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1. GOALS HYPOTHESES
In my research my goal was to examine and devaloh tools, which can be used in
the decision making process of the complex streé¢gievelopment of green fields,
while keeping in mind the green field environmeffittloe settlement as well as the
satisfaction of the demands of the population, atin professional and personal point
of view. | feel important that the planning methools landscape architecture and
forestry get closer to each other, learn about e#toér’s tools and concepts as they both
work on the same field.
In my work the set goals were:

* Overview of quality of life models in order to adojpem into environmental
assessment, and implement them in practice on lecel.

* Survey the green spaces and greenspace systempodbnSand define the
directions of development.

» Assess outskirt forests as parts of the greenspgstem of the city and as
recreational tourist destinations, measuring therristcal use, and the
examination of their integration with the greerdiareas of the city.

» Create a sociometric survey about impact of theigbcal developments of the

outskirt forests on quality of life.

Studying the national and international literatufeund that measuring indexes of the

quality of life do not consider the value of envinoent as an important segment. |

assumed that it is possible to create a new enwvieniial quality index, which describes

the relation between the environment and well-beinpe population.

The usual methods of using the urban (city parksl)the outskirt (forest) green spaces
are practically the same. | assumed that botha$ayteen spaces should be considered
together, whether inside or outside of the cityttesy cannot be separated by usage
characteristics.

While examining the greenspace systems, the elenmean more value to the society

than the actual build or natural values. | assuthatthis should be added to the basic



value of the elements during the evaluation. THditeonal value can be defined by the
usability and cultural historical values. | alss@®ed that local green spaces can be
sorted into categories, and these types can ghas@& system to create the targets and
directions for a strategic plan. All green spaceste developed in an organic-system-
view in order to fit a long term strategy.

| assumed that life quality value of outskirt fdsess not independent of urban
greenspace-supply. If the urban greenspace-suppbi, then the outskirt forests can
satisfy the demand for recreational areas. Ind¢hge a high level expectation towards
forest infrastructure can occur, which can be eaghigh as for urban parks.

| assumed that if the outskirt forest use is thaeséevel as the urban parks, they can be

evaluated with same methods, and can be compardchs

2. MATERIALSAND METHODS
Literary processing:
In my work | studied the already existing qualitly lide indexes with regards to the
evaluation methods of environmental impacts, a$ agthe importance and weighting
of these in the index. Based on the internatior@l (ddexes | created my own index,
which refers only to environmental impacts on gyabf life, and can be used in
practice on local settlement level.
Studying the urban spaces of Sopron | started distarical level, as this kind of
research evidence clearly shows the connectiorieeoparts of the city and the usage
types. Following the historic research | surveywel tistory of forests from the point of

view of recreational use, and inserted into thegspace history of the city.

Survey of greenspaces:
| surveyed the elements of the greenspace systenthanwhole system of Sopron by
the following traits: Status, amount and spatialcture of natural and built elements;

Status and structure of greenspaces; Environmérddbk like air pollution and other



disturbing effects; