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Abstract

The Garden City concept, first presented by Howard and further developed by Patrick
Geddes, was adapted in his 1925 plan for Tel Aviv, where built form and green space were
conceived as interdependent elements—green-built relations. While Garden City planning
has been recognised as urban heritage, how its principles are interpreted in contemporary
metropolitan planning remains underexplored. This study investigates how planning
documents across the Tel Aviv metropolis address the attributes of Geddes’ plan that
underpin the UNESCO World Heritage inscription of the White City, and whether these
attributes extend beyond the core heritage area. The research analyses strategic plans,
conservation frameworks, and master plans, by means of a workshop held during the 2024
Livable Neighbourhoods in the 21st Century Garden City conference. Eighteen participants
reviewed six municipal planning documents against thirty-one predefined attributes to
contemporary green-built relations. Findings reveal that attributes from Geddes’ plan,
which underpin to Outstanding Universal Value, extend beyond the World Heritage area
but are unevenly recognised, with variation across municipalities and document types.
Results demonstrate green-built relations as a useful lens for linking heritage management
with metropolitan planning and for supporting Nature-Culture governance approaches.

Keywords: green-built relations; world heritage; garden city; heritage attributes; urban
heritage planning; participatory assessment; Nature-Culture; Tel Aviv metropolis

1. Introduction

Planning documents—including strategic plans, master plans, and conservation
frameworks—embody institutional priorities and shape discourse around the built
environment [1-3]. They mediate between abstract principles and spatial management,
operating at the intersection of heritage discourse and municipal governance [4-6]. How-
ever, limited research examines how heritage attributes are recognised and interpreted
in planning documents beyond formally protected boundaries. Systematic literature re-
views identify significant gaps in bridging heritage conservation theory with planning
practice [7,8], particularly in integrating heritage into broader landscape and urban plan-
ning frameworks [9].

Heritage attributes are defined here as tangible and intangible elements, tactics, and
objectives that convey cultural significance. They also provide a diagnostic means for
examining how planning documents address them [10-12]. The prioritisation of specific
attributes in planning practice often indicates the cultural significance professionals ascribe
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to them [13,14]: what they deem essential to preserve, what they perceive as absent, and /or
what they consider redundant.

Substantial scholarship addresses values-based heritage management within desig-
nated properties and advocates Nature—Culture approaches that integrate ecological and
cultural processes in heritage policy for sustainable development [15-23]. However, little
research addresses how Nature-Culture heritage attributes are recognised and prioritised
across jurisdictions in metropolitan regions, where inherited planning principles must
be negotiated across diverse natural and cultural contexts [24-27]. Understanding and
recognising heritage attributes at this scale is particularly relevant given UNESCO’s 2011
Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) [28] and the Council of Europe’s
2005 Faro Convention [29], both of which advocate for integrating heritage conservation
within broader territorial and sustainable development frameworks [30,31].

The Tel Aviv metropolitan region provides a particularly relevant case for examining
these processes. Patrick Geddes’” 1925 plan for Tel Aviv (hereafter GP), developed within
the intellectual lineage of the Garden City concept, integrated built forms and green spaces
as interdependent systems [32-34]. Geddes viewed the city as a living “bio-polis,” where
the evolution of the urban fabric was inextricably linked to its regional context [35,36]. GP
materialised this vision through specific planning principles for Tel Aviv, framed in this
study as green-built relations, including block-scale private gardens, hierarchical streets and
boulevard networks, and the provision of access to nature at varied scales [32]. In 2003, the
White City of Tel Aviv was inscribed in the World Heritage (WH) List for its Outstanding
Universal Value (OUV) as an exemplary case of early twentieth-century new town planning,
recognised for conveying the significance of GP as contributing to the Garden City concept
in a Mediterranean context [37,38]. GP fundamentally shaped Tel Aviv’s early development,
with scholarship suggesting GP’s planning principles influenced development across the
broader metropolitan region [39-43]. The WH designation formalises which attributes of
GP convey cultural significance, creating a framework for examining how these attributes
are recognised in contemporary planning beyond the designated property.

The research question guiding this study is: What do contemporary planning doc-
uments across different municipalities in the Tel Aviv metropolis reveal as culturally
significant in GP’s green-built relations? To address this, the study used a participatory
assessment framework adapted from HUL practices [44—46]. A structured workshop was
conducted with 18 participants, including municipal planners, heritage professionals, and
graduate students, to evaluate six municipal planning documents using a 31-attribute
framework that captures the tangible and intangible dimensions of GP’s green-built rela-
tions. The study develops a transferable methodology for examining heritage attributes at
the metropolitan scale. Findings demonstrate uneven prioritisation of green-built attributes
beyond WH boundaries, with implications for metropolitan heritage governance.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area and Attribute Framework

The Tel Aviv District, comprising 14 municipalities, forms the metropolitan region’s
core area, while the Central District forms its outer ring [47]. This study examines how GP
attributes are recognised in planning documents across the Tel Aviv District.

The framework of GP attributes was developed through systematic coding of GP [32]
and the WH inscription documents [37,38], following a multi-level taxonomy of heritage
components comprising tangible categories at Asset, Area, and Landscape levels, and
intangible categories at Asset-related, Societal, and Process levels [48]. Components in
which the Natural Element category co-occurred with any other category were retained,
representing planning principles of Geddes’ integrative approach [49]. The dually coded
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components were thematically clustered into 31 distinct attributes that embody green-
built relations, spanning from building to regional scales and encompassing both tangible
and intangible dimensions. These attributes and their visual representations (Figure 1)
provided the basis for the participatory evaluation workshop, following heritage-planning
scholarship that uses attributes as diagnostic tools for assessing cultural significance [50,51].
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Figure 1. The 31-attribute framework representing green-built relations derived from Geddes’ plan
(GP) for Tel Aviv (1925) [32]. Green frames: tangible attributes; pink frames: intangible attributes.
Framework derived from systematic analysis of GP and World Heritage (WH) inscription documents.

2.2. Participatory Workshop Design

The core empirical component of this research was an evaluation workshop, con-
ducted during the Urban Living Environments in the Metropolis: Garden Cities in the
21st Century conference, part of the UN-Habitat Urban Thinkers Campus in Jerusalem,
November 2024. Eighteen participants—including municipal planners, planning adminis-
tration representatives, heritage and conservation professionals, academics, and master’s
students (Table 1)—were organised into five working groups of 3—4 participants each.
This mixed composition was designed to capture diverse professional perspectives on
heritage planning across career stages. During a 3h workshop, groups collectively evalu-
ated six planning documents (Figure 2), selecting from nine available documents based
on group interest and expertise, using the 31-attribute framework. Each group evaluated
one or two documents, and classified each attribute under three categories: “Keep” (the
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attribute is addressed in the document and should be kept or strengthened), “Add” (not
adequately or at all addressed but should be included), or “Skip” (either not relevant or
should not be prioritised). Classification patterns enabled analysis of attribute recognition
across planning documents.
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Figure 2. Study area showing evaluated planning documents according to distances from World
Heritage (WH) property (at 0 km). Purple boundary: Tel Aviv and Central District administrative
boundaries. Blue boundaries: individual municipal boundaries. Numbered circles indicate mu-
nicipalities with distances from WH: (1) Tel Aviv—Yafo (0 km), (2) Ramat Gan (4 km), (3) Bat Yam
(6 km), (4) Kiryat Ono-Tel Hashomer-Or Yehuda (8 km), (5) Ramat Hasharon (9 km), (6) Herzliya
(11 km). Numbers correspond to distance-based ranking used in analysis. Small maps below show
the individual planning documents with land-use patterns which were used during the workshop.
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Table 1. Workshop’s participants, according to group, field, and sector.
Group Number of Participants Fields Represented Sectors Represented

1 3 Heritage expert; urban design Policy maker; master’s students

2 3 Architecture; archaeology Master’s students

3 4 Herltag.e expert.; arc}.utecture; u.rban Policy makers; master’s students

planning; social sciences; design
4 4 Architecture; urban planning Policy maker; master’s students
5 4 Landscape architecture; architecture; Policy maker; master’s students; NGO

urban planning

2.3. Document Selection and Participatory Evaluation Method

The sample of planning documents was compiled based on two criteria: (1) availabil-
ity of documents through the district’s planning administration; (2) documents include
policy towards heritage, natural, and/or built, either as conservation plans or other urban
plan types (either formally adopted or under statutory approval). The sample comprised
statutory conservation plans (Tel Aviv—Yafo, Herzliya, Ramat Gan, Givatayim, Bat Yam),
comprehensive master plans (Ramat Hasharon, Bnei Brak, Kiryat Ono-Tel Hashomer-Or
Yehuda—hereafter referred to as Kiryat Ono), and hybrid statutory documents combining
conservation and comprehensive planning (Holon-Azur-Ariel Sharon Park). Seven docu-
ments represent individual municipalities, and two represent a merger of municipal entities,
grouped for analytical purposes due to geographic contiguity. Documents varied in statu-
tory status, geographic scale, and planning focus, reflecting the diversity of governance
and planning instruments operating in the metropolitan region.

A questionnaire was designed to capture working groups’ satisfaction with the con-
tribution of document(s) to green-built relations at two levels, urban and metropolitan,
following mixed-methods questionnaire design protocols used in heritage assessment
research [18]. The questionnaire included quantitative satisfaction ratings on a 6-point scale
(1 = very dissatisfied, 6 = very satisfied) and space for additional open-ended remarks.
It comprised four questions, identical for each scale, reflecting whether (1) the evaluated
document includes attributes that integrate natural and built at the urban/metropolitan
level; (2) these attributes, some or all, are necessary for the city/metropolis; (3) the attribute
affects the balance of natural and built in the city/metropolis; and (4) the group deem
it necessary to add any more attributes to the document. The two-scale structure was
designed to enable reflective validation of prioritisation results and attribute recognition
within and beyond the municipal boundaries of the planning documents.

Groups worked collaboratively through a shared digital platform (Miro) following a
structured protocol based on participatory evaluation methods [52,53]. Groups prioritised
the 31 attributes in each planning document—to Keep, to Add, or to Skip. Each working
group received (1) a digital copy of the planning document(s) for evaluation, including the
document’s identifier, type, planning goals, statutory status, maps, and site photographs
to familiarise participants with the area; (2) a visual index of the 31-attribute framework;
and (3) a questionnaire sheet. In total, the working groups completed evaluations and
questionnaires for six documents (and only one questionnaire for one additional document).

2.4. Data Analysis

Data analysis focused on pattern identification through descriptive statistics, reflecting
the study’s exploratory approach to attribute recognition. It proceeded in three stages:
First, groups’ classification results were systematically coded into a dataset recording each
attribute’s classification (Keep/Add/Skip/Not classified) for each planning document.
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Statistics included (1) distribution of classifications across the six documents; (2) distribu-
tion of classifications by distance from WH property, to provide a framework for examining
prioritisation patterns in relation to GP heritage core across the metropolitan region; (3) dis-
tribution of classifications across the 31 attributes, and (4) further distribution patterns.
Second, questionnaire results were analysed using descriptive statistics for satisfaction
ratings and thematic content analysis for open-ended responses. Third, integrated analysis
examined relations among classification patterns, questionnaire responses, and distances
from WH to identify prioritisation patterns across documents and attributes.

