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Abstract. The contemporary development of Almaty requires not only the renewal of urban
planning documents but also a stronger connection between long-term spatial planning, detailed
territorial elaboration, transport and infrastructure decisions, and implementation mechanisms. In
the context of the transformation of Kazakhstan’s urban planning documentation system, the
functional relationship between the General Plan and the conceptual, sectoral, and detailed
planning documents becomes particularly relevant. The aim of this study is to identify the role of
urban planning documentation in linking long-term spatial decisions with practical mechanisms for
implementing urban development, using Almaty as a case study. The research is based on a
qualitative documentary case study design, supplemented by descriptive quantitative analysis. It
applies historical-genetic and comparative-historical approaches, the method of periodisation, an
audit of document accessibility and comparative analysis of urban planning documentation. The
empirical base includes a set of legislative, regulatory, methodological and planning documents,
including the General Plan of Almaty until 2040, the Transport Framework Master Plan until 2030,
the Standards for Integrated Territorial Development and documents related to the 2026 reform.
The study proposes a three-stage periodisation of the transformation of urban planning
documentation in Kazakhstan: the normative-hierarchical stage dominated by the General Plan; the
stage of methodological structuring of strategic and project-oriented approaches; and the stage of
legislative integration of conceptual planning into the General Plan preparation procedure. The
audit revealed a discrepancy between the widespread use of the term “master plan” and the limited
number of publicly available approved documents of this type. The Almaty case demonstrates that
the Transport Framework Master Plan until 2030 translates general spatial development provisions
into measurable implementation parameters, including transport corridors, interchange hubs and
accessibility indicators. The scientific contribution of the study lies in interpreting urban planning
documentation not as a set of separate approved documents, but as a system of interrelated
instruments that support the transition from spatial strategy to detailed planning, infrastructure
coordination and practical implementation. The effectiveness of the new model will depend on clear
differentiation of functions between the General Plan, conceptual, sectoral, and detailed documents,
as well as on their connection to implementation programmes and measurable development
indicators.
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AnpaaTna. Aimamsl KanacvbIHblY Ka3ipei 0amybl Kaia KYPuLIbICbl KYICAMMAPbIH HCAHAPMYObl
eamna emec, COHbIMEH Kamap Y3aK Mep3iMOi KeHICWMIKMIK JHCOCHapiay, aymakmapovl eediceli-
meexcetni  nblCbIKMay, KoOJiK-UHGPAKYpulibiMOblK WeWIMOep JcaHe ICcKe aculpy memikxmepi
apacvinoasel  Oalianvicmul  Kyuwieumyoi manan emeoi. Kazaxcmanoasvl Kaia —KYpblIblCbl
KYoIcammamacuvl HCYUeciniyy, mpanchopmayusicol x#ca20aivlnoa 3epmmeyoiy makcamol - Aamamol
Kanacvl MulCAnblHOA Y3aK Mep3iMOi KeHICMIKmiK weuimoepoi Kaua OamyblH icKe acblpyoulH
NPAKMUKANLIK Memikmepimen OauiaubiCmulpyoazsl Kaid KYPbLIbICbl KYHCAMMAMACHIHbIY DOl
auKbIHOAy. 3epmmey cCUnammamanblk CAHObIK MAl0ayMeH MOAbIKMbIPLLIZAH CANANbIK KYHCAMMBbIK
Ketic-cmaou hopmamuiHOa opblHOAn0bl. JKymbicma mapuxiu-eeHemuKaniblk JHeane CalblCmbpManbl-
mapuxu macinoep, kKezenyoey a0ici, Kyscammapovly KoJdicemimoinicine ayoum dHcone Kald
KYPbLIbICHL  KYHCAMMAMACHIHA  CATLICMbIPMALbl MAA0Ay KOAOAHbLIObL. DMAUPUKANLIK OA3aHbl
3AHHAMATILIK, HOPMAMUBMIK, 20ICMEeMENIK JHCIHE IHCOCNAPAAY KYHCAMMAPLIHbIY HCUBIHINbIZbI
Kypaovl, ouvly iwinoe Aamamel xaraceinviy 2040 oucvinea Oetiinei bac ococnapvi, 2030 dcovlnza
Oetiinei Kenik xaykacwinwly macmep-scocnapul, Aymaxmapovl Keutenoi 0amvimy Cmanoapmmapbol
arcane 2026 orcvlnzel peghopmasa Kamvlicmvl Kysxcammap KaMmeliobl. 3epmmey HamudxiceciHoe
Kasaxcmanoaser Kana Kypolibicbl KYoCAmmamdcblHbly MPAHCHOPMAYUACHIHA YUl  Ke3eHOIK
Kezeyoey Yycwiuwbliovl: bac owcocnap  b6aceim  00n2AH  HOPMAMUBMIK-UEPAPXUSLLIK — Ke3€eH,
CMpPamezusiiblK, HCoHe AHCOOANbIK-0a20apianHean maciioepoiy aoicmemeniK KYpulibIMOaHy Ke3eHiy
MYAHCHIPBIMOAMANBIK — dcocnapaayosiy — bac  ococnapovl  a3ipaey  pacimine  3aHHAMANLIK
uHmezpayuaniasy Kesewi. Ayoum «macmep-zxcocnapy MmMepMUHiHIH KeHiHeH KONOAHbLLYbl MeH OCbl
mypoezi Konulinikke KoxcemimOi OeKimineeH Kyscammapobiy uweKkmeyni Cambl apacblHOAsbl
cakeccizoikmi anblkmaowl. Aamamol movicanst 2030 scvinza Oetiinei Kenix kaykacvlHvly macmep-
Jrcocnapsl  Keicmikmix — 0amyoblH  JCAINbl — epedceliepin  KoaiK — 021i30epi, KOMiK-ayblCmblpy
mopanmapvl  HCoHe  KOIHCEeMIMOLNIK —~ KopcemKiwmepi  CUAKMbL  OluleHemiH IcKe — acwlpy
napamempiiepine QUHAIOLIPAMBIHLIH Kopcemeodi. 3epmmeyOin &blibiMU yleci Kald KYpbliblCbl
KYoIcammamacylt diceKkene2er OeKimineen KyscammapOobly HCUbIHMbIZbL pemiHoe eMec, KeHiCmiKmiK
CMpame2usioan — e2oceli-me2xcelili  JHCoCnapuayd, UHQPAKypulibiMObIK — Yillecmipyee — JiCoHe
NPAKMUKANBIK iCKe acblpyea emyoi KaMmamacsls ememin 63apa 6ailanblcmsl Kypaioap xcyieci
peminde  myciHOipymen  augbiHOanaovl. JKawa  moodenvdiy  muimoiniei  bac  owcocnap,
MYACHIPOIMOAMANBIK, CALATbIK HCIHE e2oHCeli-Me2dCcelli KYICcammap apacblnoazbl QYHKYUIaposl
HAKmMbl ajculpamyed, COHOAU-ax 01apovly icke acvlpy 6a20apramMaiapblMen JHeaHe OIUEeHemIH 0amy
UHOUKAMOPLApbIMeH OAaHbICbIHA MAYendi 60naobl.

Tyiin ce3aep: kara xypuwiavicel, Kyocammama, bac swcocnap, macmep-scocnap, Aamamet,
Kenicmixmix oamy, Kazaxcman.

