with the natural environment; 

and 3) increase opportunities for socio-economic development of local communities.  The belt 

runs through landscapes traversing salt marshes and lagoons to primeval forests to wetlands and 

meadows each with unique and often rare ecosystems. 

The European Green Belt is divided into three main regions: Green Belt Fennoscandia, 

Green Belt Central, and the Green Belt South East.  Each has an associated regional office, 

which supervises and coordinates cross-border activities and initiative based on the international 

cooperation plan, Programme of Work (PoW).   
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The PoW is comprised of three elements:  

Element 1 - Direct action for the establishment of the European Green Belt as: a 

functional ecological network; a mechanism for sharing information for nature 

conservation and sustainable development; a viable tool to assist in sustainable 

development; and an ecological laboratory. 

Element 2 - Institutional structure is transparent and efficient to ensure strong stakeholder 

participation  

Element 3 - Enabling activities which make the European Green Belt a widely 

acknowledged initiative with participating countries and international organizations as 

well as recognized as a 'brand' to enhance sustainable development and nature 

conservation. 

The individual state institutions make all planning, funding and participation decisions.   

There are gaps or deficits in the green belt, which are being addressed through continued 

acquisitions and easements. 

4.1.2 – End Results 

 Each of the study sites reveals unique data, which fits into basic tenets of the peri-urban 

interface.  The site processes positive and at times negative attributes regarding the program or 

processes in the PUI as outlined in TABLE 8. 
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TABLE 8 – Study Results 
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TABLE 8 - End Results (continued) 
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TABLE 8 – Study results (continued) 
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TABLE 8 – Study Results (continued) 
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TABLE 8 – Study Results (continued) 
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TABLE 8 –  Study Results (continued) 
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TABLE 8 – Study Results (continued) 
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TABLE 8 – Study Results (continued) 
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TABLE 8 – Study Results (continued) 
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4.2 Interpretation of the Results 

This section begins the discussion of the findings by score and rank (TABLE 7).  The 

results of the sample of peri-urban areas studied (sites) show a range of assets and conditions 

(TABLE 8). Scores for the sites are based on the rating matrix for individual categories 

(Preservation/Conservation, Economic Assets, Governance, Human Health and Planning) from 

the synthesized definitions and combined overall score inclusive of all categories. The focus of 

the discussion will highlight similarities, differences, and points of interest from the findings.  

4.2.1 Evaluation  

A note regarding the United Kingdom Green Belt, the Metropolitan Green Belt of 

London and the Cambridge Greenbelt.  The United Kingdom was selected for this study due to 

the scope of the program.  Both Cambridge and London Green Belts are part of the United 

Kingdom Green Belt, and represent very different programs, development, management and 

support.  

4.2.1.1 Group 1 

The variety of sites scoring in Group 1 represent a variety of peri-urban interfaces with 

commonalities and unique qualities that support the ideal as described in the literature.  In short, 

the mix of properties and programs that support the idea of "strengthening local economies; 

delivering social benefits and by creating a space for nature" (SURF, 2011). 

The two top scoring sites, Boulders Open Space and Mountain Parks Conservancy  

(rank=1) and the Ontario Greenbelt (rank=2).  The commonalities of properties and programs in 
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these peri-urban interfaces along with unique qualities that make these sites part of the culture of 

the served area, which pushed these two sites to the top. Boulder and Ontario differ in size but 

are of the same form – greenbelt. They have similar focus on controlling sprawl and directing 

growth while reacting affirmatively to the environment to promote community health and 

enhancing quality of life. 

Preservation and Conservations efforts indicate the highest priority for Boulder and 

Ontario.  Preservation of ecological corridors and sensitive lands as well as conserving natural 

resources.  Cultural and agricultural heritage is also deemed important in support of the 

environmental integrity and sense of place.  Finally, the importance of agricultural lands and 

agriculture as a way of life is highly regarded, encouraged and protected.  Boulder and Ontario 

both scored 26 out of 30 points.   These two sites are the benchmark of this study for sustaining 

what the Friends of the Greenbelt describe as "a vibrant and healthy greenbelt… protected and 

restored natural environment, a strong and successful rural countryside, (and) a robust 

agricultural sector" (2009). 

Economic activities are encourages and supported to a high degree and are highly 

integrated with the interface activities with the understanding that any activities have a minimal 

impact on the environment.  This supports Sustainable Urban Rural Fringe (SURF) tenant that 

the peri-urban interface should strengthen and support local economies (2011). There are strong 

economic activities in both Boulder and Ontario.  Both promote agriculture through incentives 

and programs to encourage young farmers.  Several supporting organizations in both areas 

heavily promote and organize farmer's market networks and local food networks to supply 

schools, public institutes and restaurants. However, Ontario score slightly higher in the economic 

survey with a higher emphasis on recreational and tourism revenues from organized activities, 
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the Ontario Zoo and the valuation of non-market ecosystem services. Out of 22 possible points 

Ontario scores 14 and Boulder 15 points. Although neither of the areas scored top marks, neither 

scored a "non-supported or evident" zero points for any sub-category in Economic Issues 

category.  

