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ABSTRACT: Among various policies on implementing the greenpkn of Beijing, the 20th Policy issued
in 2000 was the most influential. During the pagheyears, the 20th Policy has brought unexpeictgcts,
including rapid urbanisation, and the shrinkingnattural open space in greenbateas, which seriously
hinders the sustainable development of Beijing.elterwe explore the effectiveness of the 20th Radlic
Beijing, by evaluating the contents, implementafwocess, and implementation results of the 20iicyPo
with the case study of Yuquan village. In additisame suggestions are proposed to solve the preldém
greenbelt policies in Beijing, China.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Beijing’s greenbelt was first proposed in the coef@nsive plan of 1958. At this time it was regarded
only as a spatial development principle in the pdaml was not actually implemented until the 1990s.
Because of a lack of substantial policies on spat@nagement, the proposed greenbelt areas weunpiedc
by more and more urban development projects. Aéegrib a survey report of the greenbelt in 1998reh
were only 420,000 hectares of afforested green iargtae 2,410,000 hectare planned greenbelt araagY
Xiaopeng, 2008, pp.26). In considering this sewdtgation, the municipal government of Beijing bede
bring forward several policies on implementing tireenbelt plan in the 1990s, with the introductidra
market mechanism. The 7th Policthé Announcement on Implementing the planned greenbelt in Urban
Areas) issued in 1994, was the first policy to introdtice market mechanism into the implementation ef th
greenbelt plan, but was soon suspended in 1997.ngmarious policies issued by the municipal
government, the 20th PolicgyThe Interim Measure on Enhancing the Development of Beijing Greenbelt)
issued in 2000 was the most influential. During plast eight years, the implementation of the 2@thcy
brought unpredicted impacts to the greenbelt ameeuding rapid urbanisation and increasing social
conflicts in proposed greenbelt areas. These uigteedimpacts show that there are large gaps betwee
decision making and implementation in the greenbaitcy.

Research on greenbelt policies and their impacts been done by many researchers on various
countries and regions. There are research workiysang the greenbelt policies of Seoul, Europedwy ci
regions, Canada and USA (Chang-Hee Christine Ba#, 2003; Manfred Kiihn, 2002; James Taylor, et al
1995; E. Douglass Williams, et al. 2003). Partidylathere are some research works on the greenbelt
policies of Beijing. Former research works inclutle analysis of preparation work for the greenpkih
(Feng Li, et al. 2005), the satellite data analydisn Yang, et al. 2007), the comprehensive arsmlybi
integral greenbelt policies (Yang Xiaopeng, 2008n Wiu, 2008), and so on. However, former research
works focus mainly on integral greenbelt policieghile a detailed analysis on decision making and
implementation of a specific greenbelt policy iseha done.

This paper carefully studies the effectiveness oé@esentative greenbelt policy of Beijing, theh20
Policy. The objective of the work is to find ouetheason why the greenbelt policy did not achieyeeeted
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results and to give suggestions, by evaluatingcitigtents, implementation process and implementation
results of the 20th policy, using the case studg ailage in the greenbelt area of Beijing. Thise study on

a typical policy could give effective suggestiors dther researchers and municipal governments on
preparing and implementing new greenbelt policies.

2 STUDY AREA AND DATA COLLECTION

The chosen case study area is Yuquan village, @inaoy village in the 1st Greenbelof Beijing. The
boundary of the 1st Greenbelt and the locationuzfuén village are shown in Fig.1.

Yuquan village is located in Haidian District, imet northwest of Beijing. Its total land area is 830
hectares, and it is designated as part of the gampgreenbelt area under the Comprehensive Plaohitgg
Greenbelt in 2000. In this village, there is a ltatt9,892 villagers, who are called registerednpament
residents. Significantly, there are large amountrafm renters in this village, who are called fiogt
residents in governmental statistics. The totatflg population in this village is 61,000, muchret¢han
the registered permanent residents (UPDHD, 2009).

Yuquan village is chosen as the case study inréisisarch for its representation of the common tsitna
of villages in the 1st Greenbelt. Most of thesdagis are near the built-up area of the centrg| aitd are
termed part of the rural-urban fringe zone. Theallarices of the surrounding built-up areas are \régj,
while the land in theses villages cannot be soldvithagers themselves according to related laws on
managing rural land. After their farmland is oca&gpby new afforested greeneries, the villagers ndire
on renting their redundant rooms to floating restde

The data of Yuquan Village in this research comaiip from the urban planning administration of
Beijing and the Beijing Tsinghua Urban Design &tlang Institute. Some additional data is colledrean
academic literature.
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Figure 1 Boundary of 1st Greenbelt and location of Yuquilage in Beijing
3 CONTENTS AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 20th POLICY

3.1 Contents of the 20th Policy

The 20th Policy was issued by the Beijing municigalernment on March 29th, 2000. This policy
soon became the most important and efficient padicyimplementing the afforesting of the 1st Grednbe
According to the Comprehensive Planning of the@menbelt, the main goal of the policy was to afébr
1,250,000 hectares within the 2,410,000 hectargbeflst Greenbelt. Later another 719,300 heciaess
added into the 20th Policy validated area (Tan Q0@8, pp.22), therefore, the total area coverethéy20th

! Beijing has two greenbelt areas. The CompreherBiaening of 1st Greenbelt was issued in 2000, and
covered about 2,410,000 ha. The Comprehensive iAo 2nd Greenbelt was issued in 2002, which was
located outside the 1st Greenbelt, and coveredtdlfiph00,000 ha.
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Policy was increased to about 3,100,000 hectares.

It has to be particularly mentioned that the maialgf this policy was to accomplish the “afforagti
of the greenbelt area” in the pending 3-4 yeargoeriather than the “conservation of the greendedta”.
“Afforesting” denotes where current farmland orlbup areas are converted into woods or public reatu
parks. It was manifested in the policy that the itipal government was eager to fulfill the futueesario
of a beautiful greenbelt around the urban builatga.

The contents of the 20th policy contained varimgruments to encourage the afforesting actions. To
make it more explicit, the instruments in the pplould be classified into four main types, showrmab.1:

(1) Subsidies to afforesting and maintenance oémelt, (2) Permission on constructing profit-makin
projects, (3) Integration of constructing relocatesidential buildings and commercial residentigildings,
(4) Relocation of certain existing corporationsside: of the greenbelt.

Among these 4 instruments, the instruments TwoTdmmde were the most important. They revealed that
the municipal government did not itself have enotgiding for afforesting the greenbelt within tHeog
timeframe and needed financial support from privatestors. The key measure of the 20th Policy teas
introduce private capital into the afforesting anti

Table 1 Instruments to achieve the 20th Policy’s g

(1)Subsidies to afforesting and The subsidies are 5,000 RMB per 0.067 hectaresfforesting and
maintenance of greenbelt | 120 RMB per 0.067 hectares a year for mainterfgné®m the
municipal financial budget.

(2)Permission on constructing| Those who afforest more than 6.67 hectares of gederan obtain
profit-making projects 3-5% of the afforested area quota for constructmgfit-making
projects, except real estate development and indust

(3)Integration of constructing | It is encouraged to build new land-saving relocatedidential

relocated residential buildings in greenbelt areas for villagers. Sommmeercial/residential
buildings and commercial | buildings can be built and sold for the fundingrelbcated residential
residential buildings buildings. The proportion of relocated residentialildings for
villagers and commercial residential buildings $etling is 1:0.5.
(4)Relocation of certain Those corporations unsuitable for greenbelt areauldhprincipally

existing corporations outsidemove to designated industrial areas outside ofjtbenbelt.
the greenbelt

3.2 Ideal implementation scenario of the 20th Policproposed by government

The implementation scenario of the 20th Policy atisactive. In that scenario, on one hand, theapeiv
investors helped the municipal government to affoggeenbelt areas and to construct relocatedenstséd
buildings, and were awarded with valuable land. tBe other hand, the government accomplished a
beautiful greenbelt for the city, and the villagacsjuired their new apartments and new jobs.

The ideal scenario could be found from the land pls@ of Yuquan village submitted to the urban
planning administration in 2000. It showed whatglogernment expected to happen in Yuquan village.

In the 2000 plan, the four major instruments in #¢h Policy were expected to work well, and the
government would subsidise investors for the affiing of the greenbelt area. Investors afforesthmy
greenbelt would get the permission to construcfitpnoaking projects in greenbelt area. If one cagiion
helped to construct new relocated residential inglsl for villagers, it would be rewarded by beinigwaed
to build and sell additional residential buildingsthe real estate market, whose amount equalddhtie
amount of the relocated residential buildings. lyasbme existing industry corporations would mowe of
this area and leave more land for other types eéldpment.

As a proposed reciprocal result of this policy, tmange of land use proposed by the plan in 2000 is
shown in Fig.2. The proposed land use distributias very satisfying. Firstly, the amount of affdegsarea
was greatly increased, which contributed to théllfmlent of the greenbelt environmental developmgodl.
Secondly, the amount of proposed urban built-up,anich referred to residential and industrialdliarse,

2 0.067 hectare is 1 mu. Mu is traditional unit cdaim China.
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reduced to less than that previously. Thirdly, #ineount of residential area for villagers decreageztly
due to the higher density of new relocated residemtuildings, saving some land for new industry
developments and commercial residential buildirngsetl. Fourth, some old corporations would beaegd
by new industries which were more suited to thegbelt area and those industries were intendeoh oy
villagers who had lost their farmland.

Unfortunately, this plan was only prepared in agaldway to follow all the requirements of the 20th
Policy, so that it could easily obtain approval nfrahe administration. It presented neither the real
expectations of villagers nor the desires of inmesstbut only the ideal wishes of municipal goveenin

Existing plan in 2000 New proposed plan in 2000
m Residential
/ ® Industry

Afforested green area

Other

Figure 2 Share of existing and proposed land use plan qéi¥n village in 2000

3.3 Implementation process of the 20th Policy

The proposed land use plan was submitted to thanugianning administration in 2000, and was
approved in 2002-2003 for its different implemegtistages, with slight changes. However, this ideal
reciprocal scenario did not eventuate in the ‘iwakld’ implementation process. The four instruments
encountered much resistance in the process of imgpigation.

Firstly, the subsidies to afforesting and maintaingreenbelt were widely objected to by villageos f
their inadequacy. The complaint from the villagappeared reasonable. While the farmland was nowlynos
occupied by non-profit woods, the subsidies foior#ting greenbelt could not compensate the former
output of farmland. And subsidies for maintainimg fgreenbelt was much lower than that in urbanngree
areas, hence there were few villagers in Yuqudagel who wanted to work as a greenbelt maintaioethie
low salaries.

Secondly, as the order of afforesting the greentneds and constructing the awarded profit-making
projects was not defined clearly in the 20th Poleyme speculators constructed their own profitingak
projects at first, and left the proposed afforegfasbnbelt area unfinished or disqualified. In Yagwillage,
only 83% of the proposed afforested green areabkad finished and was of low quality (BTUPDI, 2007)
while the land quota for profit-making projects haeéen fully occupied. Moreover, many citizens
complained to government that some of the so-calfeatested green areas in other villages werealgtu
private golf courses.

Thirdly, the integration of constructing relocateesidential buildings and commercial residential
buildings on the proportion of 1:0.5 was doubtedriyestors. As the land price around Yuquan villages
very high, the villagers required sufficient comgation for their land. This greatly increased tbstmf
relocating the villagers into new apartments. Al tinvestors believed that the proportion of 1.@&s
unacceptable, and they made great efforts to chidwegeroportion to almost 0.5:1.