* ABTOP-KOPPECIIOHICHT
Aiima6u6i Cyaran, e-mail: aishabibi_sultan@outlook.com

89
https://doi.org/10.51488/1680-080X/2026.2-05


https://doi.org/10.51488/1680-080X/2026.2-05
mailto:aishabibi_sultan@outlook.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6470-7975
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8106-9215
https://orcid.org/0009-0003-6730-5618

Bulletin of the Kazakh Leading Academy of Architecture and Civil Engineering. Ne2 (100), 2026. Architecture & Construction

VIIK 711.4
MPHTH 67.25.03
HAYYHASI CTATBS

TPAHC®OPMAIIUA I'PAJOCTPOUTEJBHOM MMPOEKTHO-
MJIAHUPOBOYHOM TOKYMEHTAILIMA B YCJIOBUSIX
COBPEMEHHBIX I'PAJOCTPOUTEJIbBHbBIX BHI3OBOB

A. TysikaeBa 120 , C. KyugﬂE VA CyﬂTaHl’Z*@

Mexnynapoanas o6pasoBatensHas kopropanus, 050043, Anmartsl, Kasaxcran
2Kasaxckas roJIOBHas apXUTEKTypHO-CTpouTenbHas akagemus, 050043, Anmmats, Kazaxcran
SKpakoBckuii monuTexHudeckuii yausepcureT, 31-155, Kpakos, [Tonbima

AnHoTauus. Cospemennoe pazeumue 2. AImamol 8 YCL08USIX MPAHCHOpMAYUU CUCTEMbL
epadocmpoumenvioil  dokymenmayuu  Kazaxcmana  mpebyem  ycunenus — C8A3U  MeHCOY
007120CPOYHBIM NPOCMPAHCMBEHHBIM NIAHUPOBAHUEM, O0eMAlbHOU NPOPAdOMKOU meppumopuil,
MPAHCROPMHO-UHDPACIPYKIMYPHBIMU — peldeHusMU U Mexanusmamu  peamuzayuu.  [lenv
UCCIe008aHUA  3AKIIOYAEMCA 6  BblAGIEHUU POaU  2Pa0OCHPOUMNENbHOU  OOKYMEeHmayuu 8
obecneuenuu 853U MeAHCOY 00N20CPOUHBIMU NPOCMPAHCIMBEHHBIMU PEUEHUAMU U NPAKINUYECKUMU
MEXAHUBMAMU peanu3ayuy 20po0CcKo20 pa3eumus Ha npumepe 2. Aamamsl. Hccredosanue
BbLINOIHEHO 6 (hopmame KAYECMBEHHO20 OOKYMEHMANbHO2O  Keluc-CMaodu,  OONOIHEHHO20
ONUCAMENbHBIM — KONUHYECMBEHHbIM — AHAAU30M.  MCnonb308aHbl  UCMOPUKO-2eHEMUYecKUull U
CPABHUMENLHO-UCOPULECKULL NOOX00bL, MEMOO Nepuoousayull, ayoum 00CmMynHOCHU OOKYMEHNO8
U CPABHUMENbHBLI AHAAU3 2PAOOCHPOUMENbHOU 0OKYMEeHmMayuy. IMIupu4eckyio 6azy cocmaguiu
PAO0  3aKOHOOAMENbHBIX, HOPMAMUBHBIX, MEMOOO0I0SUYECKUX U NIAHUPOBOYHBIX OOKYMEHMO8,
exaiouas I enepanvuviii naan 2. Armamol 0o 2040 2ooa, Macmep-nian mpancnopmno2o Kapkaca 0o
2030 200a, Cmanoapmol KOMIJIEKCHO20 MEPPUMOPUATLHO20 PA3BUMUSL U OOKYMEHMbL pedopMbl
2026 200a. B pesynbmame ucciedosanusi npeonodcenHa  MpEXIManHas — nepuoousayus
mparncpopmayuu epadocmpoumenvHol dokymenmayuu Kazaxcmana: Hopmamueno-uepapxuieckui
aman  Oomunuposauus IenepanvHoeo naawma; ImMan  MemoOONOUYECKO20  OQOPMIAEHUS
cmpamez2uyecKux U npoeKmHoO-0pUeHMUPOBAHHBIX NOOX0008, 3Man 3aKOHO0AMeNbHOU UHme2payuu
KOHUenmyanbHo2o NiaHuposanus 6 npoyedypy noozomosxu I enepanvnozo niana. Ayoum nokasan
Hecoomeemcmeaue MexHcoy WUPOKUM UCIONb30BAHUEM MEPMUHA «MACEP-NIaAH» U 0ZPAHUYEHHbIM
KoaUuuecmeom nyonuidHo OOCMYNHbIX YMEEPIHCOEHHBIX OOKYMeHmo8 makozo muna. Ha npumepe e.
Anmamer ycmanogneno, umo Tpancnopmuulii kaprkacHwiii macmep-niad 0o 2030 2o0a nepesooum
obwue NONONCEHU NPOCMPAHCMBEEHHO20 PA3GUMUSL 6 UMEPUMble NAPAMEempbl peanru3ayu,
BKIIOYASL MPAHCNOPMHbBIE KOPUOOPHI, Nepecadoutble Y3ivl U nokazamenu oocmynHocmu. Hayunwiii
8KAAO UCCNIe008AHUSL COCMOUM 8 PACCMOMPEHUU 2PA0OCHPOUMENbHOU OOKYMEHMAYUU He Kax
HaboOpa OMOENbHLIX  VMBEPHCOCHHBIX OOKYMEHMO8, d KAaK CUCeMbl  63aUMOCBA3AHHbIX
UHCMPYMEHMO8, 00eCnedusarwux nepexoo om HPOCMPAHCMBEHHOU cmpame2uu K O0emdaibHOMY
NIAGHUPOBAHUIO,  UHQPACMPYKMYPHOU  KOOPOUHAUUU U NPAKMUYEeCKOU  peanu3ayuu.
Opdexmusnocmv HO60U Modenu 6ydem 3asucemv OM UEMKO20 PA3SPAHUYEHUS DYHKYUU MeNCOY
T'enepanvHvim naaHOM, KOHYENMYANbHLIMU, OMPACTESbIMU U OeMANbHbIMU OOKYMEHMAMU, d
maxaice Om Ux C8:A3uU ¢ NPOSPAMMAMU PedarUu3ayUU U UBMEPUMBIMU UHOUKAMOPAMU PA3GUMUSL.

KamoueBble ciaoBa: 2cpadocmpoumenscmeo,  2padoCmpoumenvHas — OOKYMeHMAayus,
2eHepabHbLIL NIaH, Macmep-nian, Aimamel, npocmpancmeennoe pazsumue, Kazaxcmarn.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The reform of urban planning in post-socialist countries has been shaped by persistent
institutional tension. Statutory planning systems inherited from centrally planned economies were
designed to ensure legal certainty, territorial coherence, and long-term stability. Market-oriented
urban development, by contrast, requires faster decision-making, investment coordination, and the
capacity to adjust planning priorities in response to changing economic and spatial conditions. The
interaction between these two logics has become a central issue in the transformation of urban
planning institutions.

During the Soviet period, urban development was regulated through a highly centralised
planning model characterised by hierarchical decision-making procedures, comprehensive territorial
coverage, long-term forecasting and close integration of spatial, economic and social objectives [1;
2]. Within this system, the General Plan functioned as the principal instrument for regulating urban
development. It defined the long-term spatial structure of cities, functional zoning, infrastructure
provision and development priorities.

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the institutional environment of urban planning
changed substantially. The emergence of market mechanisms, private property relations,
investment-oriented development and decentralised governance structures challenged the
effectiveness of traditional planning instruments. Although the hierarchy of urban planning
documentation retained a form inherited from the Soviet system, as shown in Figure 1, many
scholars have argued that comprehensive planning systems are often unable to respond adequately
to rapidly changing socio-economic conditions, fragmented governance mechanisms and the
growing influence of private actors in urban development processes [3; 4; 5]. As a result, many
countries introduced strategic planning instruments intended to bridge the gap between long-term
development visions and practical implementation mechanisms.

General Scheme of the organization of the territory of the RK
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Figure 1 - Urban planning documentation of the Republic of Kazakhstan in the planning hierarchy before 2026
[Authors’ material]

In the Soviet planned economy, the General Plan was closely connected with the centralised
allocation of land, resources and construction. Therefore, it could simultaneously perform strategic,
regulatory and implementation-oriented functions. Under market conditions, this connection
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weakened. Urban planning decisions must now take into account private property, land-use rights,
permitted land-use categories, investment interests, budgetary constraints and infrastructure
obligations. Consequently, contemporary urban development is difficult to regulate through the
General Plan alone; it requires a coordinated system of documents linking strategy, detailed
regulation and implementation.

In recent decades, master plans have gained increasing importance in the planning practice of
the Commonwealth of Independent States as instruments capable of coordinating public and private
investments, guiding urban transformation processes and supporting the implementation of strategic
development objectives. Unlike traditional statutory documents, master plans are usually associated
with greater flexibility, an implementation-oriented logic and the capacity to integrate spatial,
economic, environmental and governance dimensions within a single development framework [5;
6]. Their dissemination reflects a broader transition from normative planning towards strategic
spatial governance.

Kazakhstan represents a relevant case for observing this transition. The adoption of the
Construction Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan on 9 January 2026 marks a significant change in
the institutional configuration of urban planning [7]. The Code, which enters into force on 1 July
2026, incorporates the concept (master plan) of development into the process of preparing the
General Plan, as illustrated in Figure 2. Its preparation becomes mandatory for cities of republican
significance, the capital and regional centres. The concept is subject to public discussion and
approval by the relevant maslikhat and is developed for a long-term period of up to thirty years [7].

General Scheme of the organization of the territory of the RK

¥

Interregional spatial development schemes

l

Complex schemes for urban planning of territories

Mational

significance

Regional
significance

oblasts districts

General plan of cities

) : republican significance, capitals, regional General plan of cities
cE centers - aver 100,000 people;
T - up ta 100,000 people;
:; SI Concept Project - over 5,000 people;
E w {master-plan)
]
i ¥
2t Scheme of planning and development for up to 5,000 people
g 7

]

8

Detailed planning projects

Figure 2 - Urban planning documentation of the Republic of Kazakhstan in the planning hierarchy after the adoption of
the Construction Code in 2026 [Authors’ material]

Therefore, the reform changes the relationship between strategic master planning and
statutory general planning. The concept (master plan) ceases to be merely an additional or project-
based instrument. It becomes an officially recognised strategic component of an integrated planning
procedure, while the General Plan retains the function of translating long-term development
priorities into detailed spatial and regulatory provisions. The reform reduces previous uncertainty
regarding the institutional position of master planning, but it also creates a new analytical issue:
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whether an instrument valued for its flexibility and iterative character can preserve these qualities
after being incorporated into a standardised hierarchical system.

This issue is particularly relevant for Almaty. The General Plan of Almaty until 2040
establishes a polycentric development model based on five major urban centres (Figure 3) and
defines long-term priorities for territorial restructuring, transport development, environmental
improvement and the redistribution of urban functions [8]. The implementation of this model
requires both statutory spatial regulation and flexible mechanisms for coordinating investments,
infrastructure projects, development phases and stakeholder interests. Almaty therefore provides an
appropriate case for examining the emerging interaction between the concept (master plan) and the
General Plan within a reformed planning system.

\
7
J
e e e
%]
V4 @k
7/ X \
X
,-\\\k
N
7 )

Figure 3 - Polycentric centres of Almaty from General Plan of Almaty until 2040 [Authors’ material]

Existing studies have mainly examined General Plans and master plans as separate planning
instruments, spatial development frameworks or implementation strategies [8; 9; 10; 11-13].
However, limited attention has been paid to the consequences of integrating these two planning
logics within a single legislative procedure. In particular, it remains unclear how the formal
inclusion of the concept (master plan) in the preparation of the General Plan redistributes strategic
and regulatory functions, and how this may affect the governance of a complex polycentric
agglomeration such as Almaty.

Accordingly, the aim of this study is to examine the institutional transformation of urban
planning documentation in Kazakhstan and to assess the implications of integrating the concept
(master plan) into the General Plan preparation process, using Almaty as a case study.

The objectives of the study are as follows:

1. To trace the institutional evolution of urban planning documentation in Kazakhstan, from
the inherited hierarchical planning model to the integrated framework introduced by the
Construction Code of 2026;
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2. To analyse the functional differentiation between the concept (master plan) and the
General Plan;

3. To assess, on the basis of the normative provisions of the Construction Code of 2026, the
potential implications of the legal recognition of master planning in terms of flexibility,
coordination capacity and implementation mechanisms in spatial governance.

The study is guided by the following research question: how is the system of urban planning
documentation in Kazakhstan transforming under contemporary socio-economic conditions, and
what role do General Plans, and master plans play in shaping the future development of Almaty?

The working hypothesis is that the contemporary transformation of urban planning
documentation in Kazakhstan is not associated with the replacement of the General Plan by a new
instrument, but with the formation of a multi-level system in which different types of documents are
expected to support the transition from long-term spatial strategy to detailed planning, infrastructure
coordination and practical implementation.

The literature relevant to this study centres on four interrelated issues: the institutional
resilience of comprehensive General Planning, the transition towards strategic spatial planning, the
conceptual ambiguity of master planning, and the formalisation of implementation-oriented
planning instruments in Kazakhstan. Taken together, these discussions reveal a fundamental tension
between the legal certainty provided by statutory planning and the flexibility required for strategic
urban governance.

In the Soviet planning system, the General Plan served as the main mechanism for
coordinating the spatial, economic, social and infrastructural development of cities. Its
methodological strength lay in its comprehensive territorial coverage, long-term forecasting,
scientific justification and close integration with centralised economic planning [14; 15]. The
General Plan functioned not merely as a land-use document, but as an overarching framework
linking territorial organisation, infrastructure provision, population distribution and state investment
priorities.

By the late Soviet period, however, the limitations of this model had become evident. Its
hierarchical structure ensured territorial coherence but had limited capacity to respond to changing
socio-economic conditions. Scholars have noted weak implementation mechanisms, procedural
complexity and a growing mismatch between long-term planning assumptions and the actual
development trajectories of cities [16]. The subsequent shift towards strategic territorial planning
reflected the need to manage uncertainty, coordinate an increasing number of actors and connect
spatial objectives with implementation processes [17].