Governance is transparent, with multiple participating and supporting bodies that have a 

common goal of providing a peri-urban interface for the urban environs and independent agendas 

toward achieving that goal in both Boulder and Ontario.  With regard to the governance of these 

sites, there is evidence that the larger Ontario regional site has a slightly tougher struggle with 

accountability and transparency then the municipal Boulder Site.  Boulder as a single 

municipality with one governing body is committed to transparent practices regarding the 

OSMP.  

Boulder and Ontario also have networks of robust community organizations supporting 

and participating in the processes for the peri-urban space.  These organizations are independent 

of the government planning, management, and maintenance entities, but are active in the 

planning processes and sponsor various activities to involve and inform the community. These 

organizations work independently to raise community awareness, secure funding for 

acquisitions, educational programs and other projects, and to ensure that government policies and 

practices protect and benefit the people and the environment. These organizations are critical to 

the success of the peri-urban interface and act as a powerful force for change (Friends of the 

Greenbelt 2009). In terms of effective and productive governance out of 15 possible points, 

Boulder scored 14 points and Ontario scored 13 points. 
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The health and quality of life of the human inhabitants is at the heart of both the Boulder 

and Ontario programs.  Both peri-urban interface plans provide a "beneficial, valuable, and 

permanent feature, enhancing the quality of life…. contribution to health and well-being" as a 

permanent feature of the landscape (Ontario Greenbelt Alliance, 2009). 

The Boulder Open Space and Mountain Park Conservancy's Open Space Charter does 

mandate processes that contribute to quality of life for the Boulder citizens.  Primarily quality of 

life is supported through preservation and restoration of natural environments and assets, and 

providing open spaces for passive recreation, aesthetics and agriculture. The Friends of Boulder 

Open Space create an atmosphere of caring responsibility and promote the initiatives and value 

of the greenbelt through fundraising efforts and through a strong voice in the Government. 

The Ontario Greenbelt plan, does indirectly address human health and quality of life.  

Through the initiatives for locally grown food, clean water resources, climate regulating forests 

and vast biodiversity, the Greenbelt proclaims its value in preserving the quality of life for 

Ontarians.  There is also a concerted effort to promote healthy activities in the Greenbelt through 

the booklet series "Greenbelt for Health".  This series is by several members of the Ontario 

Greenbelt Alliance.  

The scores for Human Health Support are 20 out of 21 points for Boulder. Ontario earns 

a respectable 18 points for with losses occurring in categories of accessibility relating to the 

extreme distance to the Greenbelt from much of the urban core and density . 

Planning is apparent through the governing body and community organizations and there 

is a strong and ongoing effort to improve the interface. Evaluation and planning is present in 

Boulder and Ontario.  Each space has a plan where "accountability to the public with respect to 
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the responsible and effective use of its resources" (Friends of the Greenbelt 2009) is key to the 

success of both program.  

The Boulder plan is annually examined to realign land use that suffered from human 

interaction to restoration or to act in the face of the changing environment.  Much of the budget 

from the sales tax levied is dedicated to maintenance, land management, land acquisition and 

research.  Formal planning evaluations occur every five years.  

Ontario also continuously evaluates decision regarding and use, conservation and 

restoration, its plan is more geared to the preservation of agriculture and the provision for passive 

recreation and how each impacts the environment.  Research is heavily funded through the 

Foundation. Acquisition of grants is the ongoing responsibility of the Friends of the Greenbelt 

with support funding from the original provincial grant. Bothe sites scored 27 points for Planning 

initiatives. 

The next four sites (Cambridge, Ottawa, Vienna, and Copenhagen) attained close score 

with the Cambridge Greenbelt (rank=3) only slightly higher then the National Capitol Greenbelt, 

the Vienna Greenbelt Protection Area and the Copenhagen Finger Plannen tying (rank=4). 

Highlights from these four sites include: 

Cambridge – Cambridge is dedicated to farm culture preservation and natural access.  

Cambridge is one of the few green belts in the United Kingdom to continue to support the 

original recommendations for post war land planning and management.  This is an area that is 

heavily supported by the public through participation in planning, funding, and promoting 

educational, recreational, environmental, and agricultural programs that benefit the community. 

Cambridge scored  
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Ottawa – The National capitol Greenbelt was intended in the beginning to control 

unchecked sprawl and act as an urban growth boundary.  It became something quite different as 

Ottawa and the surrounding villages and towns merged into a single municipality and the 

outlying areas expanded toward the city center, the Greenbelt now has the form and function of a 

green heart.  This area provides programs to the surrounding area including natural resource 

conservation, recreation and tourism, ecological corridors, agriculture, some commerce and 

limited village development, and access.  This is one of a few areas that is serviced by public 

transportation from all over the expanded city realm making it very accessible.  However, 

expansion is a limited option for this greenheart as the expanded city grew densely around it. 

