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Abstract ...

As urban economies grow worldwide, and cities expand geographically,
peri-urban management is being more widely recognized as a
significant policy issue. At the same time however, new edge conditions
are emerging within urban regions, due to economic re-structuring and
retreat from areas at risk due to natural hazards associated with climate
change. This paper reframes consideration of peri-urban landscape
management to include intra-urban edge conditions, and examines the
challenges and opportunities of urban edges as an emerging feature
of 21st century urbanization. Drawing upon the case of Christchurch,
New Zealand it argues for an approach that combines conventional
spatial strategy with a values-based perspective. Adoption of a more
explicit landscape based framework of peri-urban management will
require a parallel commitment to the development of landscape scale
partnerships that can provide long term continuity of vision and policy
in urban edge situations.
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1 Introduction

Peri-urban landscapes have always been in-between
spaces: in between country and city, in between nature
and culture, in between obsolescence and growth. They
provide vital functions, accommodate marginalized
activities, and offer spaces of speculative opportunity.
The peri-urban is characterized by rapidly changing
relationships, and as urban economies grow and cities
grow in size and number, so the areas and populations
affected by peri-urban dynamics expand dramatically.
Webster'! estimated that 40% of population growth
in East Asia 2000~ 2025 will be in peri-urban
areas, arguing that “peri-urban areas are where the
forces of globalization and localization intersect”.
Management of competing global, regional, and local
dynamics at the urban-rural interface is a landscape
planning issue faced by all developed and developing

B but despite its scale and significance

the peri-urban has been a neglected policy space®.

countries

The United Nations is now planning the Post 2015
Sustainable Development Agenda, and the UN-Habitat
III Conference in 2016 seeks to develop a “New Urban
Agenda”.

This paper aims to contribute to urban agenda
setting by re-framing consideration of the peri-urban
condition to include intra urban edges. I argue that
in many future urban regions, the dominant edge
condition will not be an outer edge, between urban
and rural, but rather an edge between built and open
urban landscapes, and between different types of
urban related landscape function. I illustrate the
challenges this creates by reference to the experience
of Christchurch, New Zealand, a city which has a
long tradition of active peri-urban management!"",
In addition to typical peri-urban dynamics associated
with urban growth and changing technologies, a recent
series of earthquakes in Christchurch has accelerated
the emptying out of significant parts of the city, due
to land damage and enhanced flood hazards. This
echoes the trajectory of many post-industrial cities,
and prefigures the future faced by many coastal and
estuarine cities worldwide when faced by rising water
levels. Hence while only a modest sized city, the urban

edge dynamics of Christchurch may offer insights of

wider significance for urban policy.

2 The Nature of Peri-urban: Places In-between

Peri-urban means the outer edge of urban. It is
frequently expressed in landscape planning as the
urban-rural (or rural-urban) fringe, and scholarly
critique has focused upon the interface between urban
and rural conditions, functions, dynamics, and values.
The peri-urban interface is typically characterized as
a gradient of land values, use intensities, and urban
influence, and by a dependent relationship between rural
and urban functions™,with the peri-urban serving as a
place for urban economies to access food and water, a
place to dispose of waste, a place for marginal activities
and for activities considered dangerous, unattractive,
or undesirable, and most fundamentally, a place in
the process of becoming urban. In Christchurch, the
peri-urban zone has historically been the location for
horticulture and town milk supply; for mental hospitals,
prisons, and high impact activities such as quarries and
waste dumps; and in common with most cities, it has
been the space into which urban growth takes place.

Peri-urban landscapes are also places for urban
leisure and recreation, and provide parks, sports fields,
and resorts for urban communities. Much depends
upon the natural resources available. In Christchurch,
the hills to the south of the city provide a major
recreational attraction, and the former open farmland
is now managed as recreation and conservation areas.
To the north of the city Bottle Lake Forest — which
was established for waste disposal, production and
soil erosion control — now provides another major
recreational park.