The proportion of 1:0.5 was changed again and adaiimg the policy implementation process. This
could be found from the transformation of the resiihl building area during 2000-2008 in Yuquaragé
(Fig. 3). At first, according to the applicatioraplin 2000, the total residential building area ¥88,000r,
including 456,000rhrelocated residential buildings and 196,080commercial residential buildings. In
2003, the plan was officially changed several timeder pressure from investors. The proposed reldca

® The type of “other” contains farmland, roads, arater surface.
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residential building area was changed to 418,000then, when the development agreement was signed
later in 2003, the amount of relocated residertiglding area decreased to 241,080and commercial
residential building area increased to 411,0b@ithout official authorisation. Finally, in 200&e amount
of building area which had been constructed fopaaed and commercial residential buildings was
154,000M and 213,600M(UPDHD, 2009). This meant half of the quota for sibucting residential
buildings had been used, and only a quarter ofitlegers had their new apartments.

Fourthly, as there were no sufficient supportingasuges for relocating the existing corporations, th
instrument of the 20th Policy on relocating undulg¢ecorporations was not effective.

According to the reasons above, the goal of afforgsgreenbelt area was not achieved in Yuquan
village until 2008, while the 20th Policy aimedaahieving it before 2004.

70
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: I
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Proposed Official  Modification  Finished

Building area (10 thousand m?)

Plan modification ~ without  construction
in 2000 in 2003  authorization until 2008
in 2003

Figure 3 Changes on proportion of relocated and commeregadiential buildings in Yuquan village

3.4 Implementation results of the 20th Policy

The case of Yuquan village had an unusual resetiatbse it was selected as a proposed paradigneon th
integration of the development of a village anddbbievement of the greenbelt’'s goals. Since tiginbeng
of 2009, the problems in implementing the 20th &olh Yuquan Village has been given much attenbgn
the municipal government and public media. Evetyu#tie problems in Yuquan village were solved with
the additional of large amounts of administratime éinancial cost.

A new land use plan of Yuquan Village was propod€d.4), and its official approval procedure took
less than one month. The new land use plan gresttgased the residential and industrial land qresas,
in order to solve the existing problems of insuéfit land for economic development. Most of the new
approved residential land was forced to be usedédimcated residential buildings, and the new itrikis
land was used to compensate the cost of housingtrootion and for the long term benefits of villege
Moreover, some motivational measures were adopteceficouraging the villagers to move from their
existing houses to newly built relocated apartmerts example, if a family chose to move earliartihe
proposed deadline, the family members could gedunty of 50,000 RMB. By virtue of the hard work of
many officers from different administrative depagtmts, it was expected that the new relocated apatsm
would be accomplished by October, 2009, and hatefvillagers could move to their new apartmerioize
May, 2010.

The outcome of Yuquan Village's case seems likagph ending, however, it cannot be applied to most
other villages in greenbelt area, because thefooshe government to carry out the afforestinglgedoo
high. Because there were insufficient commercisidential buildings to sell for funding in Yuquaillage,
the government paid a large amount of money to@uplpe construction of new housing with total fical
support from the government over 1,500 million RMB.spite of such a large cost, after carrying it
20th Policy, the built-up area in Yuquan villagélwstill be larger than that of the year 2000 (Big.

In reality, most villages remain at the stage thajuan village faced at the end of 2008. According
survey done in 2007, 41.74% of the relocated resiaebuildings, 66.72% of the greenbelt area and
121.38% of the commercial residential buildings baen finished in 1st Greenbelt area (Yang Xiaopeng
2008, pp.69). Much farmland is occupied by comnarasidential buildings and profit-making projects
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while afforesting of the greenbelt area and reledaesidential buildings for villagers lagged beltiand.