Vienna – The Vienna Green Belt Protection Area has a long history.  This is also lauded 

and supported heavily by the community. Since the green belt establishment in 1905 the 

protected area has doubled in size.  The stoic determination of the government and the people to 

preserving the forest and agriculture for the city is commendable. This is unique among the sites 

looked at in this study.   

Copenhagen – The finger plan, more than any other plan in this study, brings the natural 

environment deep into the urban built area.  This is emphasized in the principles of the Five 

Finger Plan: 1) transportation to and through the natural areas should be easily accessible; 2) the 

natural areas should be in close proximity to the city center so people can have the advantages of 

both; and 3) the five finger plan makes transport (people and goods) simple and convenient.  The 

primary issue with the green finger plan involves the recent reassignment of open and 

agricultural space to sports fields resulting in a loss of some of the proximal advantages in early 

plans 
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4.2.1.2 Group 1 Summary  

All the interfaces in Group 1 are quite different, but there are common threads which 

support most of their standing as top performers in this study:  

• Determination to preserve natural resources 

• A sense of responsibility for and an understanding of ecological health and welfare of the 

area as related to human health and quality of life 

• Strong community commitment to maintaining the scope and intent of the areas  

• Commitment to healthy populations  

• Accessibility are key to connecting the community to the resources available and must be 

a priority 

• Planning for the future, with foresight on climate change, and the need for growth to 

maintain swelling populations  

The sites in Group 1 exhibit many of the complex circumstances that are touted as 

necessary to support a healthy urban population. The higher scoring of the peri-urban areas, 

particularly Cambridge and Boulder, comprise complex, wedge influenced, hybrid forms.  The 

importance of the natural environment and the strong emphasis by the sites of Group 1 indicates 

a deep understanding of the environmental benefits available in the peri-urban area including 

assets which can control noise pollution, promote water and air quality and protect vital habitats 

(Platt).  Regular inventories of the assets are considered part of the process crucial to supporting 

a healthy urban population (Spedding).  There is also strong evidence of a planning process that 

is not only generational but, flexible in regards to population and climate changes. But, by far, 
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the commitment of the community to support and participate in the planning and programming 

are the driving force behind the relative success of these areas.  It creates a sense of place and a 

cultural identity which galvanizes communities into action and involvement. These communities 

are healthy and robust with healthy populations that will endure and thrive. 

4.2.1.3 Group 2 

The seven sites comprising the middle range, or Group 2, of the assessment include three 

of municipal scope, two of metropolitan scope, and two of regional scope. These sites vary 

widely in program but each provide a benefits, if not multiple benefits, which contribute to 

preservation efforts, economic endeavors, administrative character, human health and quality of 

life and planning, although to a considerably lesser degree than the sites in Group 1.   Overall 

scores ranged from 70 to 81 out 116 possible points.  No one site stands out as significantly 

different or particularly unique. The highest scoring site in Group 2 was San Francisco Bay 

Region Area Greenbelt with 81 of 116 points. 

The Area Greenbelt in the San Francisco Bay Region (Rank=7) scored very high 

planning (26 out of 28 possible points) with the strong Greenbelt Alliance organizations core 

policies for the future including preservation of threatened landscapes, agricultural heritage 

producing local foods and plans for smart growth of the cities in the region. The efforts of the 

Greenbelt Alliance in San Francisco also aided in a reasonable score (19 out of 30 points) in 

Preservation and Conservation efforts with effort to protect the natural environment and 

agricultural heritage but there is little focus on education and cultural heritage.  The Alliance is a 

program that not only acts to preserve environment and heritage but also to control development 

and promote smart growth.   
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The next three sites, Greenbelt Millage in Ann Arbor (rank=8), The Milan Metrobosco 

(rank=8), and the San Luis Obispo (SLO) Greenbelt Protection (rank=10) performed well but 

have issues of consistency and areas where with weak or absent programming.  The Metrobosco 

and the Greenbelt Millage each scored 77 out of 116 points while the Greenbelt Protection of 

San Luis Obispo score 76 points.   

The Greenbelt Millage of Ann Arbor scored well in Governance (21 out of 26 points).  

Milan (20 points) and San Luis Obispo (18 points) scored fairly well in Preservation and 

Conservation (out of 30 points). The group as a whole performed vary well in Planning scoring 

between 21 an 23 points out of 28 possible points.   

The trio of sites high scores in Planning can be attributed to strong community support 

and a desire for a better community clearly presented to the governing bodies. There are specific 

well organized plans with definitive benchmarks and a strong generational purpose. Each has a 

specific plan for future acquisition of land in order to actively grow their respective peri-urban 

spaces.  There is clear vision and goals that represent a true understanding of the value of the 

assets and processes in the PUI and how this directly affects quality of life and well being of the 

urban population.  There is also a great deal of community support for each area.  The programs 

are highly touted by the citizens and concerned groups.  