Peri-urban areas are typified by a lower level of
public services than provided within towns and cities,
lacking sewerage systems, reticulated power and
water, urban quality roads, public transport, or many
community services. Indeed, provision or otherwise
of basic services such as sewerage and water supply
has been a primary mechanism for spatial planning in
peri-urban areas, and the growth of Christchurch can
be traced through its expanding network of sewers and
other infrastructure, installed and managed by public

authorities.
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As utilities, transport and communication
technologies have improved over the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries the extent of the peri-urban zone
has expanded. Select parts of peri-urban landscapes
have long been desirable places to live, providing
locations for country homes for urban elites. With the
development of public transport, cities expanded along
rail and tram routes, and suburbs became and remain
a major driver of peri-urban dynamics™.Private cars
have meant that the “open” landscape of the peri-urban
in many developed countries has become a continuous
belt of high value country residences, or “lifestyle”
areas, from which residents can commute to the city. In
Christchurch the original colonial plan provided “rural”
sections close to the city for purchasers of central city
land. These have long been absorbed into the city, but
following the relaxation of former planning restrictions
based upon preservation of agricultural soilsa wide belt
of rural residential properties now largely surrounds the
city on its west and northern edges.

Changing technologies also mean the peri-urban is a
place of urban transport infrastructure — of motorways
and airports — and this in turn brings new functions
such as bulk distribution, shopping malls, and business
parks, creating the phenomenon described by Garreau'
as “edge city”. At the same time, former functions such
as agriculture may no longer be viable due to rising land
values or loss of supporting services, thus creating an
unstable zone of land use transitions. It is precisely the
lack of structure and order that provides much of the
dynamism of the peri-urban, as it opens up opportunity
for new development. The characteristics and operation
of peri-urban land markets are complex, highly
dependent on specific planning and property laws, and
driven by multiple and intersecting dynamics, including
the relationship of land value to distance from urban
markets, and the relative scarcity created by planning
regulations. They are further complicated because of
frequently overlapping or competing administrative
institutions. However one common thread is the
speculative opportunity created by change and
uncertainty. As Scott et al put it"), the peri-urban is

“space waiting for something better to come along”

(Fig. ).

3 Conventional Peri-urban Solutions

The seemingly chaotic mix of peri-urban functions
and change drivers led early planning commentators
and theorists to characterize the peri-urban areas around
modern cities as areas of sprawl, dysfunctional zones
that require planning intervention™. A range of spatial
solutions have been proposed to impose order upon
these unruly landscapes, and most notable among these
has been the linked concepts of greenbelts and satellite
settlement!"”. Green belts epitomize the use of restrictive
land use zoning to constrain the outward expansion of
the city. Satellite settlements may be designated within
or beyond the greenbelt to accommodate, concentrate
and service the demands for additional urban space.
The Garden City ideal provides one model for green
belt settlements seeking to combine the benefits and
qualities of town and country. For much of the twentieth
century, many developed countries have adopted
peri-urban zoning regimes based upon green belts,
either as concentric rings or as partial rings, wedges,
or sectorsin which land use policy aims to prevent,
direct or slow conversion of land into urban functions.
London provides a classic example of a concentric
green belt, while Toronto has a semi-circular greenbelt.
Copenhagen’s “finger plan” is an exemplar of a sector
model, with alternating growth corridors and reserved
open land.

In Christchurch, a green belt was introduced in 1959,
with urban expansion contained within a regulatory
“urban fence”. In the 1970s, growth was directed to
satellite settlements'. The dominant policy mechanism
for the past 50 years has been land use zoning based
upon a minimum area required for subdivision of
ownership titles, typically between 1hm”and 20 hm”.
The other long term policy mechanism in the peri-urban
area has been land acquisition, and the city council
now owns significant recreational land to the south and
north east of the city, while the regional council owns
large flood protection and groundwater recharge areas
to the north and north-west. A limitation on residential
development in aircraft noise contours around the
airport in order to protect its 24-hour operation has been
another part of the peri-urban policy mosaic (Fig. 2).