2.5. Limitations

This study has several limitations. Participant recruitment occurred through open
conference registration without researcher control over composition. Together with self-
selection of planning documents, it means voluntary participation was enabled but also
that the chosen sample reflects conference attendees rather than predetermined sampling.
The document sample was limited to the Tel Aviv District area; therefore, findings are
specific to the metropolitan core. The participatory interpretive approach documented
qualitative prioritisations rather than quantified rankings. Multi-criteria analysis would be
a valuable complementary approach for future research.

3. Results

The five working groups evaluated six planning documents, completing attribute
classifications and questionnaires for each assigned document. Each group presented
their classifications to all participants, enabling discussion of prioritisation rationale. The
following sections analyse classification patterns by document, attribute, scale, and theme.

3.1. Classification Patterns by Document
3.1.1. Document Variation in Attribute Prioritisation

The evaluation of the six planning documents reveals distinct prioritisation profiles
across the metropolitan region (Figure 3). Participants assessing Herzliya and Bat Yam plans
prioritised the highest number of attributes to Keep, 23 (75%) and 19 (61%), respectively.
Both groups prioritised similar tangible attributes to Keep (Inner block gardens, Road
hierarchy, Regional transportation connectivity) and intangible attributes (Mixed-use of
people and nature, Local ecological water knowledge). However, they diverged on several
attributes: participants assessing Herzliya prioritised Unpaved natural trail and Wild
nature to Keep, while participants assessing Bat Yam prioritised these to Add; conversely,
participants assessing Bat Yam prioritised Public facilities open to outdoors and Culture-
based development to Keep, while participants assessing Herzliya prioritised these to Add.

Three municipalities—Ramat Hasharon, Kiryat Ono-Or Yehuda, and Ramat Gan—show
balanced or Add-dominant profiles. Participants assessing Ramat Hasharon prioritised
nearly equal numbers of attributes to Keep (15, 48%) and to Add (13, 42%). Participants
assessing Kiryat Ono—Or Yehuda also balanced Keep and Add prioritisations (9 each) but
left 13 attributes (42%) unclassified. Participants assessing Ramat Gan left 14 attributes
(45%) unclassified while prioritising Add (12, 38%) over Keep (3, 10%). Across these
three municipalities, participants prioritised 34 of 66 classified attributes (51.5%) to Add,
though only one attribute—Spatial connectivity—appeared consistently across all three.
Together, participants assessing these three municipalities left 27 of 32 total unclassified
attributes (84%).
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Figure 3. Prioritisation patterns according to distance from World Heritage (WH). The X-axis shows
distance in kilometres from WH; the Y-axis shows attribute count. Colours represent classification
categories: Keep (orange), Add (blue), Skip (teal), Unclassified (pink). Lines connect discrete munici-
pal observations at 0 km (Tel Aviv—Yafo), 4 km (Ramat Gan), 6 km (Bat Yam), 8 km (Kiryat Ono-Or
Yehuda), 9 km (Ramat Hasharon), and 11 km (Herzliya). Notable patterns include Keep increasing
with distance, and Skip concentrated at close distances.

Participants assessing Tel Aviv-Yafo demonstrated a different pattern, prioritising
nearly equal numbers of attributes to Skip (14, 45%) and Keep (12, 39%), with only 5 pri-
oritised to Add. Participants assessing Tel Aviv—Yafo prioritised 14 of 21 total Skip clas-
sifications across the metropolitan region (67%), making it the only municipality with
such concentration. Only two attributes—Riverbanks and Developing riverbanks and
deltas—were prioritised to Skip in multiple municipalities (Tel Aviv—Yafo and Bat Yam).

3.1.2. Distance from WH and Cross-Classification Patterns

To examine prioritisation patterns in relation to distance from WH property, distances
were clustered into three ranges: close distances (0—4 km: Tel Aviv—Yafo at 0 km, Ramat
Gan at 4 km), middle distances (6-9 km: Bat Yam at 6 km, Kiryat Ono at 8 km, Ramat
Hasharon at 9 km), and far distances (11 km: Herzliya).

Classification results reveal participants prioritised more attributes to Keep at greater
distances from the WH property. Participants assessing Tel Aviv—Yafo (0 km) prioritised
12 attributes to Keep, rising to 15 at Ramat Gan (4 km), 19 at Bat Yam (6 km), and 23 at
Herzliya (11 km). However, middle-distance municipalities show intermediate patterns in
this regard: 9 attributes were prioritised to Keep at Kiryat Ono (8 km) and 15 for Ramat
Hasharon (9 km). Tangible attributes dominate the Keep prioritisations at middle and far
distances: Classification results indicate 15 of 22 tangible attributes were prioritised to Keep
at least once across the six municipalities, with seven attributes—Regional transportation
connectivity, Mixed-use of people and nature, Local ecological water knowledge, Green
boulevard systems, Urban parks, Garden parcels, and Main green boulevard—prioritised to
Keep in both middle and far municipalities. Five intangible attributes were also prioritised
to Keep across multiple municipalities (Environmental social culture, Urban-rural connec-
tivity, Civic-governmental partnership, Local economy planning, Mixed-use of people and
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nature), appearing primarily at middle and far distances. Notably, participants assessing
Bat Yam prioritised all five intangible attributes to Keep.

Additionally, classification patterns reveal attributes were prioritised to Add more
at middle distances (4-9 km). Participants assessing Ramat Gan (4 km) prioritised 12 at-
tributes to Add, Bat Yam (6 km) prioritised 5, Kiryat Ono (8 km) prioritised 9, Ramat
Hasharon (9 km) prioritised 13, and Herzliya (11 km) prioritised 8. Participants assessing
Tel Aviv—Yafo (0 km) prioritised only 5 attributes to Add. Across distances, eight attributes
(5 tangible, 3 intangible) were prioritised to Add in multiple municipalities, all within the
4-9 km range, including Gardening in public facilities, Encouraging urban planting, and
Unpaved natural trail.