2000’s Existing Plan 2000’s Proposed Plan 2009’s Proposed Plan
[ ] Open green space [ | Residential Area [ Industrial Area 0 05 1 1.5km
I Commercial Area I Infrastucture I Other

Figure 4 Transformation of land use planning of Yuquanag#
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Figure 5 Transformation of the built-up area in land ussnpf Yuquan village
4 EVALUATION OF THE 20TH POLICY

4.1 Gains and losses of the 20th Policy

Based on the content, implementation process, raptementation results of 20th Policy, the gains and
losses of this policy can be clearly revealed.dtld be said that this policy brought many unexpect
problems and failed to achieve the expected results

As for gains, this policy greatly accelerated tlfferasting of greenbelt compared with the sluggish
greenbelt conservation for about 40 years. The qutmgm of afforested green area in the 1st Grednbel
increased about 50% during past eight years. Basethe encouragement of the policy, many private
investors joined the afforesting of the greenbell the construction of new relocated residentialdmngs
for villagers, mitigating the financial deficieno§ the municipal government.

As for the losses, it appears to have brought teng negative influences to the greenbelt areaoi@n
hand, when the 20th Policy was implemented, moceraare greenbelt areas were occupied by projects of
unsuitable use or illegal construction, and theegoment was often unable to reclaim former resideahd
industrial land after new construction had finish&this might be an underlying obstacle for future
reclamation of these lands. On the other hand,anynvillages in the greenbelt area, where quotasdav
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residential space ran out of, and most of the fanchhad been transformed into afforested areajiithgers
still lived in their old houses and earned theiimg only by renting rooms and getting small sutkesidrom
the government. Living conditions in the old vilkeghas become increasingly worse. This will likefing
severe social problems in the future.

4.2 Reasons for large gaps between decision makiagd implementation of the 20th Policy

There are two main reasons the 20th Policy dicanbieve expected results. One is that the governmen
neglected the interests of related stakeholdermgltihe policy decision making process. The otlsethiat
the actions of speculators were not effectivelyesuised during the policy implementation process.

(1) Neglecting the interests of related stakehaldierring the policy decision making process

In the 20th Policy, the government appeared tmihice a balanced cost benefit relationship model
among government, private investors, and villagetsch is shown as proposed model in Fig.6 (athla
proposed model, the government reclaimed land cshiiefrom villagers by subsidies. Subsequentlygigv
investors were invited to invest on afforestingegreareas with the compensation of land for profiking
projects, and to invest in constructing relocatesidential buildings for villagers with the compatisn of
land for commercial residential buildings. The agéers relinquished landownership and received new
apartments and new jobs in the profit-making ptsjand in maintaining the afforested green area.

However, in reality, the policy was made by the gyownent unilaterally. Both the villagers and prévat
investors were dissatisfied with the benefit disttion in the policy. The insufficiency of subsidigavas
criticised by villagers, because the amount of &lybprovided was decided by the government based on
how much it could afford, not on what was fair. Ti@re of relocated residential buildings and cororak
residential buildings was also decided by the gowent, which was supposed to be acceptable to the
private investors. Because the requirement of land house compensation of villagers was not well
considered in the policy, investors found they dawdt afford the total cost.

According to discontent mentioned above, when plokcy was implemented, the proposed balanced
cost benefit relationship model in Fig.6 (a) wasatly distorted. The actual cost benefit relatigmshodel
is shown in Fig.6 (b). Private investors were uritedly the winners in this interest game. They iolgi@
new land for profit-making projects, even thougéythlid not fulfill their promises to afforestingegm areas.
They also gained considerable profit from selliognnercial residential buildings, even though thilyrbt
accomplish the construction of relocated residébtiddings. The government received some bengdinf
this game, for at least some of the afforestingbdesn finished during the last eight years. Ovehwhegly,
the villagers were the losers in this game. Thay toost of their farmland and received little comgsgion.
Most did not receive new apartments or new satigfypbs. Even for those who had new apartmentgast
still unfair because the value of the new apartsierre usually lower than their original land value

(2) Poorly supervising the actions of speculatensnd) the policy implementation process

The actions of speculators were not well supervidedng the implementation process of the 20th
Policy, due to ambiguity in the contents of theiggoland the weak supervising ability of the goveemt.