The green belt approach is under increasing
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challenge internationally for a range of reasons. Critics
in countries with large land areas and laissez faire
traditions, such as the USA, assert that containment

raises land prices'""

and creates perverse incentives
to commute large distances with high travel and
environmental costs''”. Others argue that containment
is less relevant in a post-industrial context of shrinking

%1 with Yokohari and Bolthouse!” suggesting

cities
a need to adjust policies to “life in the slow lane”. In
settings with long established containment regimes such
as the Netherlands it has been suggested that changing
political settings with more diverse stakeholders,
devolution of power, stronger market orientation, and
a shift from administrative to legal determination of
conflict is leading to a loss of peri-urban policy vision
and coherence"*!. In developing economies critics point
to the social inequities associated with strong regulatory
regimes, and to a lack of social capacity to deal with
complex peri-urban planning issues'"”. Others note an

emerging alternative peri-urban discourse linked to

[16] 1[17

indigenous knowledge!"®, and Yokohari et al"” question
the relevance of European style containment policies for
Asian cities with very different planning and cultural

legacies.

4 The Changing Nature of Urban Edges

In addition to these criticisms of conventional peri-
urban regimes based on containment, the nature of the
peri-urban is also changing. Whilst the peri-urban has
arguably been the dominant urban edge condition of the
20th century, and hence urban edges might legitimately
be characterized by urban-rural relationships and
their hybrids, several contemporary trends suggest the
focus on urban—ruralis becoming less of a defining
characteristic for the open landscapes that adjoin urban
areas.

First, the emergence of a globalized countryside!"*
facilitated by open markets and transportation and
communication technologies means that the urban-rural
interface is no longer a simple continuum from intensive
urban to extensive rural uses. Urban-rural and rural-
urban relations are being transformed from functional
hierarchies shaped by the friction of distance to local

markets into non-nested hierarchies in which specific

locations are functionally linked to distant cities in an

P21 peri-urban land

increasingly tele-coupled world'
uses may no longer depend upon the adjoining city,
but instead are driven by demands from geographically
distant urban areas, through global networks and
markets.

This shift applies to both production and
consumption dynamics. Around Christchurch for
example land use intensification and conversion of
land to dairy farming is economically and functionally
linked more directly to distant Asian markets than to
Christchurch. At the same time, recreational facilities
such as the Clearwater Golf Resort (Fig. 3) are also part
of a globalized countryside of consumption, serving an
international elite who arrive and depart through the
nearby international airport. This globalized countryside
has new types of edge: between intensive agricultural
production landscapes and “lifestyle” rural living;
between places of production and legacy landscapes;
and between development enclaves aimed at high value
consumption (recreation, residential, tourism) and
lower amenity functions — all of which create new
management challenges.

Second, as cities and urban areas expand, they
increasingly form polycentric urban networks that
have within and around them numerous interstices and
remnants of less intensively developed land. The best
known international example is the Green Heart of
the Randstad in the Netherlands, where open former
peatland serves a range of functions for the encircling
ring of cities”'!.In Christchurch, areas of low lying
land to the north, south west and south east of the city
remain undeveloped due to physical limitations, now
accommodating a variety of edge city functions such as
storm water management, but no longer “rural” in any
functional or social sense.

