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ABSTRACT Green spaces, green corridors, open spaces, and urban wilderness particularly in and around city, town and

urban and semi-urban areas have gained significant importance in the growing urban landscape. Due to their di-
versity of ecological structures, characters, functions, including their role both in environmental and social health, Urban Wilderness (UW)
areas are crucial and inseparable part of any urbanisation, defining the quality of life in the cities and towns. Therefore interactions of the
residents with their physical and socio-cultural surroundings create a wide impact on UW areas. The tools like Environmental Impact As-
sessment (EIA) and Social Impact Assessment (SIA) were used in the study to reveal local people’s perception regarding needs, use of and
threats to the 77 UW habitat sites. Perception of 1320 local respondents on UW areas, in and around growing city of Kolhapur, was studied
with multiple logistic regressions and test for goodness of fit was used for better understanding of the UW5.

Introduction

Urbanization is an increasing phenomenon globally (Germaine
et al. 2001; McKinney 2006). In 1900, only 9% of the world’s hu-
man population lived in “urban environments” This figure
had increased to 40% by 1980, 50% by 2008, and is expected to
grow over 66% by 2025 (World Bank, 1984; UNEP, 2012).Urban
agglomeration is nothing but a continuous urban sprawl, con-
stituting a town and its adjoining urban outgrowths or two or
more physical contiguous towns together and any adjoining ur-
ban out growths of such towns.

In the recent years, particularly in and around growing cities,
towns and urban areas, concepts of wilderness, green spaces,
green corridors, and open spaces have gained considerable
prominence in the altering landscapes. Since early 2000s, apart
from classical ‘greening concepts’, the concepts of ‘urban wil-
derness areas’, ‘green city’, ‘liveable city’ came front with great
prominence. (Rink, 2009)

It is to be understood that the ‘Wilderness Areas (WA) are the
places where biotic diversity is recognised and valued by soci-
ety and are defined using arbitrary thresholds of remoteness,
naturalness and total area! The idea of wilderness in the city
is a relatively a new concept even for town planners (Meyre,
2009). According to the World Commission on Protected Area,
(WCPA, 1992) ‘Urban Wilderness' as “a large area of unmodified
or slightly modified land, and / or sea, retaining its natural char-
acter and influence without permanent or significant habitation
which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural
condition”. Today world over urban wilderness is considered as
a natural heritage with serious concern about it is being threat-
ened in the process of urbanisation since the early twentieth
century (Michele, et. al 2006).

Urban wilderness areas include diverse habitats in natural or
semi natural conditions including forests, woodlands, wetlands,
grasslands, and even plantations and traditional orchards and
fields. Basically wilderness areas provide space, shelter and food
to a diverse wild fauna in close company of man. Urban ecology
addresses this multiplicity of functions by viewing human and
natural systems in urban areas not as separate entities, but as
interacting components of an integrated whole (Grimm et al.
2000; Pickett et al. 2004; Alberti et al. 2008).

The concept of ‘Green City’ has emphasis on inclusion and in-
tegration of green spaces, open spaces, and wilderness habitats
in traditional urban environment. Though these habitats act

as lungs of any urban landscape, In India they are increasingly
shrinking and getting degraded due to the anthropogenic pres-
sure as a result of unplanned urban growth. United Nations En-
vironment Program (UNEP) has mobilised the concept of live-
able city'which aims to combine environmental management
and planning in order to improve the quality of life for citizens.
It is also determined by the access of residents to meet up their
needs (Palej, 2000). In nut shell liveable city can also be referred
as Sustainable City as liveable city provides livelihood and eco-
logical sustainability (Evans, 2002).The recent ‘smart city’ and
‘smart village’ concept of Government of India, is though based
on similar concept, has more emphasis on development of infra-
structure, economic development and pollution control rather
than required stress on conservation of natural resources, wil-
derness and heritage areas. Therefore these ‘smart cites’ essen-
tially need to be ‘green or eco-friendly’ for their sustainability, by
protecting and preserving existing wilderness areas in their envi-
rons for mutual benefits of ecology, wilderness and the resident
population. .

Owing to the diverse range of ecological structures, characters,
and functions; including their role both in social and environ-
mental health, Urban Wilderness (UW) areas are crucial insepa-
rable part of the urban fabric. Along with the ecological values,
in addition these areas are active resource providers, pollutant
recyclers and sinkers, crucial micro habitats, breeding and roost-
ing sites of diverse organisms, ecotonal areas, and wildlife cor-
ridors between rapidly fragmenting natural habitats. Health of
the UW areas therefore intimates interactions dependence with
the urban society. Therefore they need to be properly valued for
their diverse long term benefits, particularly for the sustainable
eco-friendly existence and development of the present and fu-
ture generations in the urban environs.