Post-socialist transformation intensified this contradiction. The introduction of private
property, market-based land relations, investment-oriented development and decentralised decision-
making changed the institutional environment in which planning documents operated. Under these
conditions, a fixed spatial scheme was no longer sufficient. Planning instruments were increasingly
expected to coordinate public and private investment, establish implementation priorities, monitor
development outcomes and mediate between public authorities, developers, infrastructure providers
and local communities [18].

As shown in Figure 4, contemporary planning paradigms have not replaced one another but
have progressively accumulated over time. The figure represents the authors’ synthesis and
interpretation of the research trends identified by Haghani et al. [19]. Consequently, planning
documentation is now expected not only to ensure spatial coherence, but also to support
environmental adaptation, technological integration, stakeholder participation, investment
coordination and iterative implementation. These expanding requirements have increased the
demand for instruments that link long-term strategic objectives to operational decision-making.

The accumulation of planning priorities has been accompanied by a corresponding expansion
of urban planning research. According to research, the field has gradually moved beyond its
traditional focus on urban economics, agglomeration and socially oriented approaches to encompass
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regional development, urban morphology, citizen participation, sustainability, smart city systems
and urban green spaces.

Evolution of Urban Planning:

A history of how answers to two main questions changed: ‘What is a plan?’

resilience
urban morphology

regional policy and = .
T development participatory planning - smart cities
: - . ~
agglomeration economies il N\ Social welfare urban sociology
= urban green

urban economics ;
urban renaissance v/ o
global cities space

political economy

1970-e 1980-e 1990-e 2000-e 2010-e 2020-e

Figure 4 - Evolution of urban planning paradigms and dominant research themes, 1970s—2020s. [ Authors’ material]

Master planning gained significance precisely in response to this demand. Its value consists
not only in producing an alternative spatial vision, but also in linking strategic objectives with urban
design, infrastructure development, public space improvement, investment priorities, and the
preparation of implementation measures. Vavilonskaya and Averin [20] describe the master plan as
a strategic instrument that integrates conservation and development objectives and provides a basis
for long-term planning and investment, while its proposals are expected to inform subsequent
General Plan provisions. Zvereva [9] further differentiates the regulatory function of General Plans
from the more strategic, project-oriented and adaptable role commonly attributed to master plans.

However, this distinction remains conceptually unstable. Tuzovsky [21] shows that the term
“master plan” has been applied to heterogeneous planning products, including strategic spatial
concepts, investment programmes, urban design frameworks and portfolios of priority projects.
Potaev [22] also identifies a growing gap between the formal regulatory functions of statutory
planning documentation and the financial, organizational and operational requirements of
contemporary urban development. Thus, master planning emerged less as a single document type
than as a response to the implementation deficit of comprehensive statutory planning.

International studies demonstrate that the emergence of new strategic instruments does not
necessarily imply the complete replacement of existing planning systems. Grangvist et al. [23]
argue that strategic spatial planning often develops as an additional layer on top of existing
regulatory frameworks. This idea is important for the present study because, in Kazakhstan, new
conceptual and project-oriented approaches are also developing not instead of the General Plan, but
alongside it and within the existing system of urban planning documentation.

In developing this position, Nadin et al. [24] propose understanding contemporary spatial
planning through three interrelated qualities: integration, adaptiveness, and participation. For the
present study, this perspective is important because the effectiveness of urban planning
documentation cannot be assessed solely by the existence of approved documents. It is also
necessary to examine how coherently different planning levels are connected, whether they allow
for adjustments to decisions during implementation, and whether they ensure stakeholder
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participation. In the case of Almaty, this requires analysing not isolated documents, but the entire
chain: the General Plan, conceptual and sectoral documents, detailed planning projects and
implementation mechanisms.

Zimmermann et al. [25] argue that planning systems cannot be understood exclusively
through legislation and administrative structures. Their functioning also depends on planning
cultures, organisational routines, professional interpretations and governance practices. Asadzadeh
et al. [26] show that planning systems may comply with prescribed procedures without developing
the institutional capacity for adaptive and transformative action. At the same time, Przybysz et al.
[27] emphasise that contemporary master plans increasingly combine the objectives of sustainable
development, digital technologies, infrastructure planning, governance and project implementation.
It is therefore important to determine whether the new instrument functions as a mechanism for
linking spatial strategy, detailed planning, infrastructure decisions, and practical implementation.

Strategic instruments are introduced to overcome the rigidity and implementation deficit of
statutory planning. Their legal integration strengthens authority, continuity and accountability, but
also subjects them to the same hierarchical procedures that originally made their introduction
necessary. The central analytical question is therefore not whether master planning should be
formalised, but how formalisation affects its strategic and adaptive functions.

Urban planning scholarship in Kazakhstan has made significant progress in analysing urban
form, public spaces, digital planning tools and ecological design. Kozhakhmetov et al. [28] examine
the relationship between urban morphology and social interaction in Almaty. Kozbagarova et al.
[29] propose intensifying the central urban environment by developing underground spaces.
Sapakova et al. [30] analyse the role of three-dimensional city models in urban governance, while
Tuyakayeva and Kerimova [31] develop pre-design analytical approaches to the organisation of
waterfront territories. Kiseleva et al. [32] study compositional and planning factors related to the
identity of the urban environment.

Although this growing body of research has improved understanding of the physical,
technological, and design aspects of Kazakhstani cities, it largely remains within a technical,
project-oriented discourse. Spatial morphology, digital modelling, environmental quality and public
space design are usually considered separately from the legislative and organisational frameworks
through which planning decisions acquire authority, funding and implementation capacity. As a
result, the governance implications of urban planning documentation reform remain insufficiently
examined.

Recent studies have begun to address the relationship between spatial planning and
implementation systems. Kuanyshbayeva et al. [33] show that sustainable territorial development
requires coordination between spatial planning, zoning, land administration, cadastral information,
financial instruments and organisational mechanisms. This finding challenges the interpretation of
planning documents as self-sufficient products. However, it does not explain how strategic and
regulatory functions are distributed between different levels of documentation.

The methodological structuring of master planning in Kazakhstan preceded its legislative
recognition. The Standards for Integrated Territorial Development introduced procedures for
territorial analysis, public space planning, building regulation, pedestrian accessibility, project
sequencing, cost estimation, implementation and monitoring [11-13]. These standards transformed
master planning from an undefined professional practice into a structured methodological
instrument.

This stage demonstrates that master planning was not introduced in Kazakhstan as an entirely
new concept. Strategic and implementation-oriented practices had already emerged through
methodological recommendations, municipal initiatives and sectoral planning efforts. In Almaty,
the Transport Framework Master Plan until 2030 translated selected provisions of the General Plan
into quantitative transport targets, network priorities, implementation stages and monitoring
indicators. The master plan “Nur-Sultan: Comfortable City” represented another model, focused on
public spaces and quality-of-life projects. These examples show that, before the 2026 reform,
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master planning had developed as a heterogeneous field of sectoral, territorial and municipal
practices.

The Construction Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted in 2026 and entering into
force on 1 July 2026, changes this configuration by incorporating the concept (master plan) into the
process of preparing the General Plan [34]. The reform formally resolves previous uncertainty
regarding the position of master planning, but it does not eliminate the core contradiction identified
in the international literature. Instead, it transfers this contradiction into the legislative procedure
itself,

Against this background, the existing literature does not fully capture this multidimensional
transformation. At the institutional level, it does not explain how the inclusion of the concept
(master plan) in the General Plan preparation procedure redistributes strategic, regulatory and
implementation-oriented functions. At the empirical level, it does not connect sectoral and
municipal master planning practices with the unified legislative model introduced in 2026. At the
level of spatial governance, it does not examine whether this model can coordinate the
implementation of Almaty’s functionally differentiated polycentric structure.