Seven attributes show transitional patterns between Keep and Add prioritisations
across distances, primarily within the middle and far ranges (6-11 km): Wild nature,
Unpaved natural trail, Public facilities open to outdoors, Garden-nature continuity, Culture-
based development, Local climate-based development, and Local ecological water knowl-
edge. For instance, participants prioritised Culture-based development and Local climate-
based development to Add at 9-11 km but to Keep at 6 km. No such transitional patterns
appear at close distances (0—4 km) or exclusively at far distances (11 km).

The data show participants prioritised more attributes to Skip at close distances.
Participants assessing Tel Aviv—Yafo prioritised 14 attributes to Skip, while participants
assessing Bat Yam (6 km) prioritised 2 and Ramat Hasharon (9 km) prioritised 3. Riverbanks
and Developing riverbanks were the only attributes prioritised to Skip across multiple
municipalities. Participants at 8 km and 11 km did not prioritise any attributes to Skip.

Unclassified attributes concentrate at middle distances (4-8 km) and are absent at
both edge ranges. Participants assessing Ramat Gan (4 km) left 14 attributes unclassified
and participants assessing Kiryat Ono (8 km) left 13 unclassified, together accounting for
27 of 32 total unclassified cases (84%). The 32 unclassified cases include 16 tangible and
11 intangible attributes, with no consistent pattern between attribute type and distance.

Across the planning documents, Keep prioritisations increase with distance from WH
property, Add prioritisations concentrate at middle distances (4-9 km), Skip prioritisations
concentrate at close distances (0-6 km), and unclassified cases cluster at middle distances
(4-8 km) while absent at both edge ranges (0 km and 11 km). Attribute type patterns
also vary by distance: At far distances, prioritisation patterns reveal a predominance of
tangible attributes to Keep, while at middle distances, intangible attributes were prioritised
both to Keep and Add. At close distances, tangible and intangible attributes prioritised
to Add were nearly balanced. At middle distances, tangible attributes prioritised to Add
slightly outnumbered intangible attributes, whereas at far distances both types were almost
exclusively prioritised to Keep.

The following section examines how individual attributes were prioritised across
documents in the metropolitan region.

3.2. Classification Patterns by Attribute
3.2.1. Overall Classification Distribution

Of 186 possible attribute evaluations across six planning documents
(31 attributes x 6 documents), participants classified 154 cases definitively across Keep,
Add, and Skip categories (Figure 4). Overall, participants prioritised attributes to Keep in
52.6% of classified cases (81 of 154), to Add in 33.8%, and to Skip in 13.6%. Participants
left 32 cases (17.2%) unclassified. A total of 10 attributes received classifications in all
6 municipalities, with no unclassified cases, while 21 attributes had 1-3 unclassified cases,
yielding 3-5 valid classifications per attribute. Among the partially classified attributes,
16 were tangible, and 5 were intangible.
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Figure 4. Attributes classification aggregated across six municipalities, ordered by Keep count (high
to low). Each row represents one of 31 attributes. Stacked bars show classification distribution: Keep
(orange), Add (blue), Skip (teal), Unclassified (pink). Numbers within bars indicate the number of
different working groups that classify each attribute in that category. Tangible attributes are shown
with green markers; intangible attributes with pink markers. Top attributes show the strongest Keep
consensus; bottom attributes show varied or Add-dominant patterns.

3.2.2. Keep, Add, and Skip Patterns Across Attributes

Classification results indicate Keep as the most frequent classification, applied 81 times
across 30 of 31 attributes. Participants prioritised tangible attributes to Keep substantially
more than intangible attributes: 57 Keep prioritisations for tangible attributes compared
to 24 for intangible attributes. Twenty-eight attributes (20 tangible, 8 intangible) were
prioritised to Keep in 2-5 municipalities, 2 attributes (1 tangible, 1 intangible) in one munic-
ipality, and 1 tangible attribute (Gardening and agriculture in public facilities) received no
Keep prioritisations.

Road hierarchy for slowing mobility received the highest Keep prioritisations—five across
the planning documents—representing the highest prioritisation count for any attribute in
any category. Four other tangible attributes were prioritised to Keep in four municipalities
each: Inner block gardens, Urban tree planting, Urban park, and Secondary green avenue.
Five tangible attributes received three Keep prioritisations (Main green boulevard, Water-
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front (1), Waterfront (2), Regional transportation connectivity, Sensitivity to location), while
the remaining ten tangible attributes received two Keep prioritisations each.

Among intangible attributes, Access and accessibility to nature was prioritised to Keep
in four municipalities (Bat Yam, Kiryat Ono, Ramat Hasharon, Herzliya). Three other intan-
gible attributes were prioritised to Keep in three municipalities each—Mixed-use of people
and nature, Civic-governmental collaboration, and Local ecological water knowledge—all
appearing in Bat Yam, Ramat Hasharon, and Herzliya. Tangible attributes prioritised to
Keep appeared across all distance ranges, with concentrations at close (Tel Aviv—Yafo:
11 cases) and far distances (Herzliya: 17 cases). Of the intangible attributes prioritised
to Keep, concentrations revealed at middle and far distances (Bat Yam: 9 prioritisations;
Ramat Hasharon and Herzliya: 6 each).