Third, and perhaps more fundamentally, the nature
of urban growth itself is in transition in many developed
economies, as established urban areas are “hollowing
out” and creating post urban open green (or grey) space
within the former city, and hence new intra urban edge
conditions. This may be due to several reasons. Post-
industrial urban restructuring is creating large areas of

vacant land that is regenerating into urban wilderness
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or being re-used for a variety of formerly peri-urban
functions, such as food production through urban
agriculture™. Post-industrial cities, such as Detroit in

121231 are characterized

the USA, or Leipzig in Germany
by large areas of formerly residential and industrial
land that is now abandoned, with aging or obsolescent
infrastructure. These unplanned landscapes, terra
incognito™ or terrains vaguest™ provide opportunities
for a range of low intensity urban related functions,
and thus create a number of different “edge” conditions
within the regional urban mosaic. Significant urban
areas are also being deliberately de-urbanized due to
increased awareness of natural hazards, or increasing
levels of hazard. In Christchurch, this is exemplified by
the government designated “red zone” (Fig. 4), where
central government has determined that land damage
during successive earthquakes has made the areas
unsuitable for continuing urban use. The government
has purchased titles and is clearing buildings, and now
considering new possibilities that are less vulnerable to
hazard. Possibilities include flood management, urban
agriculture, and biodiversity reserves, as well as a
variety of recreational functions.

Open landscapes that adjoin built up urban areas
are also attracting attention internationally for their
potential contribution to urban resilience™. In particular
de-urbanized land may in future contribute to climate

"1 which is likely to accelerate and

change adaption
accentuate the hollowing out of waterside cities that
now face higher flood and storm risk, both along the
sea edge, and in estuaries and river flood plains. This
is happening in long established settings such as the
Netherlands, where planned retreat and restoration of
wetlands is part of urban flood management strategies,
and also in newer cities such as Christchurch. As a city
located in a coastal setting, much of which was under
water only 5,000 ~ 8,000 years ago, East Christchurch
is particularly vulnerable to longer term compounding
effects of global sea level rise, and urban planning must
anticipate and provide for phased retreat from the most
vulnerable and hard to protect areas. This will create
new types of urban edge condition (Fig. 2), and be
repeated in coastal cities worldwide.

Thus cities of the mid to late 21st century may

have more urban edges within the overall urban mosaic
than there are around the outer limits, and much
formerly peri-urban land is becoming intra urban.

This “splintering” urbanism®™

creates different layers
and networks of infrastructure within a wider urban
landscape field””, but the implications for landscape
management of inverting the spatial logic of the peri-

urban are little understood.

5 New Spatial and Functional Perspectives

What new landscape planning paradigms are
available? A number of authors question the conventional
characterization of the peri-urban as a polarity of
urban and rural, and argue instead for a “hybrid”
perspective. Verje et al.”” therefore suggest that peri-

urban landscapes provide a range of intangible services
3. HEBHWHiLE.: BEKSR

and should be managed as multifunctional landscapes, R R LH,

rather than an undifferentiated “rural” zone. “Ecosystem 3. Christchurch urban edge:
ClearwaterGolf Resort — the
Services™”'! has been widely promoted as a multivalent globalized countryside.
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framework for both science and public policy, and offers
helpful categorization of a range of types of service
provided by ecosystems. However ecosystem service
applications typically lack the spatial specificity needed
for effective policy along urban edges, which requires
values to be attached to particular features and areas.

. 32
“Landscape Services””

, in which landscape structures
and functions acquire value as services in place, offers
a more territorial approach to ecosystem services that is
highly relevant to peri-urban management. Landscape
features and structure provide for a range of functions,
which have value according to where they are
located — just as is the situation in peri-urban settings.

Consideration of multiple values and functions
provided to an urban region in terms of landscape

services aligns with the concept of green infrastructure™

B4 in which landscape features such as parks and

B3 points

waterways provide systems of services. Allen
out that the value of a peri-urban green infrastructure
network is much higher than the sum of its parts,
and green corridors and greenways”® have been
long established urban edge strategies in landscape
architecture. They are exemplified through projects
such as Olmsted’s 19th century project known as
the Emerald Necklace in Boston, and there is a
continuing landscape planning tradition that builds on

[371~

these early exemplars®”" ™. Expressed as landscape

[42][43 [44]

infrastructure I urban ecological infrastructure,

ecological networks™’), or strategic landscape

#1181 the recognition of a strategic role

infrastructure’
for open landscape within an urban mosaic is widely
recognized in research, but less often realized in peri-
urban planning practice.

Christchurch provides an early example of a values
based approach to managing networks of “open” space
within and around the city. Developed in the 1990s, the
Wetlands and Waterways Strategy (WWS)™* applied
six values to the management of the waterways
assets — landscape, recreation, culture, heritage,
ecology and drainage. The values were assessed and
managed on a catchment and project area basis, and
recognition of multiple values strengthened the case
for long term investment in waterways restoration

and enhancement. A growing network of naturalized

waterways and flood retention areas now interweaves
across the city.

However the WWS also highlights a key challenge
in using landscape infrastructure networks as part of
an urban edge planning strategy, which is the need
for an enduring institutional and governance vision
and framework. The WWS strategy emerged within
the city council at a time of creative and enabling
political leadership. It was led by a team of dedicated
and innovative professionals that were encouraged
by elected representatives and senior management to
develop new approaches"™". Fifteen years on, however,
the organizational culture is very different, for multiple
reasons, and the strategic opportunities to build a green
infrastructure network across the city region have
languished.

First, changes in the style of management within the
Christchurch City Council lead to a more directive and
centralized culture, in which financial and compliance
requirements and organizational structures reduced
opportunities to innovate””’. The WWS team lost its
autonomy and became integrated within a more risk-
averse corporate framework. In an unrelated move,
central government imposed direct control upon the
Regional Council (ECan, Environment Canterbury),
which has policy responsibility for water resources,
by sacking the elected representatives and installing
appointed commissioners. Their mandate was to
speed up the introduction and implementation of a
Regional Water Management Strategy with a particular
focus upon water allocation to private landowners for
agricultural intensification. Then, the government’s
response to the 2010 ~ 2011 Canterbury earthquakes
shifted power still further away from local communities
and their representatives, by creating a new government
department with wide ranging powers and a mandate to
reconstruct the built infrastructure of the city following
extensive damage. Thus just at a time when there was
both need and opportunity to recognize the potential role
of strategic infrastructure landscapes in supporting a
more resilient urban region, the governance framework
was progressively centralized and refocused upon an
economic development and reconstruction agenda®".

Consideration of integrative spatial concepts such
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as green infrastructure at a city-regional scale has
been conspicuous by its absence from post-earthquake
recovery strategies developed and adopted by central
government and its agencies. This has not been for lack
of innovative proposals being put forward by various
individuals and local non-governmental organizations,
but reflects the project and economic focused culture of
the governance institutions. The Christchurch experience
demonstrates that an enabling governance framework is
thus a critical factor in shaping and implementing new

ways of managing urban edge landscapes.

6 Governance and Social Infrastructure — New
Partnerships

Spatial strategies for urban edge landscapes clearly
need appropriate institutional frameworks, and the
contemporary tool box of peri-urban landscape policy
mechanisms now includes various forms of “soft”

governance", which shift focus from regulatory spatial

plans to different types of functional partnership®™r™"),

One type of partnership is between different

governmental organizations. In the UK, for example,

the development of Community Forests in many peri-
urban settings has been led by regional partnerships
between local authorities and government agencies”. In
Christchurch, peri-urban land use and transport policy
before the recent earthquakes was coordinated through
a partnership called the Greater Christchurch Urban
Development Strategy (GCUDS) involving city and
regional government, the national transport agency, and
Ngai Tahu — the tribe of the indigenous culture of New
Zealand, Maori (see further below).

A second type of partnership is between public
authorities at different levels and corporate private
sector developers. There are a range of models
internationally, including quasi-governmental agencies
for new towns, the establishment of corporate entities
by municipal authorities as development vehicles, joint
venture developments, and various forms of contractual
agreement to provide facilities in exchange for enabling
changes to statutory plans. One recent example of a
functional partnership in urban edge landscapes is
the “red for green” model in The Netherlands which

allows development within “green” zones on the

5.
5.