In India these wilderness areas have traditionally been used by
the urban society like ‘local commons’ as source of natural re-
sources, for purpose of religious sites, recreation, aesthetic view,
educational site, cultural asset, stress relief site etc. When pro-
tected and conserved, basically the UW areas merge local ecol-
ogy with the social sphere of the urban landscape. According to
Raymore (2002) the quality of life in cities and towns can thus be
strongly correlated to the availability and experience of greenery
and nature in the characteristic UW areas. Therefore people’s in-
teractions with their physical and socio-cultural surroundings,
with socio-ecological approach, are widely used as a framework
in urban Sustainable Development (SD).
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This exercise, which is a part of Ph.D. study (Desai, 2014), was
aimed to understand the level of awareness and perception of
the local people about the existing urban wilderness areas in
their vicinity, which is likely to be affected in the proposed
Kolhapur Municipal Corporation (KMC) limit expansion.

Material and Methods

Study Area

The focus of the study was on the urban wilderness habitats in
KMC boundary limit and the proposed expansion in its fringe
villages. Kolhapur is one typical growing city in the state of Ma-
harashtra; situated at 16° 70’ N latitude and 74° 23’ E longitudes
at 546 msl on bank of Panchganga River. The city is situated
near spurs of the Western Ghats and has undulating terrene. It
is known for moderate climate, picturesque natural surround-
ings and fertile irrigated soils supporting a rich quality of life.
This historical place, a municipal corporation, is still a develop-
ing city and is spread over 66.82 Km'area. The total population
of KMC is around 5 lakh (census 2011). After the proposed ex-
pansion of KMC boundary, 17 fringe villages on its periphery
with diverse wilderness habitats, will be included in the urban
environ by increase in area up to 191.09 Km® and would support
population over 7 lakh residents and a large migrant and float-
ing population. Considering this expansion the field study sites
were selected within a 20 Km periphery of Kolhapur city and
within its existing boundary limits. Thus the present KMC limit
and all the 17 villages, to be included in the proposed expansion,
were considered for selectionof the77 field sites. Later these sites
were categorised on their wilderness potential into five separate
habitat types namely wetlands, grassland, hilly area, woodlands
and gardens. The table no.1 shows distribution of the sites inthe
five wilderness habitats categories.

Table no 1. Number of study sites in the five wilderness hab-
itat from within and on fringe of Kolhapur Municipal Cor-
poration (KMC) limits

Study Sites |Study Sites |Total
Sr. No. [Habitat Within Outside Number
KMC limits [KMC limits |of Sites
1 Wetlands
a Irrigation tanks |08 11 19
b Streams 02 02 04
Marshlands 03 01 04
d River 01 00 01
14 14 28
2 Grasslands 06 08 14
3 Hills 02 07 09
4 Woodlands 07 12 19
5 Gardens 07 00 07
Total 36 41 77
Methods

The research design included personal observations and Social
Impact Assessment (SIA) as a tool of Environmental Impact As-
sessment (EIA) to understand perception of local people regard-
ing value, use, threats and conservation needs of the urban wil-
derness habitats.

After initial pilot survey, carried out to assess local conditions,
final questionnaire survey of the 1320 local residents from 77
identified sites was carried out during years 2009-11 to under-
stand their views on the local habitat conditions(Desai, 2014).
Stratified random sampling method was used in the field study.
The structured questionnaire, with 23 questions in Marathi,
was filled by the investigator during interaction with each re-
spondent separately.
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Data thus generated was analysed for the selected five diverse
habitats. The analysis was done using MINITAB and Excel soft-
ware. Multiple regression analysis, specifically Odds ratio and-
Hosmer - Lemeshow test, based on a similar analytical treat-
ment given by Schipperjin et al. (2009) for a comparable study
carried out in Denmark and Odense was followed.

3. Results and Discussion -

The SIA tool is proved very effective in revealing local people’s
perceptions about the UWAs in their surroundings to under-
stand how these areas could be protected and preserved for the
health of the urban environment. The need, use and threats, to
these natural habitats in transition, differ considerably with their
type, remoteness, richness of wilderness within and current sta-
tus. This is also dependent on their location and local conditions
i.e. whether it’s in the city or at the rural / semi urban fringe of
the proposed KMC extension area. Out of the total respondents
surveyed a marginal majority (51.28%) were from the KMC limits
while remaining (48.72%) were from outside KMC limits.