These gaps constitute a single research problem: the consequences of institutionalising a
planning instrument originally valued for flexibility, scenario development and implementation
orientation within a standardised legislative hierarchy. The key challenge is whether this integration
will strengthen the connection between long-term strategy and binding spatial regulation, or
whether the concept (master plan) will become a duplicative and procedurally burdensome
preliminary stage of the General Plan.

This study is based on the hypothesis that the 2026 reform reduces previous uncertainty about
the status of master planning but, at the same time, creates a risk of losing strategic flexibility. The
inclusion of the concept (master plan) in the legislative procedure strengthens its institutional
significance; however, the effectiveness of the new model will depend on whether this instrument
can avoid duplicating the General Plan and instead serve as a link between strategic priorities,
spatial regulation, and implementation mechanisms.

2 MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study uses a qualitative documentary case study design, supplemented by descriptive
quantitative analysis. It examines the transformation of urban planning documentation in
Kazakhstan and uses Almaty as the main case for assessing the relationship between the General
Plan, pre-2026 master planning practices and the newly introduced concept (master plan) within the
reformed planning framework.

Almaty was selected as the case study because it combines several conditions that are
significant for analysing the transformation of planning instruments. The General Plan of Almaty
until 2040 establishes a city-wide polycentric development model based on five designated centres.
Municipal and media communications have repeatedly referenced master plans for these five
polycentric centres; however, complete, approved documents for these territories were not
identified in the public repositories examined during this study. At the same time, Almaty is the first
city to have approved and made publicly available a sectoral master planning instrument: the
Transport Framework Master Plan of Almaty until 2030. In addition, the newly adopted
Construction Code is projected to influence the further development and institutional adjustment of
the urban planning system.

The methodology is based on historical-genetic and comparative-historical approaches,
combined with periodisation. The periodisation of Kazakhstan’s urban planning system was
developed through an analysis of changes in the institutional structure of urban planning
governance, legislative regulation, strategic territorial development documents, and urban planning
practices. This made it possible to identify qualitatively distinct stages in the system's development
and to trace its transformational trajectory amid political, socio-economic, and spatial change.
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The study covers the period from 1991 to June 2026. This time frame includes three
consecutive phases in the evolution of Kazakhstan’s planning system: the post-Soviet adaptation of
the inherited General Planning system; the methodological formalisation of master planning
principles through the Standards for Integrated Territorial Development; and the legislative
integration of the concept (master plan) into the General Plan preparation process under the
Construction Code of 2026.

Given this temporal scope, the study examines the reform's institutional design and the
planning practices that preceded it, rather than its long-term implementation outcomes.

The research is based on qualitative document analysis. The empirical base consists of nine
legislative, regulatory, methodological and planning documents or document sets: The Law of the
Republic of Kazakhstan “On Architectural, Urban Planning and Construction Activities” [35]; The
Rules for the Development, Coordination and Approval of Urban Planning Projects, including
general plans of settlements, detailed planning projects and development projects, approved by
Order No. 505 of the Minister of Industry and Infrastructure Development of the Republic of
Kazakhstan dated 30 September 2020 [10]; The Standards for Integrated Territorial Development
relating to the development of vacant territories, project preparation and implementation, Books 3, 5
and 6 [11-13]; The General Plan of Almaty until 2040 [8]; The Transport Framework Master Plan
of Almaty until 2030 [36]; The Construction Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan [34]; The Rules
for the Development, Coordination and Approval of Urban Planning Projects, including general
plans of settlements and detailed planning projects, dated 30 April 2026 [7].

Documents were included in the analysis if they met at least one of the following criteria:

- they established the legal status or approval procedure for urban planning documentation.

- they defined the composition or methodological content of the General Plan or the concept

(master plan);

- they regulated implementation, monitoring or public participation;

- they contained measurable planning targets;

- they are directly concerned with the spatial or transport development of Almaty.

An audit of document accessibility was conducted through the “Adilet” legal information
system, official national and municipal websites, the Department of Urban Mobility of Almaty's
website, and the institutional website of the Almatygenplan Research Institute. Search queries
included combinations of the terms “Almaty”, “master plan”, “polycentric centre”, “General Plan”,
“detailed planning project” and the names of the five designated polycentric centres.

The audit identified one approved and publicly available document in Almaty that is explicitly
referred to as a master plan: the Transport Framework Master Plan until 2030. Official municipal
communications also referred to the preparation or expected approval of master plans for the five
polycentric centres. However, complete approved documents corresponding to these references
were not found in the repositories examined. Available institutional materials describe the detailed
elaboration of the polycentric centres through detailed planning projects rather than through
separately published master plans.

The master plan “Nur-Sultan: Comfortable City” was used as an additional contextual
example of municipal master planning practice, but not as an equivalent documentary case, since
neither a complete approved document nor a separate public normative act was identified.

Secondary media publications were excluded from the main analysis. Official institutional
communications were used only to clarify the status of documents, their publication history,
terminology and the implementation context of publicly announced planning initiatives.

To avoid the frequent terminological overlap characteristic of post-Soviet planning discourse,
this study distinguishes between three categories:

- General Plan: a statutory, legally approved city-wide spatial planning document.

- Master plan: fragmented sectoral strategic documents explicitly designated by public
authorities as master plans, such as the Transport Framework Master Plan of Almaty.
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- Concept (master plan): a specific strategic stage integrated into the General Plan preparation
procedure by the Construction Code of 2026.

This distinction is necessary in order to differentiate Kazakhstan’s new two-stage planning
procedure from the historical use of “master plan” as an English translation of the term “General
Plan”.

The study was conducted in four sequential stages, presented in Table 1. During Stages 1 and
2, the documents were classified by date, legal status, territorial scope, thematic content, approval

procedure and relationship to the existing hierarchy of urban planning documentation.

Table 1 - Research procedure and analytical system [Authors’ material]

Stage

No Research activity

Data sources

Analytical framework

Collection of
documentation and
audit of its
accessibility

Existing legal acts, planning
standards, official repositories, urban
planning projects and official
materials on urban development

Verified corpus of documents and
identification of unavailable or
unpublished planning materials

Chronological
analysis of the
regulatory
framework

Legislative, regulatory and
methodological documents adopted
between 1991 and 2026

Reconstruction of the planning hierarchy
and identification of the position of
planning instruments

Comparative
document analysis

The General Plan of Almaty, the
Transport Framework Master Plan
and the concept (master plan) within
the framework of the 2026
Construction Code

Comparison of legal status, territorial and
thematic scope, planning horizon,
guantitative targets, implementation
mechanisms, stakeholder engagement
procedures, spatial flexibility and
document transparency

Contextualisation of
the Almaty case

Official demographic, territorial and
transport indicators, as well as
indicators of polycentric
development

Assessment of the operational relevance
of the concept-plus-General Plan model
and its coordination requirements

At Stage 3, relevant legal provisions and planning materials were transferred into a matrix
linking each analytical marker to a specific evaluation focus, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2 - Analytical markers for comparing planning instruments [Authors’ material]

Ne Analytical marker Evaluation focus

1 Legal status and institutional Binding legal force, approval procedure, position within the
position planning hierarchy and relationship with the General Plan

5 Territorial and thematic scope Geographical coverage, sectoral or comprehensive character and

relationship to functional zoning

Planning horizon and functional

Duration of planning decisions and differentiation between strategic,

3 role regulatory and implementation-oriented functions
4 Quantitative targets and Measurable indicators, development sequencing, infrastructure
implementation mechanisms programming, project implementation and monitoring
5 Stakeholder participation and Public hearings, the role of the maslikhat and akimat, expert
governance involvement and coordination with private and public actors
6 Spatial flexibility and possibilities Use of alternative scenarios, adaptability, amendment procedures
for adjustment and degree of procedural standardisation
- Public availability of the document, presence of approval acts and
Document accessibility and ! : -
7 correspondence between public terminology and official document

transparency status
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At Stage 4, the comparative results were contextualised through the case of Almaty. The
analysis examined how the relationship between long-term strategic planning and statutory spatial
regulation may influence the implementation of the five designated urban polycentric centres.

