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Implementation Evaluation of Urban Growth Boundaries under the New Data

Environment
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Abstract Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs) become a mandatory requirement in the newest edition of Urban and Rural Planning Law. The

implementation evaluation of it is getting increasing attention. This article reviews the newest researches and case studies about the

implementation evaluation of UGBs under the new data environment, and how to use new data to fulfill deeper, broader, more systematic,

and more diverse researches. The methods of UGBs implementation evaluation summarized in the article could provide some references

for the further study of urban planning and policy-making.
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Figure 4: The average ratio of parcels issued a land use permit from 2005 to 2010
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