Due to social conditions and traditional conservative setting in
rural areas, women get less opportunity to express their views,
though they may play a major role in managing local natural
resources, including wilderness. Therefore attempt was made to
get their views as much as possible. This resulted in to a ratio of
59.49% male and 40.51% female in the total number of respond-
ents.

The profile of respondents was considered to be an important
factor having influence on their views and opinions about lo-
cal developmental issue including UW areas. The questionnaire
covered four major profile categories such as gender, age group,
educational level and income group of the respondent. Besides
gender, each of the remaining three categories were further
grouped to get clear picture of the perceptions of the specific
clubbed groups on different aspects of the UW areas as shown
in table no. 2.

Table no.2 Categories of respondents and related groups in
each category

Sr. No. |Categories Groups
group I — 18 to 35 years
group II - 36 to 50 years
group III - 51 to 65 years
1 Age group
group IV - 66 to 80 years
group V - > 80 years
2 E?,léfational group 0 - Illiterate
group I - 1* to 10" standard
group II - 11" to 12" standard
group III - Other qualification
(Diploma/ Certificate/ ITI)
group IV - Degree
group V - postgraduate
group 0 - with no own annual income
group I - less than Rs.25,000/-
group II - Rs. 25,000 to Rs.50,000/-
3 Income group| .., 111 — Rs. 51,000 to Rs. 75,000/-
group IV - Rs. 76,000 to Rs.1,00,000/-
group V - >Rs. 1,00,000/-
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Table no 3. Multiple logistic regression analysis of the association between the four Predictor categories in use of Urban Wil-
dernesshabitats (wetlands, grassland, hills and woodlands)in the study area

Habitat |Wetland Grassland Hills Woodlands E::):sn Wilderness

Predictor g;igz 95% CI g:gz 95% CI g;igz 95% CI ggg{s’ 95% CI g;lgz 95% CI
Lower |Upper Lower |Upper Lower [Upper Lower (Upper Lower |Upper

Gender

Female |-- - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - -

Male 1.51 0.62 |3.68 |3.66 2.17 |6.17 |5.38 178 |16.31 3.04 |137 [6.75 |151 0.94 |2.42

Age Group

I . . _— . —_— - . —_— - —_— - _— . - _—

I 0.34 0.10 |1L21 |0.66 035 |L26 |0.57 0.16 |2.04 190 (0.79 |452 |0.86 046 |1.59

III 0.09 0.03 |0.31 |0.56 026 |1.22 |0.96 0.23  |4.08 10.61 (325 |34.67 |0.74 0.39 |1.40

v 0.51 0.11 |2.30 |0.35 0.13 098 |0.61 0.06 |6.74 12.84 (252 |654 |0.70 0.30 |1.63

\% 0.13 0.02 |0.87 |[3.04E+08 [0.00 [>999 |2.65E+08 [0.00 |>999 36.85 |2.59 |524.05 [0.68 0.13 |3.56

Educational level

0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

I 0.00 0.00 [>999 |1.05 026 |4.18 |1.73 0.05 |60.42 0.25 |0.04 |[1.63 [0.18 0.02 |1.52

I 0.00 0.00 |>999 |0.69 0.18 |2.64 |2.78 0.08 |98.71 0.55 0.09 |[3.36 [0.19 0.02 |1.51

III 0.00 0.00 |>999 |0.58 0.1 321 |3.39 0.06 |180.09 |0.00 |0.00 [>999 [0.23 0.02 |2.23

v 0.00 0.00 |>999 |4.33 097 |19.29 (13.49 141 |12077.69(0.41 [0.06 [2.63 |0.30 0.04 |2.53

v 0.00 0.00 |>999 |1.18E+09 |0 >999 |0.00 0.00 |0.00 042 ]0.05 (329 [0.74 0.06 |9.12

Income group

0 . . - . —_— - . —_— - —_— - - - - —_—

I 1.01E+09(0.00 [>999 |0.11 0.02 049 |0.00 0.00 |0.00 1199 (1.09 |131.55|5.54E+08 [0.00 |>999

I 6.20E+080.00 |>999 |0.20 0.07 |0.58 |0.00 0.00 |0.11 0.13 |0.03 |[0.56 [0.49 021 |L.12

III 2.36 0.68 |8.17 |0.90 041 |1.98 |0.31 0.06 |1.59 0.13 |0.05 [0.33 [0.95 0.50 |1.81

v 4.35 140 |13.48 (0.81 037 |1.77 |0.15 0.03 |0.76 0.23 |0.09 |0.57 [0.87 048 |1.58