However, there are areas where each performs less well.  The Ann Arbor Greenbelt 

Millage is concerned with protecting farmland, ranches and open spaces but, there is a general 

lack of connectivity of the spaces currently. It is the goal to eventually have the Greenbelt 

become a solid ring, but the plans are for a continuation of individual area acquisition with an 

undetermined final area goal.  The Greenbelt is also inconsistent with specific goals for human 
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health and educational programs.  There are no specific objectives surrounding human health and 

the agricultural programs being preserved are not required to operate in a sustainable manner.  

Milan's Metrobosco is but a part of a greater plan, which includes a great deal of urban 

projects aimed at remediation and sustainability as well.  Funding is being provided by the 

province alone, which can become jeopardized in times of economic strife.  There is also little 

attention to promoting or incentivizing economic endeavors to support farming and recreation 

activities in the fringe, thus burdening the economy further.  

San Luis Obispo's Greenbelt protection program does consider the health of the 

community to be priority one and is determined to protect both environment and citizens. 

However this program also does not address means for economic stability for the Greenbelt lands 

and programs.  There are plans for funding for acquisitions and preservation of the area but no 

supporting structure for activities in the Greenbelt Millage.  The majority of the funding is single 

source through the City with some small contributions through partnerships with the Sierra Club 

for trail maintenance.  

The last three sites in Group 3 include The Greenbelt of Barcelona (rank=11), the Groene 

Hart in Ranstadt (rank=12), and Greenbelt Conservancy of Staten Island (rank=13).  These three 

sites also performed well in planning for similar reasons as the rest of Group 2.  However the 

category scores were slightly lower in different areas.   

The Barcelona Greenbelt performed well with an over all score of 74 out of 116 points.  

The program overall is effective but there are issues that revolve around the structure of the 

Greenbelt.  Preservation and Conservation measures are considered highly desirable in Planning 

but regulation is not strictly adhered to or eagerly enforced through changing governments.  
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Educational programs re-enforcing the value of peri-urban lands is lacking, as is a strong 

community support system.  The Barcelona Greenbelt does, however, have a strong connection 

in the urban setting with a system of green streets and greenways that connect the built 

environment to the Greenbelt lands.   

The Groene Hart (Green Heart) in the Ranstadt succeeds and suffers in different ways.  

There is a strong plan in place in the Groene Hart but it does not include growth.  As a central 

peri-urban area, the built environment surrounds it.  Strong plans are in place to maintain the area 

and to limit any development to farming support structures, however the pressure to release land 

for housing for the population boon is unrelenting. Plans are being made to develop a sustainable 

community in association with a peat bog farm.  This is viewed in two ways by opposing 

concerned groups: it will open the area to development or it will act as a catalyst for sustainable 

actions in the surrounding cities. Another more current issue concerns accessibility.  As the cities 

grew denser and expanded further from the edges of the Groene Hart, the distance from many 

urban areas became quite vast.  Some public transportation and bike route options are available 

but there are bus routes requiring multiple transfers and two hours or to reach the edge of the 

peri-urban area.  

The Staten Island Greenbelt was imagined and conceived by concerned citizens and the 

program covers acres of prime open space and multiple ecosystems as well as some public parks 

and a public health facility.  The trail systems, passive and active recreation and educational 

programs help to elevate this peri-urban oasis to a very attractive peri-urban interface.  Yet, this 

site lacks heritage programs and economic drivers. The community is highly active in supporting 

this Greenbelt, however there are no real economic generators or agricultural endeavors to make 

this a proper asset to the community.  
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4.2.1.4 Group 2 Summary 

These site of Group 2 lie between being an extreme asset to the surrounding community to 

being a missed opportunity or fading effect. There are common threads that are identified as 

progressive or negating toward supporting a healthy community and environment: 

Progressive Quality 

• Planning is seen as a tool to creating, maintaining and utilizing the value of the assets in 

the peri-urban interface 

• Community involvement is a key component to a robust and beneficial interface 

• A wide array of assets are included in a program 

• Educational endeavors inform and create support for the area now and in the future. 

Negating Qualities 

• Single sources of funding is inadequate in an ever changing economy 

• Allowing development can case a loss of community support.  

• Confined peri-urban areas restricting opportunity for growth and reach. 

Group 2 can also be considered successful, however with potential for improvement. Like the 

sites in Group 1, there is a robust nature the forms and processes of the peri-urban interface, 

however in various cases there are issues involving government involvement, less stringent 

regulations, and limited potential to adapt to changes in population and environment.   



	   114	  

These site of Group 2 lie between being an extreme asset to the surrounding community to 

being a missed opportunity or fading effect. There are common threads that are identified as 

progressive or negating toward supporting a healthy community and environment: 

Similar to the sites in Group 1, there is a strong emphasis on environmental preservation and 

conservation efforts as well as providing healthy spaces for activity and agriculture in most 

cases.   