Participants prioritised to Add 52 times total, with tangible attributes comprising
35 cases and intangible attributes 17. Sixteen attributes (10 tangible, 6 intangible) were
prioritised to Add in multiple municipalities: Two attributes received Add prioritisations
in four municipalities—Gardening and agriculture in public facilities (tangible, in Bat
Yam, Kiryat Ono, Ramat Hasharon, Herzliya) and Spatial connectivity (intangible, in
Tel Aviv—Yafo, Ramat Gan, Kiryat Ono, Ramat Hasharon). Five tangible attributes were
prioritised to Add in three municipalities each: Public facilities open to outdoors, Unpaved
natural trail, Wild nature, Garden-nature continuity, and High points for view. These Add
prioritisations concentrated at middle distances (6-9 km), with several appearing at far
distances (11 km). Five intangible attributes were prioritised to Add in two municipalities
each: Culture-based development and Local climate-based development were prioritised
to Add in Ramat Hasharon and Herzliya; Encouraging planting was prioritised to Add
in Ramat Gan and Herzliya). Mixed-use of people and nature was prioritised to Add in
Ramat Gan and Kiryat Ono.

Participants prioritised to Skip least frequently, only 21 times overall, with tangible
attributes accounting for 17 cases and intangible attributes for 4. Two tangible attributes,
Riverbanks and Developing riverbanks, were prioritised to Skip in both Tel Aviv—Yafo
and Bat Yam. Thirteen other tangible attributes were prioritised, each to Skip only once.
Four intangible attributes were also prioritised to Skip only once: Access and accessibility
to nature, Mixed-use of people and nature, Encouraging planting, and Local climate-based
development. Skip prioritisations concentrated at close to middle distances (0-6 km), with
some appearing at 9 km, but none at 11 km.

Participants left 19 attributes (13 tangible, 6 intangible) unclassified in 32 cases, ac-
counting for 17.2% of all possible classifications. Twenty-three unclassified cases involved
tangible attributes, and 9 involved intangible attributes. Ten attributes were left unclassified
in multiple cases: Vegetation buffer remained unclassified in three municipalities (Ramat
Gan, Bat Yam, Kiryat Ono), resulting in the highest unclassified count. Nine attributes,
all intangible, were left unclassified in two municipalities. All 32 unclassified cases ap-
peared at middle distances (4-8 km) in Ramat Gan, Bat Yam, and Kiryat Ono. Participants
assessing Tel Aviv—Yafo (0 km), Ramat Hasharon (9 km), and Herzliya (11 km) left no
attributes unclassified. Both tangible and intangible attributes had unclassified cases, with
no systematic correlation with attribute type.

3.2.3. Cross-Municipality Classification Patterns

Three attribute pairs demonstrate identical classification patterns across municipalities.
Unpaved natural trail and Wild nature both followed a Skip-Add—-Add—-Add-Keep-Keep
pattern: participants prioritised them to Skip in Tel Aviv-Yafo, to Add in Ramat Gan, Bat
Yam, and Kiryat Ono, and to Keep again in Ramat Hasharon and Herzliya. Waterfront (1) and
Waterfront (2) followed a Keep—unclassified-Keep—unclassified—Skip—Keep pattern: to Keep

https://doi.org/10.3390/land 15030359


https://doi.org/10.3390/land15030359

Land 2026, 15, 359

11 of 19

in Tel Aviv—Yafo, Bat Yam, and Herzliya, to Skip in Ramat Hasharon, and were left unclassified
in Ramat Gan and Kiryat Ono. Civic-governmental collaboration and Local ecological
water knowledge both followed an Add-unclassified—Keep-unclassified—Keep—-Keep pattern:
participants prioritised to Add them in Tel Aviv—Yafo, to Keep in Bat Yam, Ramat Hasharon,
and Herzliya, and left them unclassified in Ramat Gan and Kiryat Ono.

In conclusion, only one attribute received the same classification across all
municipalities—Secondary green avenue—which was prioritised to Keep in the cases
it was classified. No attribute received exclusively to Add or to Skip classifications across
all municipalities. The most common classification combination for an attribute was Keep
and Add (without Skip), appearing in 11 attributes, including, among others, Road hi-
erarchy, Inner block gardens, Urban tree planting, and Public facilities open to outdoors.
Fifteen attributes were prioritised across all three categories in different municipalities,
representing nearly half of all attributes; these include Unpaved natural trail, Wild nature,
Riverbanks, Regional transportation connectivity, and Mixed-use of people and nature.
Three attributes were prioritised to Keep and Skip only, (without Add): Urban park, Wa-
terfront (1), and Waterfront (2). Only one attribute—Gardening and agriculture in public
facilities—was prioritised to Add and Skip only, without Keep. Tangible attributes ap-
peared across all classification categories, including Skip, while intangible attributes were
prioritised toward Add and rarely received Skip classifications or were unclassified.

3.3. Questionnaire Results: Participant Satisfaction with Green-Built Integration
3.3.1. Urban Level Satisfaction

Participants rated their satisfaction with four aspects of green-built integration at
the urban level, using a 6-point scale (1 = very dissatisfied, 6 = very satisfied), for the
six planning documents. Participants completed an additional questionnaire for Bnei Brak,
6 km from WH (though it was not classified under the Keep, Add, and Skip categories).

The document’s inclusion of attributes integrating built and natural elements at the
urban level received moderate satisfaction overall (mean: 3.71). Participants assessing
Herzliya rated highest (6.00), followed by Bat Yam (5.00), Ramat Gan and Kiryat Ono (4.00),
Tel Aviv—Yafo and Bnei Brak (3.00), and Ramat Hasharon lowest (1.00). By distance from
WH], close municipalities (0—4 km) averaged 3.50, middle distances showed variation (6 km
averaged 4.00; 8-9 km averaged 2.50), and far distances rated highest (6.00). Notably, the
two municipalities at 6 km—Bnei Brak and Bat Yam—diverged substantially (Bat Yam: 5.00,
Bnei Brak: 3.00).

