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Urban forests

e Substantial Green Infrastructure
* Extensively managed

e Cultural Ecosystem Services Providers
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Urban forest patches identified in UGI map
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The unique city nature mapped by the public in Helsinki 2050 survey

Perceived uniquenesss
(in number of marks from different respondents)
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Research question:

How landscape features and land use context facilitate or hinder the
delivery of CES in urban forests?
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On-site Survey 2016

4 replications X 5 types :

" Large.Low:

* Large.High

=  Small.Con.Low
*  Small.lso.Low

= Small.Iso.High

Map of study sites
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Face to face questionnaire
CES uses
Perceptions CES benefits
Satisfaction

Observation
Visitation rates
Estimated activities
Estimated age class
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Cultural Ecosystem Services Descriptions in questionnaires

i1 Category (MEA) Subcategory

recreation experience of nature | contact with nature
physical change | improve my physical health
psychological restoration | feel restored from daily routine
general relaxation | enjoy leisure time
~asense of place | feel sense of place

aesthetics
Inspiration

| get beautiful scenery

| get inspired from nature

education | learn from nature

spiritual | have spiritual contact with nature
cultural heritage | appreciate the history of the landscape
social relations | enjoy meeting people




Summary of the experience ratings from all questionnaire respondents

Percentage of 1+2 Percentage of 3 Percentage of 4+5

1
restoration 5% I 8% _ 87%

[ ) (]
Unique CES of urban forest T | -
oatn o - s
inspiration 7% I 22% - 70%
oy 10% | = e -

* Restoration and contact nature on daily '

basis .
learn 26% I 35% - 39%

* Lack of social benefit/activity, while :
. . . . 9 o 0
physical activity dominant people  58% il . 1%
100% 50% 0% 50% 100%

I 0-Don't know 1-Not at all 2-A little
Response
3-Some 4-Much . 5-Very much
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Individual level Site level

a) * * b)
i w * *
[ ] [ ]
o o ¢ g
. -~ Yo . L]
5 B A <y ?‘“‘fv £, .
.:. A.’ "o’ ‘.. >
80
wn
2 . . 185
—~ . . i
£3 4 . $ 8 : :'5 T o3 *
T2 ok 5 2 . AN £9
S o 5 o < = b i L]
S o =2 60 ®
23 c¢
t!‘ > = Q [
"’CE i . e 9 <
2z “ro .. £3 i
R 5 .. s 2=
n= - . T L
0T a0

Effects of landscape features

2
and land use context : . :
Large.Low Large.High Small.Con..ow  Small.Isol.Low  Small.Isol.High Large.Low Large.High ~ Small.Con.Low Small.Isol.Low Small.Isol.High
Urban forest type Urban forest type
Size: highly satisfied CES through longer and
. . 35
more intense physical uses
30
Connectivity: encourage use but benefits not 2 1 T
qppreciqfed B Catching insects
20 ¢ M Picking mushrooms
29% e .
5 _— M Picking berries
E I — i W Horseback riding
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. . a ° Nordic walking
perceived benefit o g . — Jogeing
29% T 2% T % m Cycling
. 18% 43% * l30% 3%  Walking dogs
1 Walking
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Interaction of landscape features
and land use context

Low density surroundings may compensate
shortcomings of small forest

In high density area, maintain as large forest
as possible

Individual level

ratings of restoration
(K-W test p-value=0.049)

ratings of physical health ratings of contact nature

ratings of landscape history

(K-W test p-value=0.015)

(K-W test p-value=0.012)

(K-W test p-value=0.001)
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proportion of restoration rating>4 (%)

proportion of contact nature rating>4 (%)

proportion of physical health rating>4 (%)

proportion of landscape history rating>4 (%)

(ANOVA p-value=0.132)
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(ANOVA p-value=0.034)

(ANOVA p-value=0.087)

(ANOVA p-value=0.057)
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