BB ALRIKE
Naturalized waterway,
Christchurch.
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basis that specified investment is undertaken in green
infrastructure and services™. In New Zealand, non-
statutory structure plans have been a common way to
integrate public and private investment with statutory
plans in new peri-urban development, for example, in
the Christchurch south west area plan where developers
must provide part of the land that is developed by the
Council for stormwater management infrastructure.

A third and increasingly vital partnership is
between municipal authorities and non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) such as conservation societies.
Around Christchurch, there are several NGOs and trusts
who own land now used as part of the recreational
open space network. One example is the Summit
Road Society which has advocated for the recreational
value of the hills since 1948, and now owns significant
areas of regenerating indigenous forest™ including
many walking tracks. These NGOs have working
partnerships for everyday management with the City
Council ranger service and with the government
Department of Conservation. One particular feature of
Christchurch post-earthquake has been the role taken
by a new generation of NGOs, often small community
organizations, in developing new uses for abandoned

land. Again this is not a new phenomenon: there are

Tangata Whenua

NGO EFEE )
Ngai Tahu Private devt?lopers
Communities of Interest IR RAFFERE

e

Private land owners
BALMFFEE

numerous examples in Europe and North America
of NGOs making limited term agreements with both
municipal authorities and private land owners for
temporary use of vacant land, ranging from early “city
farm” initiatives to the extensive and growing urban
agriculture sector™. In Christchurch a number of NGOs
have been focused on food production or biodiversity
initiatives on land made vacant as a result of earthquake
damage, such as “Greening the Rubble”. Alliances
of organizations have been formed to advocate for
strategic development of large areas of deurbanized
land, for example the Food Resilience Network, the
Avon-Otakaro Network (AvON), and Eastern Vision.
These NGO networks form a rich web of social links,
initiatives and resources focused on urban edge land.
NGOs also establish partnerships with private land
owners. Merin County in California is the setting for
a long established NGO, the Merin Agricultural Land
Trust, which negotiates limits on development rights
associated with farmland in the peri-urban area” in
order to maintain features such as family farms and
the associated “open” landscape. Other relationships
may be based upon education and visitor management,
where NGOs negotiate public access agreements

with land owners and undertake a management

WA RBFEESERRE
Urban edge governance
partnerships
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role. In the Christchurch peri-urban area, the Queen
Elizabeth II National Trust negotiates open space
covenants for landscape conservation, some of which
allow public access, and Fish and Game New Zealand
have negotiated and signposted access for fisherman to
freshwater rivers.

A unique feature of the New Zealand situation
is the role of indigenous people in land and water
governance. New Zealand has no written constitution
but is founded on a formal treaty (The Treaty of
Waitangi) between the Crown (formerly the colonial
power) and Iwi, tribes of the indigenous people- tangata
whenua- known collectively as Maori”". Ngai Tahu
is the Crown’s Treaty partner for much of the South
Island including Christchurch, and has a sophisticated
governance structure, including a corporate arm. Ngai
Tahu is a partner with local and central government in
significant policy development for natural resources,
and a commercial partner in many specific development
and conservation projects. One major feature of most
partnership projects is their long time horizon, with Ngai
Tahu frequently becoming a shareholder or even land
owner, providing an intergenerational vision frequently
missing in many peri-urban governance arrangements.

One of the most problematic issues of urban
edge governance is the relationship between local
communities and the governmental agencies that
are managing change. By their nature, edge urban
communities are in transition, either urbanizing or de-
urbanizing, or changing in character, and thus frequently
lack social capacity and continuity of leadership. In
Christchurch, despite the range of NGOs that have
emerged to support and advocate for communities
shattered by earthquakes and associated land damage,
access to decision making is still problematic, with
power highly centralized. Power asymmetries are
particularly evident in edge landscapes”™”™” and the
maintenance of viable and equitable governance
structures is perhaps the biggest challenge facing urban

edge management.