Regarding the necessity of integrating built and natural attributes at the urban level,
participants reported overall high satisfaction (mean: 5.33). Participants assessing Bnei Brak,
Bat Yam, and Ramat Hasharon reported the highest satisfaction (6.00); Tel Aviv—Yafo and
Herzliya reported 5.00; and Kiryat Ono reported 4.00. All distance clusters averaged 5.00,
except the 6 km municipalities, which averaged 6.00. This metropolitan-wide consensus
contrasts sharply with the former satisfaction about current inclusion: The gap between
satisfaction with inclusion (average 3.71) and necessity (average 5.33) reached a maximum
in Ramat Hasharon (necessity: 6.00, inclusion: 1.00), with Bnei Brak second, showing a
three-point gap (necessity: 6.00, inclusion: 3.00).

Regarding whether attributes integrating built and natural are balanced at the urban
level, the lowest satisfaction was received across all documents (mean: 2.57). Only Herzliya
was rated positively (5.00) by participants, while Tel Aviv-Yafo, Bat Yam, and Kiryat Ono
were rated 3.00, Ramat Gan was rated 2.00, and Bnei Brak and Ramat Hasharon were
rated 1.00. By distance, close municipalities averaged 2.50, middle distances (8-9 km) also
averaged 2.00, and only far distances were rated positively (5.00).
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To the question whether they would like to add elements to the document, participants
gave high rate (mean: 5.40). In the written comments’ section, participants shared further
priorities, notably the need for heritage equity (such as extending conservation beyond
established heritage zone in Tel Aviv—Yafo), green infrastructure connectivity (boulevards
linking to waterfront in Bat Yam, streets as alternative green public spaces in Bnei Brak),
and the need to address ecological and agricultural conditions of the broader context in
Herzliya). Ramat Hasharon participants explained their exceptionally low satisfaction
ratings due to the document’s “lack in various aspects”.

3.3.2. Metropolitan Scale Satisfaction

Participants’ satisfaction with documents’ inclusion of attributes integrating built and
natural at the metropolitan level was moderate overall (mean: 3.43). Bat Yam participants
rated the highest (6.00), followed by Bnei Brak (5.00), Herzliya and Kiryat Ono (4.00),
Tel Aviv—Yafo and Ramat Gan (2.00), while Ramat Hasharon was rated lowest (1.00). By
distance, close municipalities averaged 2.00 in satisfaction, middle-distance municipalities
averaged 2.50, and far-distance municipalities averaged 4.00. Participants assessing 6 km
municipalities averaged 5.50—substantially higher satisfaction with metropolitan inclusion
than any other distance cluster.

Regarding the necessity attributes integrating built and natural in the metropolitan
level, high satisfaction was received from participants overall (mean: 5.43). Ramat Gan,
Bnei Brak, Bat Yam, and Ramat Hasharon participants rated 6.00, Tel Aviv—Yafo and
Herzliya participants rated 5.00, and Kiryat Ono participants rated 4.00. By distance,
close municipalities averaged 5.50, municipalities at 6 km averaged 6.00, middle-distance
municipalities (8-9 km) averaged 5.00, and far municipalities averaged 5.00. The gap
between satisfaction with inclusion (3.43) and necessity (5.43) in the metropolitan level
mirrors that of the urban level.

Regarding whether attributes integrating built and natural are balanced in the
metropolitan level, high satisfaction was received overall (mean: 5.00). Ramat Gan, Bnei
Brak, and Bat Yam participants rated 6.00, Herzliya’s rated 5.00, and Tel Aviv-Yafo, Kiryat
Ono, and Ramat Hasharon participants rated 4.00. By distance, close municipalities aver-
aged 5.00, the 6 km municipalities averaged 6.00 (mirroring the result in the urban level),
the 8-9 km municipalities averaged 4.00, and far municipalities rated 5.00.

To the question whether they would like to add elements to the document, participants
gave a high rate (mean: 5.00), across only four responding municipalities. Bat Yam and
Ramat Hasharon participants rated 6.00, Bnei Brak’s rated 5.00, and Tel Aviv—Yafo’s rated
3.00 (Participants of Kiryat Ono and Herzliya did not respond). In the written comments
section, comments further emphasised the need for cross-boundary infrastructure, includ-
ing inter-city parks (for Ramat Hasharon), green transportation routes between the built
and the sea (for Herzliya), and water flow management (for Bat Yam).

3.3.3. Cross-Scale and Distance Patterns

Comparing satisfaction ratings across urban and metropolitan levels shows divergent
patterns across municipalities. Bat Yam participants rated metropolitan inclusion higher
(6.00) than urban inclusion (5.00). Bnei Brak participants also rated metropolitan inclusion
higher (5.00) than urban inclusion (3.00), showing a two-point increase. The remaining
five municipalities showed declining satisfaction (Tel Aviv—Yafo, Ramat Gan, Herzliya) or
identical satisfaction (Kiryat Ono, Ramat Hasharon) between the urban and metropolitan
levels. Close municipalities (0—4 km) averaged lowest metropolitan inclusion satisfaction
(2.00) than any distance cluster.
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Despite variable satisfaction with inclusion across levels and distances, participants
consistently reported high satisfaction with the question of necessity at metropolitan and
urban levels, with municipalities within 6 km of WH rated highest (6.00 in both levels).

Questionnaire satisfaction patterns mostly align with classification patterns across
the six municipalities that were assessed in both tasks. Participants assessing Herzliya
and Bat Yam—which received the highest Keep classifications (23 and 19 attributes,
respectively)—also rated substantially higher satisfaction with inclusion at the urban level
(6.00 and 5.00, respectively). Tel Aviv—Yafo participants, who classified 14 attributes as Skip
and only 12 as Keep, also rated moderate to low satisfaction with inclusion (3.00 at the
urban level, 2.00 at the metropolitan level). On the contrary, Ramat Hasharon participants
rated 1.00 for inclusion and balance at the urban level and for inclusion at the metropolitan
level, yet classified 15 Keep and 13 Add, with only 3 Skip.

