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Abstract: Along with China’s rapid urbanization, how to assess the status and trend of urban sustainable development has
become a significant issue. This paper introduces the theoretical foundation of developing a city classification standard
oriented to the demand of sustainable development, and reviews existing related classifications in China. Relating
classifications can be broadly divided into two categories: (1) Classifications applicable to all cities, based on city’s basic
characteristics such as population size, administrative rank and city functions. Such classifications fail to overall reflect
a city’s conditions on social justice, environmental friendliness and economic growth. (2) Classifications applicable to
certain cities with specific natural endowment. Such classifications are limited in the applicability. Therefore, those city
classifications are inadequate for urban sustainable development management, and thus developing a city classification
standard based on the demand of sustainable development is needed. This is an important fundamental work for achieving
effective urban sustainable management in China.
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