These sites all have the potential for success but some, like the Groene Hart and Staten Island 

suffer from a central form, which, unlike all of the Group 1 sites, have limited expansion 

potential.  As these municipalities grow new development areas will be further and further form 

the assets in the peri-urban interface, negating potential benefits.  

Of note in this group is Milan.  The Metrobosco represents an ideal hybrid form with reach 

and connections deep into the urban fabric.  However, government authority is not open to 

community participation at this time and issues of single source funding could lead this peri-

urban interface to experience issues in the future. 

4.2.1.5 Group 3 

The final group of peri-urban interfaces is a mixed bag of sites having a number of conditions 

in common and demonstrating noteworthy singular features for many of the sites as well.  Initial 

impressions would suggest that these sites present average peri-urban interfaces.  However upon 

closer examination a different level of programming and properties are exposed as a less effect 

area.  Looking at the form and scope of the spaces, two of these sights are urban growth 

boundaries that inform to spatial identity and function but lack real acreage or programming.  Of 

the remaining five of the seven sites, there are issues with consistency, limited programs, and 
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governance.  As a result the programs and products of these peri-urban spaces are not capable of 

supporting the built urban fabric.  

Of the seven sites listed here, of special note is the Melbourne Green Wedge Plan.  The 

Green Wedge Plan has a tumultuous history with little evidence that the current plan, part of 

Melbourne 2030, has not been thoroughly evaluated in its first ten years.  This study draws on 

information regarding the most recent past plan and its effectiveness as well as the limited 

information provided by current government reports.  

Although Portland and Virginia Beach are represented as urban growth boundaries, there 

is a clear, yet limited effort toward preservation and conservation of agricultural culture and 

natural areas. Each of these sites scored 16 out of 31 points for preservation and conservation.  

The European Greenbelt is also dedicated to preserving and restoring the natural environmental 

preservation and conservation efforts are, however, loose and are not uniformly present or 

enforced in the remaining four of the seven areas.  Melbourne, in its original green wedge plan, 

was dedicated to preserving the watershed and agriculture outside the city while controlling 

growth and enforcing development boundaries.  This plan failed from a lack of support and from 

the machinations of the political power of the day and scored only 11 out of 31 points. London 

scores only 5 out of 31 points as it fails to preserve in much the same way but to a greater degree.  

Boundaries were not enforced and the original principle of reserving land for agriculture and 

recreation has given way to the undesirable facilities that support the city (water treatment, 

recycling center, motorways, etc.) and other unintended uses such as malls, sports arenas, 

dumping grounds and suburban development.  This has fractured the once complete ring around 

the metropolitan area.  The United Kingdom as a whole is inconsistent with conservations efforts 

and does not exercise any enforcement efforts and also scores only five points. And the final site, 
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the British Columbia Agricultural Land Reserve, initially preserved the best soils outside of 

growing urban areas for agricultural use only and in the past decade it has traded arable land for 

development and acquired less desirable space for the Reserve. The reserve however does 

promote strict  

There is little or no effort to encourage interface related commerce or other economic 

ventures to benefit the community economy. The South of the Green Line plan of Virginia Beach 

and the Green Wedge Plan in Melbourne both promote agricultural and tourism in their 

respective interfaces. Both municipalities heave a heavy tourism component to their overall 

economic livelihood.  The South of the Green Line area contains several important tourism 

destinations that, although not strictly part of the city, do bring significant economic benefits 

through supporting businesses.   Agriculture is important to both of these areas even though 

Virginia Beach provides a stronger support endeavor, Melbourne still encourages and supports 

agriculture in the PUI and provides incentives for farmers to produce for the local markets.  

Virginia beach and Melbourne each scored nine out of 22 points. 

The Metropolitan Green Belt, the Portland Urban Growth Boundary, and the United 

Kingdom Green Belts do not actually control or manage land, however each supports the 

preservation of agricultural operations to aid in the local economy. Incentive are offered for 

various production values and agricultural operations maintained.  in minimal inhabitants of the 

peri-urban interface but also create jobs and economic activity in support of the operations.  All 

of these PUIs rate seven out of 13 points respectively. 

The final two sites, the European Greenbelt and the Untied Kingdom Green Belt are not 

considered economic generators. The European Green Belt, with its preservationist view, does 
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not recommend or show support for any economic activities in the Green Belt.  The U.K. also 

does not recommend any economic efforts be part of the peri-urban interface lands. 

The administration of the sites has issues with transparency, community support and 

actual power.  The urban growth boundaries in Virginia Beach and Portland are part of each 

municipalities overall plan with strong and enforceable regulation.  The public is welcome to 

comment but the final decision is the purview of the administrating bodies.  Each area does 

garner much community support as the UGBs are seen as a benefit the community.   

The Agricultural Land Reserve in British Columbia is administered similarly, though by 

the provincial government, but without the strong community support of Virginia Beach and 

Portland.  British Columbia does involve the public in decisions of reassigning and acquiring 

land but again the decision is the. 

