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Aims of WG2 and Task Groups

• Gather qualitative and quantitative data on the social or cultural 

services provided by UF and GI 

• Consider evidence on the social distribution of ecosystem services

• Task Group 1: Physical and social characteristics of GI

• Task Group 2: Socio-cultural benefits of GI

• Task Group 3: Role of GI in tourism

• Task Group 4: Good practice going awry
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Main findings

• Most common methods: 

– On-site questionnaires combined with visual on-

site recording of elements

– Off-site questionnaires combined with GIS data

– Links provided by statistical tools or by overlaying 

different thematic maps



Main findings

• Demand and supply influenced use and 

benefits but was sometimes contradictory 

e.g. the presence of vegetation promoting 

feelings of privacy but also sometimes 

concerns about safety

• Studies focused on recreation and aesthetic 

services rather than spiritual, inspirational 

or educational

• Infrastructure had an effect on visitor 

preferences, activities and visitor numbers

• Use of greenspace associated with several 

benefits especially restorativeness, general 

health and wellbeing



Task Group 2: 
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Socio-cultural benefits

• Literature review - Benefits identified from 56 

studies in 15 countries



Spectrum of activities / benefits matrix

Easier to quantifyQualitative, less easy to quantify



Role of GI in tourism: target group objectives• 50 interviews undertaken in 16 cities in 8 
different countries

• The questionnaire survey aimed at 
assessing and interpreting tourists’ a) 
perceptions, b) attachments/ 
preferences, and c) practices/ behaviors 
vis-à-vis urban GI in the cities of their 
destinations. 

• Most interviews were with foreign 
tourists; very few domestic tourists

• Domestic tourists tend to use GI more 
than foreign tourists

• Younger tourists tend to represent the 
highest percentages of total interviewees

Task Group 3: Role of GI in tourism

Country City

Latvia Riga

Jelgava

Portugal Faro

Lisbon

Lithuania Kaunas

Bristonas

England Southampton

London

Slovakia Bratislava

Trencin

Serbia Novi Sad

Belgrade

Czech Repulic Kromeriz

Brno

Greece Athens

Mytiline



Task Group 3: Results

• Significant connection of GI with cultural points of attraction (connectivity of 
the natural with the cultural). Thus, natural attractions become cultural 
attractions and vice-versa

• Tourists visiting Northern and Central European cities showed more interest in 
UGI than those visiting Southern European cities

• Use of UGI was for walking, photography, picnicking, jogging, relaxing, 
socialising

• Types of UGI visited included parks, urban forest, green corridors, gardens, 
lawns

Mytiline Novi Sad Kromeriz                 London



Task Group 4: Good practice going awry

• One learns best from one’s mistakes - yet, mishaps are hardly ever recorded

• Learning from such experience is essential for decision-makers, 

practitioners, users and researchers

• A questionnaire filled in by 20 ‘experts’ (policymakers, decision-makers, 

researchers and practitioners -10 countries. Examples include:

• Using trees that increase sensitization to pollen, because the developers 

did not have a database of the potential allergenicity of different species 

used in urban green areas to serve as a tool for planning and design for all 

decision-makers involved in this issue, both public and private

• Natural elements were not robust enough e.g. to survive the play 

pressure (intensity of use of the area by the children)

• Greening project either did not start or the care of the established 

green space stopped due to the lack of funding, unrealistic time-plan for 

using funds, bureaucracy



Task Group 4: Good practice going awry

Steps to take to avoid mishaps
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