The actions of private investors were not cleadfirted in the policy, leaving loopholes for spetois.

If it was prescribed that the afforesting of gremma should be finished before the development of
profit-making projects, and the construction obuoelted residential buildings should be finishedbtethe
selling of commercial residential buildings, thaeffizts in many villages might not have occured.

It is strange that although there were many defiectie policy, it encountered little resistancenfr
joint investors, and was even warmly welcomed ®nthThis was because investors found they couldemak
large profits through the loopholes in the impletadion procedure of the policy. The government fead
punishments for speculators, and had very weakaooit illegal construction. And as the villageremne the
disadvantaged group, speculators could easily gett Wey wanted and this distorted the initial carsd
benefit relationship model proposed by the goventme
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Figure 6 Distortion of cost and benefit relationship amaeitakeholders

4.3 Suggestions on future greenbelt policies

Based on the reasons for large gaps between decisaiing and implementation of the 20th Policy,
several suggestions on improving future greenbalicies can be put forward. It is suggested thatemo
public participation should be adopted, with besigpervision of speculative actions.

(1) Adopting more public participation

To achieve a more reasonable policy, additionallipuparticipation should be encouraged. It is
impossible for decision makers in government altn&ully understand such a complex issue as thescit
greenbelt. In reality, the interests of privatedstors and local residents are not able to be awelsidered,
unless they are involved in the decision makingesses of the greenbelt policy.

After adopting higher levels of public participaticthe cost benefit relationship could be rearrdnge
according to a reconsidering of the related stakiehns' actual requirements. The government showdélem
more effort both on financing and managing the enpntation of the greenbelt plan. The reasonable
benefits of private investors should be considesed, they may be compensated by lands outsider¢lasoh
greenbelt, hence the pressure on land use carebdygdecreased in the proposed greenbelt ardagsfk
should have sufficient compensation or be wellte@an regards to employment and welfare.

(2) Carrying out better supervising on speculatiggons

To carry out effective supervision on speculatigtams, the loopholes in the greenbelt policy stdaé
closed. For example, the action order of afforgstime greenbelt area and constructing the profkinga
projects needs to be clearly prescribed in gre¢ipiodty.

Strengthening the supervisory ability of the goveent is also necessary. Firstly, the land use pignn
management and the confirmation of qualified afteé greenbelt areas by the urban planning
administration should be improved. Secondly, thetr of illegal constructions needs to be streegtd,
and the punishment measures for illegal speculatitiens should become more rigorous.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In summary, it is clearly seen that there were mangxpected impacts during the implementation
process of the 20th Policy, compared with its cont&éhe government has not suitably achieved it&in
goal of afforesting the greenbelt, and villagerst Imost of their farmlands for little compensati@nly
private investors received satisfying profits frahe implementing the policy. As a result, much loé t
farmland in the greenbelt area has been occupiedobymercial residential buildings and profit-making
projects, while the afforesting of greenbelt area &he construction relocated residential buildifgs
villagers lagged far behind.

There are two main reasons for the problems mesdi@bove. One is that the government neglected
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the interests of related stakeholders during tHeydecision making process. The policy was ueilally
made by the government and both villagers and thaatp investors were dissatisfied with the benefit
distribution in the policy. The other is that thaians of speculators were not supervised effelstive

It is strongly recommended that more public pgrttion should be adopted, and better supervision of
speculative actions should be carried out. A realslengreenbelt policy should be made together ky th
government, villagers and private investors, in chhirelated stakeholders achieve a well-accepted
compromise on benefit distribution.
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