The Green Wedges in the Melbourne Metropolitan area are under the sole provision of 

the State of Victoria.  The individual municipalities with portions of the wedges have not 

authoritative power.   A community coalition attempts to influence parliament but has not had 

significant effect.   

The Metropolitan Green Belt, the United Kingdom Green Belt and the European Green 

Belt all are governed and managed by the individual municipalities where the Green Belts exist.  

Each area has agreed in theory to support the overlying principles, which establish each Green 

Belt but they are under no obligation to adhere to the mission and standards.  This creates areas 

of inconsistency and encroachment in some cases.  The city of London is an example of how the 

principles can be disregarded or dismissed at the whim of the political structure. The Green Belt, 

in areas, has shrunk to no more than the width of a fence line.  However the European Green 
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Belt, which is nearly 70 years younger than the Metropolitan Greenbelt in London, is on a 

stronger path of cooperation and solidarity in the commitment to create a strong ecological belt 

under the guidance of the Secretariat.  

Human health support is not a primary consideration or a consideration at all. Although 

the urban growth boundaries of Portland and Virginia Beach and the European Green Belt do 

provide health benefits through preserving lands for ecological services, and passive recreation 

each earning roughly 10 points out of 21.   Operations, but these are not a priority. The next three 

sites are riddled with development and the associated transportation that corrupt the air and water 

quality deterring from health and quality of life benefits. Melbourne rated a 9 points with 

development eroding away at local agriculture and open spaces as well as moving the peri-urban 

interface further from the center of town.  The Metropolitan Green Belt in London scored six 

points.  Development, and the desire to expand the urban fabric, has also eroded the peri-urban 

lands around the London Metropolitan Area.  Unlike Melbourne, which pushes further into the 

hinterland, the PUI in London shrinks with each new development.  This leaves less space for 

recreation, agriculture, and natural lands to perform ecological services.  Completing the seven 

and tying with a score of three points each are the United Kingdom Green Belt and The British 

Columbia Agricultural Land Reserve.  The U.K. Green Belt does not promote a health initiative 

any longer in the recommendations. And the ALR is only concerned with preserving land for 

agriculture and does provide some food but otherwise there are no provision in regards to human 

health and quality of life. 

Planning is sporadic and subject to political party power and promise.  The sites in Group 

3 appear more apt to shrink than grow.  
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In the last 24 years Portland has moved the Urban Growth Boundary, releasing 30,000 

acres for development.  This is part of the overall plan to re-examine the UGB every 20 years 

and make necessary adjustments to accommodate growth.  What is not taken into account is the 

increasing distance from the natural resources. 

The northern most 11,000 acres of the area South of the Green Line in Virginia Beach 

comprises the transition area.  This area is open for specific residential development and here are 

strict guidelines in place.  As of 2009 1,500 acres have been developed with low density, large 

lot residential housing with connected public open space.   

The Green Wedges in Melbourne are shrinking fast as well.  Each change in state 

political power brings renewed applications for development and rezoning in the Wedges.  

Although the 2030 Plan does address Green Wedge protection, many loopholes have been found 

and the judicial system largely ignores the plan when adjudicating land use disputes.  

The Metropolitan Green Belt in London follows the parts of the recommendations of the 

National Planning Policy Guidance 2: Greenbelts and does submit a 20-year land use plan every 

five years, which often includes reduction in Green Belt land and it has been approved with each 

submission with little if any required revisions. However, the seven counties involved are lax in 

preserving the Green Belt for agriculture and recreation and continue to redefine the boundaries 

and approve development.   

The European Green Belt created the Programme of Work (PoW), which is a 

overreaching plan for the entire Green Belt with benchmarks to accomplish tasks involving 

acquisition, organizational staffing, and participation activities.  There are also suggested actions 
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for stakeholders and the Secretariat for each of the seven goals of the plan.  The plan is reviewed 

annual and the actions revised as needed.  

The United Kingdom has made no planning recommendations since issuing the amended 

1995 Planning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belt in 2001. This set of recommendations for 

inclusion of Green Belt land planning in regional and local planning policies. This program is 

suggestive rather than a mandate and can be utilized as a whole or in part. Although the Town 

and Country Planning Act of 1947 is still effective and requires County and County Borough 

Councils to submit a 20-year land use plan to the Ministry of Housing and Local Government 

every five years, there is little in the way of enforcement.   These plans must include green belt 

area mapped in the plan yet there is it is still the localities prevue to allow development within 

the PUI. Each Green Belt in the United Kingdom has autonomy over any actual land use or 

planning.  