Distance patterns in the questionnaire show non-linearity: The 6 km distance shows a
satisfaction peak for inclusion (5.50), necessity, and balance (6.00) on the metropolitan level,
substantially higher than both closer distances (0—4 km: 2.00 for inclusion) and slightly more
distant municipalities (8-9 km: 2.50 for inclusion). However, satisfaction with the balance
at the urban level shows the opposite pattern, with the 6 km municipalities averaging 2.00
(Bnei Brak: 1.00, Bat Yam: 3.00), among the lowest ratings.

4. Discussion

This research examined how attributes representing green-built relations from Patrick
Geddes’ 1925 plan are recognised in contemporary municipal planning documents across
the Tel Aviv metropolis. The findings reveal that these attributes remain present and per-
ceived as relevant across multiple municipal contexts, but their valuation is fundamentally
context-dependent rather than uniform. The same attribute can represent redundancy in
one municipality and a critical gap in another, challenging notions that heritage attributes
possess inherent, transferable value independent of local conditions. This pattern exem-
plifies Nature—Culture dynamics at the metropolitan scale: green-built relations are not
preserved as static heritage objects but continuously re-interpreted through the lens of con-
temporary urban challenges, infrastructure saturation, and geographic context [15,17,54].

The context-dependency observed across municipalities reflects what Geddes himself
conceptualised as “place-work-folk” synergies—the inseparability of environment, function,
and community [36,41,42]. Participants assessing Herzliya (11 km from WH) and Bat
Yam (6 km) prioritised substantially more attributes to Keep than those assessing Tel
Aviv-Yafo (0 km), which concentrated most Skip classifications. Rather than decreasing
with distance from the WH core, attribute recognition follows a non-linear pattern shaped
by the interaction between inherited planning principles and current urban conditions. In
coastal municipalities with established waterfront access, attributes such as Riverbanks and
Developing riverbanks and deltas were prioritised to Skip, while in inland municipalities
they were prioritised to Keep or Add. Similarly, Urban parks deemed excessive in saturated
contexts while considered essential where green infrastructure remains scarce.

This geographic and infrastructural contingency demonstrates how Nature—Culture re-
lations operate dynamically: the cultural significance of attributes that embody green-built
relations is not fixed by their historical derivation but actively produced through ongoing
negotiations between built and natural systems across diverse municipal contexts [46,55].
These findings challenge the notion of OUV as articulated in the WH inscription: if attribute
recognition varies fundamentally with local context and infrastructure saturation, their
‘universal’ significance might be better understood as contextually negotiated relevance
rather than inherent, transferable value. This suggests a potential gap between the OUV
and the bottom-up cultural significance attributed to green-built relations.
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Tangible attributes (parks, green boulevards, regional transportation connectivity)
dominated both Keep and Skip classifications, reflecting their visibility in planning practice
but also their critical evaluation. Participants assessing municipalities with extensive
green infrastructure questioned whether additional elements would meaningfully improve
quality, while those in contexts with limited infrastructure prioritised additions. This
pattern demonstrates that recognition of heritage attributes depends on perceived gaps
rather than historical continuity alone.

Intangible attributes (environmental, social culture, civic-governmental partnership,
local ecological knowledge) received fewer Keep votes but almost no Skip classifications,
suggesting conceptual consensus even where implementation remains underdeveloped.
This divergence between tangible and intangible recognition [45] points to a persistent chal-
lenge in operationalising Nature—Culture approach: while professionals may acknowledge
the interdependence of ecological and cultural processes conceptually, in planning docu-
ments they more readily articulate physical interventions than governance mechanisms or
cultural practices.

The clustering of Add classifications at middle distances (4-9 km) and unclassi-
fied cases at intermediate distances (48 km) reveal metropolitan zones where attribute
interpretation becomes most contested. These are municipalities experiencing rapid
transformation—neither clearly within the historic core nor fully peripheral—in contexts
where planning and heritage management face contemporary development pressures
most directly. The concentration of uncertainty in these transitional zones suggests that
attribute-based frameworks function most diagnostically where heritage and develop-
ment tensions are explicit, revealing not a consensus but rather the active negotiation
of competing underlying values [11,50]. This finding challenges heritage management
approaches that seek singular, authoritative determinations of significance, instead support-
ing participatory frameworks that expose divergent professional perspectives as evidence
of metropolitan-scale heritage dynamics [55,56].

Methodologically, the research demonstrates the value of combining systematic
attribute-based analysis with participatory professional evaluations [52,53]. By examining
conservation plans and urban planning documents, the study operationalises heritage
knowledge within planning practice, where implementation decisions occur [1,2,5]. Unlike
policy document analysis alone, which captures formal positions, participatory evalua-
tions reveal how planning professionals interpret and prioritise attributes based on tacit
knowledge of local conditions, implementation feasibility, and political constraints. This
approach treats heritage attributes not merely as preservation goals but as diagnostic
tools for evaluating contemporary planning alignment with planning objectives. The
31-attribute framework, derived through systematic coding of GP [32] and the WH inscrip-
tion documents [37,38], proved operationally clear—every attribute was identified at least
once, with only 17.2% left unclassified. This relatively low unclassified rate indicates that
the framework can function as a diagnostic tool across diverse municipal contexts; though
future applications would benefit from more explicit definitions to reduce interpretive ambi-
guity, particularly for intangible attributes where consensus was weakest. The framework’s
transferability lies not in prescribing which attributes municipalities should adopt, but
in exposing which attributes are perceived as present, absent, or excessive/inadequately
implemented—patterns that reveal metropolitan heritage governance challenges invisible
in individual municipal plans.