By treating urban planning documentation as institutional architecture rather than simply a
technical map, this methodology identifies how administrative authority, investment logic, and
stakeholder relations are reorganised within the 2026 reform framework. The study relies entirely
on documentary sources. Since the reform is recent, observed functional implementation remains
beyond the scope of the present analysis. This limitation allows the study to establish a baseline for
future empirical studies.

3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1 Formation of the Empirical Base of the Study

The audit of document accessibility revealed a marked discrepancy between the frequency
with which the term “master plan” is used in public planning discourse and the number of formally
approved master planning documents available for analysis.

Among the urban planning documents examined for Almaty, the only approved and publicly
available master plan was the Transport Framework Master Plan until 2030. It was published by the
municipal authorities as a sectoral strategic document developed within the framework of the
General Plan of Almaty until 2040 and the city development programme [36].

Authorised communications and media reports also referred to the preparation or expected
approval of master plans for the five polycentric centres. However, complete approved documents
corresponding to these references were not identified in the official repositories examined. Publicly
available materials from the Almatygenplan Research Institute describe the territorial development
of polycentric centres through detailed planning projects. These materials contain spatial,
functional, engineering, and implementation-oriented proposals, but they are formally presented as
detailed planning documentation rather than as independently approved master plans [37].

This difference is logically significant. Before the Construction Code of 2026, the concept of
the “master plan” was not officially integrated into a unified system of urban planning
documentation in Kazakhstan. The term was used to refer to sectoral strategies, municipal
development concepts, public space programmes and proposed local territorial frameworks. In
professional English-language usage, “master plan” was also frequently used as a translation of the
statutory General Plan. As a result, the same term could denote both the main statutory planning
document and a more flexible implementation-oriented strategy.

The audit therefore identified three characteristics of master planning in Kazakhstan that had
developed before its legislative recognition in 2026:

- terminological inconsistency;

- heterogeneous legal and thematic status;

- limited public availability of complete approved documents.

This data helps explain the significance of the 2026 Construction Code. The reform does not
introduce master planning into an institutionally empty field. Rather, it seeks to standardise and
integrate a set of planning practices that had already developed in fragmented sectoral and
municipal forms.

The analysis identified three stages of this process, as shown in Figure 5.

First stage was characterised by a planning hierarchy centred on the General Plan, in
accordance with the Law “On Architectural, Urban Planning and Construction Activities”,
Construction Norms of the Republic of Kazakhstan 3.01-00-2011, and the Rules for the
Development, Coordination and Approval of Urban Planning Projects, including general plans of
settlements, detailed planning projects and development projects, approved by Order No. 505 of the
Minister of Industry and Infrastructure Development of the Republic of Kazakhstan dated 30
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September 2020. During this stage, master planning was not established as a separate mandatory
phase.

Second stage involved structuring the master planning methodology. The Standards for
Integrated Territorial Development introduced structured methods of territorial analysis, public
space design, building regulation, pedestrian accessibility, implementation sequencing, cost
estimation and monitoring. These standards provided master planning with a methodological
structure before it acquired an explicit legal position. During this period, the master plan Nur-
Sultan: Comfortable City was developed in 2021, followed by the Transport Framework Master
Plan of Almaty until 2030 in 2023.

Third stage is associated with the Construction Code and the 2026 Rules for the Development,
Coordination and Approval of Urban Planning Projects, including general settlement plans and
detailed planning projects. These documents incorporated the concept (master plan) into the
General Plan preparation process as a mandatory strategic stage for cities of republican significance,
the capital and regional centres [34; 7]. The introduction of the Construction Code also entails the
repeal of the Law “On Architectural, Urban Planning and Construction Activities” [35].

o 2001 Q 2020 o 2023

The Law "On Architectural, Urban w Rules for the development, 1 1.Standards for Integrated
' Planning, and Construction coordination, and approval of ; Territorial Development
| Activities" 1 urban development projects No. ! 9 Master Plan for the Transport

§ 9en | Framework of Almaty until 2030

v

E Construction Code

; | Master-plan "N‘_”'S”“a” = * Concept (master-plan) as part of the
SN RK3.01-00-2011 i Comfortable City” ; General Plan

O 2011 O 2021 O 2026

—I
| - stage Il - stage 1l - stage

Figure 5 - Evolution of master planning practices within the urban planning documentation system of Kazakhstan.
[Authors’ material]

This three-stage trajectory demonstrates that the 2026 reform represents the legislative
consolidation of an evolving planning practice rather than the sudden introduction of a new
instrument. Its main effect lies in the formal redistribution of strategic and regulatory functions
within one unified two-stage planning procedure.

3.2 Comparative Analysis of Planning Instruments

The empirical comparison identifies three planning instruments:

1. The General Plan of Almaty until 2040 is a statutory city-wide planning framework;

2. The Transport Framework Master Plan until 2030 is a sectoral implementation-oriented

document;

3. The concept (master plan), introduced by the Construction Code, is the first strategic stage

in the preparation of future General Plans.

The comparison presented in Table 3 shows that the difference between the General Plan and
master planning is not based on a complete divergence in thematic content. All three models
address infrastructure, development priorities, implementation and predicted outcomes. Their main
distinction lies in the type of decisions they produce and the level at which they operate.
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Table 3 - Comparative analysis of planning instruments [ Authors’ material]

Concept (master plan)