7 Policy and Research Challenges of Urban Edge
Landscapes

Re-conceptualizing the peri-urban within a more

inclusive consideration of intra and extra urban
edge conditions opens up significant challenges for
landscape policy and research. I highlight below three
issues: the need for landscape scale governance and
capacity building, the challenge of interpreting complex
landscape histories, and the need for a precautionary
approach to regime change, underpinned by effective
monitoring.

Landscape scale governance: Integration of
landscape ecosystem service frameworks with a values
based approach to green infrastructure could provide a
spatially grounded framework for adaptive management
of urban mosaics that combines functionality with
flexibility of potential response. However edge
communities are often fragmented and transient. How
can government support and encourage the development
of social capacity in edge communities? How should
such areas be administered? Who should be involved
and how represented? How should priorities be set?
Adoption of a more explicit landscape based framework
of peri-urban management will require both landscape

[61]

focused science'” ', and a parallel commitment to

the development of landscape scale governance

institutions'®

that can be nested within a higher order of
regional government.
Continuity: While policy regimes may change

radically in the face of pressure’”

, new approaches are
most typically overlaid upon rather than completely
replacing earlier regimes. How can new models of
systematic, multifunctional and multivalent management
such as landscape ecosystem services be integrated
with the narratives and symbolism of conventional and
established urban edge policy regimes? Qvistrom and
Cadieux™ argue that peri-urban places and landscapes
are shaped by complex discourses that require careful
and critical analysis and interpretation, so that new
policy builds upon past success and social legacy. This
need to respect and understand landscape histories is
often overlooked in rapidly evolving public policy, yet
essential to its long term success.

Precautionary principle: New models of
management introduced in haste can risk losing the
gains of decades of careful policy implementation.

In Christchurch, the pressure to provide replacement
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housing following the earthquakes led central
government to release large areas of peri-urban as
housing land, which has potentially undermined the
regional goals of urban intensification expressed in the
GCUDS. In the same way, the rhetoric of “partnerships”
can be used to disguise conventional land grabs by
developers. How can we combine the strengths of each
type of regime? What checks and balances can be used
in a rapidly changing context? What outcome indicators
can be used to shape and monitor policy — recording,
measuring, monitoring, analysing — in a situation where
the rules are being changed? Innovative regimes based
upon a combination of landscape services, green-blue
infrastructure, and adaptive management may still need
to be underpinned by more conventional regulations
and land acquisition strategies, in order to maintain
the coherence of earlier phases of policy and ensure an

equitable outcome for all sectors of communities.

8 Conclusion

Allen™ argued that to be effective, urban edge
regimes must be strategic, participatory, and managed
incrementally. This requires a conceptual framework
that enables a wide range of stakeholders to recognize

and manage values embedded within these landscapes

through an equitable, adaptive, and integrated process.
However 21st century urban edges are likely to be
characterized by volatile economic, environmental
and socio-political conditions and interests, and the
Christchurch post-earthquake experience suggests that
strategy, inclusion and continuity can all be at risk when
central government intervenes to deal with rapid crisis-
driven change.

A focus upon the multivalent services provided by
particular landscape systems and linking infrastructure
networks within an evolving urban mosaic may be
an option to retain the best of both spatial and “soft”
policy approaches. This requires resilient institutions
that are grounded in particular landscapes, yet able to
engage in a non-partisan way with city-region wide
debates. Christchurch in the post-earthquake situation
reveals significant tensions between different layers of
government and between central government agencies
and the wider community. In contrast, the growing
institutional role and influence of Ngai Tahu exemplifies
how place and community based organizations
that are establishing working partnerships across
multiple sectors, and may point towards longer term
revival of landscape as a touchstone for urban edge

governance.
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