The questionnaire results reinforce this understanding: satisfaction with necessity
of green-built integration substantially exceeds satisfaction with current plan inclusion.
Such discrepancies indicate that professionals recognise the relevance of GP attributes
to contemporary planning challenges (ecological resilience, connectivity, mixed-use inte-
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gration), but perceive implementation as constrained, either by jurisdictional boundaries,
resource limitations, or political will. The consistent satisfaction with necessity across the
metropolis, despite the variable satisfaction with inclusion, points to a shared discourse
around green-built relations that transcends municipal boundaries but lacks coordinated
mechanisms for metropolitan-scale governance [24,26].

Examining heritage attributes at the metropolitan scale through participatory assess-
ment thus reveals Nature-Culture processes as they operate across jurisdictional bound-
aries: not as stable heritage properties transmitted from past to present, but as ongoing
negotiations between heritage management and urban context. This approach aligns with
UNESCO'’s Historic Urban Landscape recommendation (HUL), which positions heritage
not as static fabric but as dynamic processes within territorial development [28,44]. How-
ever, the findings also reveal the challenge of operationalising HUL at the metropolitan
scale, where coordinated governance structures remain underdeveloped and attribute
recognition varies substantially across municipalities [7,31]. Future research, integrating
spatial mapping with policy analysis, could test whether policy articulation corresponds to
actual implementation, identifying opportunities for metropolitan strategies that manage
attribute distribution across municipal boundaries, rather than treating each jurisdiction
independently [57,58].

Ultimately, the study demonstrates that the heritage significance of GP extends be-
yond its designated WH core, but this extension is mediated through diverse, sometimes
contested, interpretations, that reflect on each municipality’s green-built relations. Un-
derstanding these relations as heritage attributes of Nature—Culture at the urban and
metropolitan scale—rather than as static elements to be preserved—offers a more nu-
anced foundation for planning policies that integrate heritage management within broader
sustainable development.

5. Conclusions

This study examined how attributes representing green-built relations from Patrick
Geddes’ 1925 plan (GP) are recognised in contemporary municipal planning documents
across the Tel Aviv metropolis. Through participatory assessment of six planning docu-
ments by eighteen professionals, the research reveals three concrete findings. First, attribute
recognition operates context-dependently rather than uniformly: the same attribute (such
as Urban parks or Riverbank development) can represent redundancy in infrastructure-
saturated municipalities and critical gaps in others. Second, proximity to the WH core does
not predict attribute preservation—Tel Aviv—Yafo (0 km) recorded 67% of metropolitan
Skip classifications while Herzliya (11 km) prioritised 75% of attributes to Keep. Third, tan-
gible attributes dominate planning discourse (57 Keep prioritisations) but receive critical
evaluation, while intangible attributes (24 Keep prioritisations) gain conceptual acceptance
without operational implementation. These patterns demonstrate that heritage attributes
function diagnostically rather than prescriptively at the metropolitan scale, thereby expos-
ing governance challenges that are invisible in individual municipal plans.

The methodological approach—combining a systematic 31-attribute framework with
participatory professional assessment—offers three advantages over document analysis
alone. It captures tacit professional knowledge about implementation feasibility and po-
litical constraints that formal policy documents omit. It reveals divergent interpretations
as evidence of metropolitan heritage dynamics rather than treating them as methodolog-
ical noise. It exposes gaps between perceived necessity (mean satisfaction: 5.33 urban,
5.43 metropolitan) and current inclusion (mean satisfaction: 3.71 urban, 3.43 metropolitan),
thereby indicating on shared discourse around green-built relations that lacks coordinated
governance mechanisms. The framework proved operationally clear with only 17.2% of
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cases unclassified, suggesting transferability to other metropolitan heritage contexts where
attribute-based assessment could diagnose planning alignment across jurisdictions.

The study’s limitations, detailed in Section 2.5, include participant recruitment through
conference attendance rather than predetermined sampling, geographic specificity to the Tel
Aviv District core, and an exploratory, descriptive approach that documents prioritisations
rather than quantified rankings. These constraints position the findings as demonstrating
methodological feasibility and revealing metropolitan patterns rather than producing
generalisable statistical claims about heritage attribute recognition.

Future research should pursue three directions. First, spatial mapping of attribute dis-
tribution could test whether policy articulation corresponds to on-ground implementation,
completing the operationalisation cycle from heritage documentation through planning
discourse to the built environment. This would identify municipalities where discourse
diverges from implementation. Second, a comparative application of the 31-attribute
framework to other Garden City-influenced metropolitan regions (such as Greater London
or Amsterdam) could test its transferability and refine attribute definitions for greater
cross-context clarity. Third, longitudinal tracking of attribute recognition across planning
document revisions could reveal how metropolitan heritage discourse evolves in response
to development pressures and governance reforms.

For planning practitioners and heritage managers, the findings suggest actionable
strategies. Metropolitan heritage governance requires coordinated frameworks that ac-
knowledge context-dependent valuation rather than assuming uniform attribute rele-
vance. Participatory assessment can expose implementation gaps, revealing where pro-
fessional consensus on necessity exceeds satisfaction with current plans, and targeting
interventions where they matter most. Attribute-based frameworks should function
diagnostically—revealing strengths, gaps, and contested zones—rather than prescriptively
imposing standardised solutions across diverse municipal contexts. Strategic territorial
planning could use attribute recognition patterns to identify municipalities experiencing
rapid transformation (indicated by high unclassified rates at 4-8 km), where heritage and
development tensions require deliberate governance attention.

Ultimately, this research challenges traditional notions of OUV by demonstrating
that cultural significance operates through context-dependent negotiation rather than
uniform attribution. Understanding green-built relations as Nature-Culture processes at
the metropolitan scale—where relevance emerges through ongoing negotiation between
natural and cultural heritage and evolving urban conditions—offers a foundation for
planning policies that integrate heritage planning within broader sustainable development.
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