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8.3.1 Public green space distribution (applied and EO/RS)

Project Name: Connecting Nature
Author/s and affiliations: Connop, S.%, Dushkova, D.?, Haase, D.? and Nash, C.

1 Sustainability Research Institute, University of East London, UK
2 Geography Department, Humboldt University of Berlin, Berlin, Germany

Public greenspace distribution (Applied Green Space Management
and EO/RS combined)

Description and Public greenspace in cities contributes to quality of life in

justification terms of environmental services and social and
psychological services. Public greenspace distribution can
therefore be an important factor for making a city
sustainable. Decisions on where to create greenspace/NBS
should be based on criteria related to maximising the
equitability of distribution, focusing on areas lacking
greenspace and in areas where ES valuation identifies
greatest benefit/need.
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Definition

Strengths and
weaknesses

Measurement
procedure and
tool

Scale of
measurement

Data on public greenspace distribution generated in these
ways can be used to:

e Quantify the benefits of a nature-based solution
project in terms of improving the distribution of
public greenspace;

e Support the planning of new nature-based solution
greenspace initiatives;

e Underpin other indicators that require an
understanding of greenspace distribution as a
foundation (e.g., green space provision and
availability).

Measure of the distribution of public greenspace (total
surface or per capita) and categories (i.e., street trees,
residential gardens, school green areas, parks) using more
applied and participatory approaches as an index to
increase quality/quantity of green/blue existing, restored
and new NBS with a high degree of multifunctionality
(informed by ES Valuation e.g., includes cultural ES value,
needs of residents, socio-economics etc) and adapted to
the type of urban area (e.g., size of urban area/landscape
structure).

Applied methods: Accuracy will be influenced by the
resolution of satellite imagery and the complexity of
metrics used to quantify distribution. Mapping combined
with census data provides the most basic level data on
distribution of greenspace in relation to population
patterns. Using a more comprehensive range of metrics can
provide greater evidence for supporting equality in urban
greenspace distribution.

EO/RS methods: data such as Lidar and high-resolution
images are not easily accessible for many regions or users,
due to the high costs of data acquisition and it is usually
impractical to provide full coverage of extensive
metropolitan areas, with limited data available over long
periods. With the advantages of global availability,
repetitive data acquisition, and long-term consistency,
Landsat series satellites have become the best compromise
to overcome these limitations

A variety of methods exist from applied/public participation
techniques through to earth observation/remote sensing
approaches. For further details on measurement tools and
metrics, including those adopted by past and current EU
research and innovation projects, refer to Connecting
Nature Indicator Metrics Reviews Env23_Applied and
Env23_RS.

Applied methods: Typically carried out over a city-scale
but can be assessed at a local level also.
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Data source

Required data

Data input type

Data collection
frequency

Level of
expertise
required

Synergies with
other indicators

Connection with
SDGs

Opportunities for
participatory
data collection

EO/RS methods: Possible at various geographical scales

Required data will depend on selected methods, for further
details on applied and earth observation/remote sensing
metrics refer to Connecting Nature Indicator Metrics
Reviews Env23_Applied and Env23_RS.

Data input types will be depend on selected methods, for
further details on applied or earth observation/remote
sensing metrics refer to Connecting Nature Indicator
Metrics Reviews Env23_Applied and Env23_RS.

Data collection frequency will be depend on selected
methods, for further details on applied or earth
observation/remote sensing metrics refer to Connecting
Nature Indicator Metrics Reviews Env23_Applied and
Env23_RS.

Applied methods: Expertise in relation to mapping and
modelling will be necessary. Also expertise in leading
participatory processes would be of value to maximise the
quality of outputs.

EO/RS methods: Selecting an applicable data source and
the method to process data is a complicated process which
needs expert knowledge. The assessment should be made
by experts engaged in the NBS project who have expertise
not only in RS, but also in urban planning, forestry,
landscape ecology, regional planning. Each of them wiill
then assess all built and land cover type combinations.

Synergies with other greenspace mapping indicators, and
the data can be used as an index for other environmental
and health/wellbeing indicators.

SDG3, SDG4, SDGS8, SDG9, SDG10, SDG11, SDG13,
SDG14, SDG15, SDG16, SDG17: Access to greenspace;
Environmental education; Job creation; Improved green
infrastructure; Social equality in relation to flood risk;
Sustainable urban development; Climate change
adaptation; More sustainable water management; Habitat
creation; Environmental Justice; Opportunities for
collaborative working

It may be possible to validate greenspace type and
distribution using a PPGIS type citizen science exercise
and/or workshops with stakeholder groups holding tacit
knowledge.

Additional information
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