Analytical General Plan of Almaty Transport Framework .
No o2 . . within the 2026
criterion until 2040 Master Plan until 2030 framework
Official city-wide Sectoral strategic
Legal and document approved in document approved by Legally established first
1 procedural accordance with the the akimat and developed stage in the preparation
status established procedure for within the framework of of the General Plan.
developing a General Plan. the General Plan.
Territorial The entire municipal _ The entire city, but The entire settlement and
2 . . limited to transport and the context of its long-
scope territory of the city. -
mobility systems. term development.
Comprehensive: land use, Sectoral: public transport, . .
A - - - . . Comprehensive strategic
functional zoning, housing, rapid transit corridors, . .
. L . analysis of economic,
Thematic transport, engineering and interchange hubs, routes, - o
3 o . socio-cultural, territorial
scope social infrastructure, passenger infrastructure .
i L - and functional
environment and territorial and rolling stock
: development.
development. requirements.
4 F;'a“.“'“g Until 2040. Until 2030. Up to 30 years.
orizon
. - T.rar)sflatgs tranqur_t Defines the long-term
Establishes legally binding priorities into specific e
. . ; strategic direction and
5 Main function spatial and regulatory and measurable .
. : . assesses alternative
provisions. implementation development scenarios
measures. P '
Defines conceptual
. principles of zoning, but
Functional Establishes city-wide Does not mdepgndently does not replace the
6 : ; . regulate city-wide land . .
zoning functional zoning. detailed regulation
use. .
provided by the General
Plan.
Contains detailed . .
. . . Requires strategic
Contains demographic, indicators for network )
I ; parameters; however,
Quantitative infrastructural, development, o
7 - L . guantitative outcomes
targets environmental and accessibility, modal shift, o
Lo . depend on the specific
territorial indicators. rolling stock and
. . concept prepared.
implementation.
Phased roadmap, pilot
Sectoral programmes, . -
. . - corridors, route Subsequent detailing
. detailed planning projects, .
Implementatio : . restructuring, through the General Plan
X infrastructure investments . . .
n mechanism and municioal infrastructure packages and implementation
. Anicip and monitoring programmes.
implementation measures. oo
indicators.
Stakeholder Public hearings, official .EXpeft and publ|§: Manda?ory public
o X discussions preceding hearings and
9 engagement coordination, expert review _ o .
approval at the municipal coordination with the
procedures and approval. .
level. relevant maslikhat.
Detailed and spatiall Based on scenarios at the
. Lo p Y More flexible at the strategic stage, but
Adjustment prescriptive; amendments ; . .
10 L : - .. sectoral level and in subject to standardised
and flexibility require an official revision : .
project programming. content and approval
procedure.
procedures.
Legislative requirements
11 Document Approved provisions are The approved document are available; concepts
accessibility publicly available. is publicly available. for specific cities have
yet to be developed.
I?At/eg:llaégrr])r/]ggilgrl]tzv??hd Sectoral fragmentation Loss of strategic
12 Main risk and limited authority 9

implementation
mechanisms.

over land-use decisions.

adaptability.
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The General Plan translates development priorities into statutory spatial provisions. The
Transport Framework Master Plan transforms one sector of the General Plan into a programme of
networks, projects, target indicators and implementation stages. The concept (master plan) is
intended to operate before detailed regulation in General Plans by assessing alternatives and
defining the long-term direction of development.

Therefore, the comparison shows that the reform creates not purely a two-document
hierarchy, but a potential implementation chain: strategic concept - statutory spatial regulation -
sectoral and territorial implementation instruments.

3.3 Quantitative Context of the Almaty Case

The quantitative indicators presented in Table 4 were analysed in order to determine the scale
of coordination required by the planning system and to compare the extent to which the examined
documents translate strategic objectives into quantifiable effects.

Table 4 - Selected quantitative parameters related to urban development and planning documentation in Almaty
[Authors’ material]

Ne Indicator Value Relevance for the analysis
1 Municioal territor Increased from 33,898 ha Demonstrates the expansion of the territory
P y to 70,348 ha (2012-2026) subject to statutory spatial regulation.
2 Population as of 1 2,362,463 inhabitants Indicates the current scale of urba_n planning
May 2026 pressure on the metropolis.
3 Projected population More than 3.6 million Requires continuity between long-term strategy
by 2040 inhabitants and statutory implementation.
Designated 5 Serves as the main spatial test for the two-stage
polycentric centres planning model.
Horizon of the . . . .
5 General Plan 2040 City-wide horizon of statutory urban planning.
Horizon of the Medium-term horizon for the implementation
6 Transport Framework 2030 P
of sectoral tasks.
Master Plan
7 Horizon of the concept Up to 30 years Long-term strategic horizon within the 2026

planning model.

Target increase in
public transport trips

64% by 2030

Demonstrates the measurable implementation-
oriented character of the sectoral master plan.

9 Rapid transit corridors

42 corridors

Translates transport strategy into a concrete
network programme.

Planned length of

296 km of BRT, 31 km of

Indicates the infrastructural scale of

10 rapid transit lines LRT gzg i?nklr: tc();;getro; implementation.
11 Transport interchange 39 Provides practical integration between different
hubs modes of transport.
Planned network 75% of places of Establishes measurable outcomes of spatial
12 . . i
coverage residence and 81% of jobs accessibility.

The quantitative indicators of Almaty’s development presented in Table 4 demonstrate the
scale of tasks that cannot be addressed solely through the renewal of the city’s spatial vision. The
expansion of municipal territory, population growth, and the incorporation of peripheral areas with
uneven infrastructure provision require coordination among territorial development, transport
accessibility, population distribution, employment, and infrastructure investment.
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In this regard, the Almaty Transport Framework Master Plan for 2030 is an illustrative
example of a document that translates general urban planning provisions into evaluable
implementation parameters. The target to increase the number of public transport trips by 64% is
supported by a concrete network of 42 rapid transit corridors, 39 transport interchange hubs, and
indicators of coverage for places of residence and employment.

Therefore, the difference between the General Plan and the sectoral master plan is expressed
not only in the scale and thematic emphasis of the documents, but also in their degree of
operationalisation. The General Plan establishes the long-term spatial model and the main directions
of development, whereas the transport master plan specifies one of its key components through
networks, implementation stages, accessibility indicators and infrastructure measures. This confirms
the need for a coordinated chain of documents: strategic spatial planning, sectoral programming,
detailed elaboration, and implementation.

3.4 Differentiated Planning Requirements for the Five Polycentric Centres

The General Plan defines five polycentric centres as the main mechanism for reducing
pressure on the historical centre and redistributing employment, services, housing and transport
demand. However, these polycentric centres are not equivalent territorial units. Their functions and

implementation requirements differ substantially, as shown in Table 5.

Table 5 - Urban planning characteristics of the five polycentric centres of Almaty [Authors’ material]

No Polycentric Dominant Required strategic Statutory and design Main implementation
h centre development role coordination requirements risk
Coordination of Reservation of
Airport-related airport transport corridors,
X e - . Fragmented
business, logistics, development, functional zoning,
Eastern X M . . development around
1 MICE tourism and logistics, job integration of e
Gate . ! - individual transport or
regional creation, housing LRT/BRT and phased . .
L0 ; commercial projects.
connectivity. and suburban/urban infrastructure
transport. development.
Restructuring of Brownfle_ld Land restructuring, Conflict of interests
) ; regeneration development of
industrial and . . . between landowners,
L strategy, relocation detailed planning - .
logistics zones, s . . markets, industrial
2 North X or modernisation of  projects, infrastructure ; .
transformation of . . enterprises and public
industries, and renewal and
markets and ; . redevelopment
formation of a environmental L
redevelopment. . objectives.
green framework. regulation.
. Transport Coordination of the Transit-oriented Advance development
interchange hub, . .
. . Barlyk transport zoning, station-area of transport
tourism, public and . . h
South- ) hub, metro, LRT, planning, development infrastructure without
3 cultural functions, ; L .
West and agalomeration BRT, tourismand  of social infrastructure comprehensive
99 residential and phased territorial development of related
growth towards the -
west expansion. development. land uses.
. : Integration of Regulation of industrial
Eco-industrial . . .
industrial zones, development of Competition for land
development, . : . .
D . investment, the station area, between industrial,
4 West logistics, housing I - A L
residential growth,  housing parameters and logistics and residential
and the Almaty-3 - ; !
! - logistics and public environmental uses.
railway station. . -
infrastructure. restrictions.
Cultural heritage, Heritage protection, Development pressure
. - Balance between . A
services, tourism, . . redevelopment control, during regeneration
L . heritage protection, . .
Historical regeneration and . mobility management that may undermine
5 . . economic renewal, . : . .
Centre selective relocation and detailed regulation heritage preservation

of industrial
facilities.

mobility and public
space improvement.

of changes in land-use
designation.

and the existing urban
identity.
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The analysis shows that the five polycentric centres require different combinations of
strategic, regulatory and implementation-oriented instruments, as illustrated in Figure 6a. Eastern
Gate, South-West and West depend to a significant extent on the sequencing of major transport
infrastructure projects. North entails comprehensive redevelopment, land redistribution and
negotiations with existing industrial and commercial actors. The Historical Centre requires a
specific approach based on heritage protection, selective redevelopment and the management of
competing land-use pressures, as suggested in Figure 6b.