4.2.1.6 Group 3 Summary 

Group 3: 

• The peri-urban area is in constant flux and apt to experience shrinkage or reassignment 

• Single program focus (agriculture, preservation, containment) in several sites 

• Multiple areas with control over individual parts or the peri-urban area 

• No real authority to create or enforce regulations 

• Political agenda has precedent over peri-urban policies 
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• Planning is inadequate, unenforceable or is not accountable for ecological support 

availability 

The sites of Group 3 represent the lowest scoring sites and the least successful peri-urban 

interfaces in the study.  There are commonalities, which link many of these sites.  Unlike the 

successful sites, which have multiple program foci, in Group 3 programs are limited to one or 

two primary programs.  There is also a lack of support seen in this group.  A balanced system of 

administrative and community support is evident in strong peri-urban interface sites, where in 

Group 3, specifically the Metropolitan Green Belt, the Melbourne Green Wedge Plan and British 

Columbia's Agricultural Land Reserve, there is a noticeable lack of community support or 

involvement.  It may be a case of apathy or a reluctance of the governing organizations to 

consider the community opinion or encourage input and involvement.  It is in direct contrast to 

successful sites, such as Boulder and Cambridge, which not only encourage community support, 

but include to community in the planning and decision making processes.   

Another commonality among Group 3 sites is realized in the size of the peri-urban interface.  

Many of the sites are regional or even continent spanning.  These large areas are often under the 

auspice of several governing agencies with individual agendas, coffers and priorities.  This lies in 

contrast to most of the successful sites in Group 1 and Group 2 which occur in smaller, 

municipal and metropolitan, scales where a single governing entity or organization is 

responsible. In extreme large conurbation there is a tendency for lax regulation, political party 

agendas and the influence of deep pockets lessens the effectiveness of any regulations regarding 

the land or policies regarding the peri-urban interface.  Smaller municipalities often operate with 

a more transparent and accountable governing organization. 
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All of the sites in Group three are threatened by development pressures, sprawl potential and 

growth and shrinkage issues.  Where the more successful sites of Group 1 and Group 2, like 

Cambridge, Boulder and San Luis Obispo, have plans in place to control or limit growth and 

population, in Group 3, only Portland has an active plan for responsible growth.  All of the other 

sites in Group 3 have unchecked growth, resulting in erosion of the peri-urban area and increases 

in merging urban areas. It also affects the human health scores of accessibility to natural and 

recreation areas as well as the ability for the environment to support the growing populations.  

Planning is an issue related to growth and development pressures.  Planning, particularly in 

response to present and potential ecological changes, with an emphasis on preservation and 

conservation efforts, are priorities to a high degree in Group 1 and a major concentration for 

Group 2.  In many of the sites in Group 3, however, there is a general lack of effort toward 

preservation or conservation of the ecological processes, regardless of the benefit they represent 

to the urban fabric. 

4.3 Summary 

This study was designed to evaluate peri-urban spaces for conditions of preservation and 

conservation, issues related to economic activities, methods and degrees of governance and 

management, contributions to human health and wellbeing, and the forms of planning for the 

future is in place.  While the peri-urban interface can be composed of complex circumstances 

and varying programs, it has a core of one clear object: to enhance the quality of life for the 

urban residents (Adell 1999). The five categories included in the assessment represent conditions 

and elements that are required for a balanced and productive environment as it controls growth 

spreading from the urban core.  
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The assessments identify strengths and weaknesses of the twenty sites, and the researcher 

attempts to prioritize each site based on subject interpretations.  Results of this study demonstrate 

the basic necessity for proper consideration, planning and support for programs in the peri-urban 

interface to maintain a high quality of life for urban and rural citizens.  
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5 CONCLUSION 

Peri-urban can be simply defined as a term, however, for a successful program, a 

complex set of circumstances must be present in order to realize utmost benefits for the urban 

population.  With a complex set of circumstances present, successful programs will result in 

healthier populations in robust urban environments.  

A peri-urban interface, in order to be an asset to the environment and thus a healthy 

benefit to the urban population must reach into the urban fabric for optimal accessibility, protect 

and promote natural resources and processes, and be supported and  by the community  

5.1 Successes in the Peri-Urban Sites 

The successes cited in Group 1 and Group 2 are based in part on the diverse and 

multifaceted programs and processes.  Each site protects several assets as well and promotes, 

manages, and in some instances, plan to grow the peri-urban interface for the enhancement of the 

urban fabric as a whole.  

The effort to define and manage natural assets, for a healthy environment, is evident in 

each program in Group 1 and Group 2. This responsibility involves several forms and includes 

programs involving environmental education, agricultural and cultural heritage programs, and 

stewardship all focused on the health of the environment and its relationship to issues of health 

and quality of life.  

The success of Group 1 and Group 2 also have commonalities in planning as a tool to 

discipline development in the present and respond to future environmental stresses.  The peri-
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urban interface is not only considered an asset but part of the larger infrastructure system 

supporting the urban population.  In many cases it is understood that the circumstances in the 

PUI will directly affect many other aspects of the greater infrastructure and must be considered 

an extension of the urban fabric. The proponents of the sites, including government entities and 

concerned organizations, understand that the future may require additional facilities to 

accommodate populations but must also emphasis on growing the peri-urban area to 

accommodate additional stresses. 