\% 2.92E+080.00 |>999 |0.89 0.24 |3.26 |0.00 0.00 |0.00 0.13 |0.01 (1.14 |[8.14E+08 [0.00 (>999

CI - Confidence Interval

The table no 3 Expresses multiple logistic regression analysis,
of the association between the four predictor categories such
as gender, age, education, and income of the respondent used
in the four Urban Wilderness habitats namely wetlands, grass-
land, hills and woodlands in the study area. In all the habitats
there was interrelation between gender, age, educational status
and income as predictor categories. It was revealed that men
used urban wilderness areas more than women. (OR:1.51; 95%
CL: 0.94-2.42). The percentages of men using habitats was for
wetland, grassland, hills, woodlands and gardens 58%, 60%, 65%,
53%, and 61% respectively.

In case of education a pattern was revealed, where with increase
in educational level the possibility of using wilderness areas for
different purpose also increased. In Group V (post graduates)
the highest use of UW area was recorded (OR: 0.74; 95% CI: 0.06
- 9.12). The use of UW areas for different unrelated purposes
by income group I (less thanRs. 25000/-) and income group V
(more than Rs. 100000/) (OR: 5.54E+08 and 8.14E+08) respective-
ly was higher than that of the other income groups.

The motive of wilderness use by different groups was diverse
as it was revealed that the people belonging to lower income
group (group 0 to III, 66%) and with lower educational level
(group 0 to III, 66%) were more dependent on wilderness are-

as for their subsistence and day to day activities. On the other
hand respondents from higher income group and higher edu-
cational level used such areas as public place for recreation and
merely as a place for morning or evening walk.

The odds ratio of using urban wilderness areas by all the age
group was more or less similar. The P value of Hosmer Leme-
show was 1.00 (P >0.05) which indicates there was strong asso-
ciation between profile categories (gender, age, educational level
and income) and opinion about use of wilderness in and around
the city.

4. Conclusion

The current use of the UW areas in Kolhapur municipal corpora-
tion limits and the proposed expansion area is seen to be influ-
enced by the user profile characters such as gender, age group,
educational level and income group.

In general most of the respondents used all the wilderness habi-
tats in their vicinity depending on their daily requirements. The
utilization of the resources from these habitats varied with age
and gender of the respondent. The annual household income
was a crucial factor in case of the habitat use, as people with
lower income group (66% respondents) were basically more de-
pendent on the UW habitats for their subsistence. Respondents
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over used or at times misused the habitats as they had free ac-
cess to the vital resource in the UW area without any restric-
tions or accountability for the sustained use of the resources.

Expectedly the respondents had limited awareness and informa-
tion about the ecological or biodiversity values of the UW habi-
tats. They also most did not have any idea about the changing
status of the wilderness characteristics of these neighbouring
wilderness habitats. However, senior respondents i.e.age group-
III (51-65 years), group-IV (66-80 years) and group-V (> 80 years)
were relatively more articulate (i.e. 62%, 67% and 100% respec-
tively) than other groups, about this vital parameter due to their
perception of the past and present and experience. They en-
dorsed decreasing status of habitats and the biodiversity in the
UW areas.

Some respondents (49%) reported minor accidental risks due
proximity of their houses to nearby wilderness areas. At the
same time little more (51%) respondents reported that there was
no risk at all due to the wilderness areas in the vicinity. Out of
the respondents (12%) who reported risk from wilderness areas
mentioned snakes, rodents, insects and mosquitoes as menace.
In general a large proportion (71%) of respondents endorsed
that culturally, aesthetically and environmentally the urban wil-
derness areas were necessary for eco-friendly development of
their area in particular and the city in general.
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It can be concluded, based on the perception of the local re-
spondents, that it is essential to create awareness among the
locals and other stakeholders about the values, direct and indi-
rect benefits, and ecological necessity of protection of the urban
wilderness areas. Ultimately responsibly of the ‘wise use’ and
preserving the quality of the UW habitats lie with them for their
own needs and health, as well as for the future generations.

According to Dearborn and et al. (2009), within any country, cul-
tural traditions, financial resources, religious beliefs, and local
environmental issues all will influence the goals of urban wil-
derness conservation. Thus, to make successful choices among
priorities, the local stakeholders will need to be involved in pro-
tection and preservation of the urban wilderness habitats. The
urban planners in KMC need to take note of the peoples’ aspira-
tions and perceptions in order to ensure sustainable urban de-
velopment.
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