S
E) . £
«Q
Northern Center ,6:!’* T
/N a® )
ﬁi{\/ ‘ @\3 A
| <
Western Center “
-4 * |
Eastern Gate

kv 1
%

goen ™ ¢ Historical Center
¥ @!

\\ :
- R %\\ 7 S
South-'Western Center = m )
; \ \ - i
1

\ Residential
i{ B Commerce
\\ \ M Public spaces
1 \_,\ Social infrastructure
‘VL,‘ W Administration
W\F\é\/A B Culture
Figure 6 - Planning indicators and project parameters of Almaty’s five polycentric centres.

a) Indicators of polycentric centres within the framework of the Almaty Development Strategy until 2050[12].
b) Project indicators of the five polycentric centres of Almaty for 2025 [Authors’ material]

These differences directly affect the planning model. The concept (master plan) should
establish the metropolitan logic linking the five centres, including their relative functions,
development sequencing, infrastructure dependencies, and their contributions to city-wide
decentralisation. The General Plan and detailed planning projects should then translate those
strategic roles into functional zoning, transport corridors, infrastructure parameters and territorial
regulatory mechanisms.

Available public data, however, indicate that the detailed elaboration of the polycentric
centres has so far been communicated mainly through detailed planning projects rather than through
published master plans. This suggests that the planning practice that existed before legislative
recognition in 2026 relied on a direct transition from the city-wide principles of the General Plan to
detailed territorial regulation, while the intermediate strategic level remained either sectoral,
unpublished or terminologically undefined.

The statutory concept introduced in 2026 may fill the gap at the intermediate level. Its value
will depend on whether it can coordinate the polycentric centres as an interdependent metropolitan
system, rather than merely combining five separate territorial proposals.

Therefore, the problem of contemporary urban planning documentation does not consist in
replacing the General Plan, but in establishing a system in which the General Plan, detailed
planning projects, sectoral documents, and budgetary mechanisms perform distinct but interrelated
functions.

The scientific contribution of this study lies in the proposed periodisation of the
transformation of urban planning and regulatory documentation in Kazakhstan. The study identifies
successive stages in the evolution of the planning system and shows how the transition from a
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predominantly statutory model to a multi-level planning framework has been formed by
institutional, methodological, and legislative changes.

The 2026 reform is interpreted not as the introduction of an entirely new planning instrument,
but as the legislative consolidation of previously fragmented master planning practices. This
interpretation allows understanding of the concept (master plan) as a component of a broader
institutional transformation rather than as a replacement for the General Plan.

The existence of the Transport Framework Master Plan of Almaty until 2030, adopted in
2023, demonstrates that master planning had already performed an implementation-oriented
function before its legislative recognition. In this case, master planning translated the General Plan's
general objectives into quantitative sectoral programmes, network priorities, implementation stages,
and measurable indicators.

The study also substantiates the need to define the strategic specialisation of key urban areas
at the conceptual level, and then to consistently detail these decisions through the General Plan,
detailed planning projects, and sectoral implementation programmes. This approach allows urban
planning documentation to be considered not as a set of separate documents, but as an
interconnected system linking spatial strategy, statutory regulation and pragmatic application.

4 CONCLUSIONS

This study examined the institutional transformation of urban planning documentation in
Kazakhstan, using Almaty as a case study to assess the implications of introducing a new two-stage
planning model. The evidence confirms the main hypothesis of the study: the Construction Code of
2026 does not replace the General Plan with the concept (master plan), but redistributes strategic,
regulatory and implementation-oriented functions inside a unified legislative procedure.

The main findings of the study are as follows.

1. The study puts forward a periodisation of the transformation of urban planning
documentation in Kazakhstan. Three stages were identified: Stage I, from 2001 to 2021, represents
the normative-hierarchical stage, during which the planning system was centred on the General
Plan; Stage Il, from 2021 to 2023, reflects the methodological structuring of strategic and project-
oriented approaches through the Standards for Integrated Territorial Development and selected
municipal practices of master planning; Stage Ill, from 2023 to 2026, marks the beginning of the
legislative integration of the concept (master plan) into the General Plan preparation process. This
periodisation demonstrates that the current changes do not represent the sudden introduction of a
new document, but rather a gradual transition from a predominantly regulatory model toward a
more extensive system that links strategy, detailed planning, and implementation.

2. The audit of document accessibility revealed a discrepancy between the widespread public
use of master planning terminology and the limited number of approved documents formally
designated as master plans. In Almaty, the only publicly available, approved document explicitly
designated as a master plan was the Transport Framework Master Plan of Almaty until 2030,
adopted in 2023. This confirms that, before its legislative recognition, master planning had
developed in a fragmented manner, as a set of sectoral, municipal and project-oriented practices.

3. The case of Almaty demonstrates that the main problem of contemporary urban planning is
not the lack of planning documents, but the need to ensure their functional coordination. Long-term
spatial planning, detailed territorial regulation, transport planning, infrastructure investment and
project implementation should operate as a single chain rather than as separate administrative or
design products. The five polycentric centres have different functional development orientations. At
the conceptual stage, their interdependence, development sequencing, and roles within the
agglomeration should be coordinated, while the General Plan and detailed planning projects should
establish binding parameters for land use, infrastructure, and development. A homogeneous
approach to functionally differentiated polycentric centres would limit the implementation capacity
of the two-stage planning model.
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4. The pragmatic implementation of the 2026 reform necessitates clear methodological
boundaries between the concept (master plan) and the General Plan. The concept should focus on
alternative scenarios, strategic priorities, intersectoral coordination and the logic of implementation,
while the General Plan should provide spatial specification and regulatory consolidation. The
planning mechanism should link strategic objectives with the provisions of the General Plan,
implementation programmes, responsible institutions, financing schemes and measurable indicators.
Public participation should take place at the stage of assessing alternative scenarios, rather than only
after the preferred option has already been selected.

The effectiveness of Kazakhstan’s transition to the new planning system will ultimately
depend on preserving a substantive distinction between strategy and regulation. Subsequent
research should assess the feasibility of implementing the two-stage procedure after 2026, including
its impact on document preparation timelines, procedural duplication, stakeholder participation,
infrastructure coordination, investment alignment, and strategic-level capacity for adaptation in
Almaty and other cities of Kazakhstan.
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