5.2 Failures in the Peri-Urban Realm 

There were several degrees of failures in the peri-urban cases in the study particularly in 

Group 3.  The failing sites all seem to suffer from some degree of negligent management and 

undervaluation of the area as an asset rather than left over or future developable space. There is 

evidence of lax authority for enforcement restrictions or weak regulation effectively opening the 

areas to development or other unintended and detrimental activities.  Also, in several instances, 

having only a single program focus limits any value. Singular focus on a particular program also 

undermines community support and realization of services for the urban communities.  

5.3 Design Recommendations 

As a product of the study site examination for each of the twenty sites, it became evident 

that a core group of categories presented themselves as being consistently present or notably 

absent. If a peri-urban area demonstrates this core cluster of conditions, the outcome was found 

to earn a high rating and subsequently a high rank among all the sites. The consistency this 

demonstration leads the authors to extract what became a set of design guidelines. The list found 
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in Table 9 is envisioned for use as a supplement to traditional stages of design and planning for 

peri-urban interface.  

Efforts are lacking to provide extensive, generational solutions to create a healthy 

population enjoying a high quality of life. It is necessary to consider the peri-urban interface as 

an intricate part of any urban environment, to provide healthier environments and a higher 

quality of life. 

This study of 20 case sites provided valuable insights to peri-urban spaces. Lessons were 

learned from both successful sites and unsuccessful sites. There is no one formula to create 

and/or maintain successful peri-urban interfaces. Rather, multiple criteria considering ecological, 

economical, social, and policy issues were found to lead to success of peri-urban interfaces.  

Cities, municipalities, and metropolitan areas with active and robust peri-urban 

environments are stronger and healthier.  The population enjoys a higher level of overall health 

and longevity due in part to access to open spaces for recreation and respite, availability of fresh 

food options and a cleaner environment.  The majority of successful sites maintain controlled 

populations and growth plans which include increases in the peri-urban area.   

The wedge is considered the form with the greatest influence on the urban fabric.  

However, hybrid forms do create a greater benefit when properly programmed, supported and 

grown. Form should be considered in growth plans for the urban fabric.  In the case of shrinking 

cities, the opportunity exists to create an optimum form which can entice future settlements back 

into the an urban landscape, which supports a healthier options for the urban people  

In-depth study, including surveys of parties involved of those sites identified as 

successful peri-urban interfaces, and quantitative studies of the ecological processes and 
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economic and health contributions to the served urban populations would reveal further lessons 

not found through this study. 

TABLE 9 – Design and Planning Recommendations 

Scope · Design the size of the peri-urban interface to reflect the size of 
the population.  
The design should exhibit ecological connections and corridors for 
maximum benefit. 
· Design for ample natural space and agricultural space to support 
the population 

Inventory · The design process will an inventory of the benefits prior to 
acquiring the acreage and an understanding of the contribution the 
asset will make.  
· Regular inventories must be conducted to adjust land use and 
conservation/restoration practices to maintain the health of the 
environment  

Growth · Design with a knowledge that growth will occur and is essential 
to maintaining a balance of benefits to population 
· Growth plans must be examined at regular intervals to adjust for 
varying trends 

Planning · Planning will address the present and the future with regular 
assessments and inventories to inform on trends and issues 
· The public must be involved in the planning and decision making 
process to ensure the vested interest 

Programming · Multiple programs to address multiple needs of the community 
including (but not limited to) open natural areas, conservation 
lands, passive and active recreational areas and local food 
production. 
· Opportunities and facilities to encourage the community to 
engage in physical activities for health and wellbeing will be 
provided 
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TABLE 9 – Design and Planning Recommendations (continued) 

Community  · The community should be involved in the processes and 
programs to create a strong commitment to support and engage 
· Community organizations which aim to foster knowledge, 
stewardship and engagement should be encourage and supported 

Government · Governance must be transparent and include the public. 
· The government must employ independent evaluation processes 
to monitor and recommend responses to climate change, recreation 
and agricultural trends and economic stresses 
· Open space is well managed and maintained to meet community 
expectation; to ensure available funding is strong and renewable; 
enhances biodiversity and achieve an ecological balance in its 
design and programming 
· The government or any one department of the government should 
not have autonomous land use authority in the PUI. 

Ecology · Planning and programming must respect the ecology to maintain 
the asset as a primary benefit and provider 
· Sensitive and vulnerable ecosystems will be preserved in any PUI 
plan 

Access/Location/S
hape 

· The form of the peri-urban space must be connective throughout 
the urban environment ensuring easy and equitable access to all 
citizens of urban realm.  
· Multiple forms of clean transportation (foot and bike paths, clean 
energy powered public transportation) will connect the people to 
the PUI  

Economy · In designing a viable peri-urban interface the opportunity for 
revenue generation should be encouraged as an economic asset for 
the generational health of the PUI. 
· Funding sources should be varied and renewable or regenerating. 
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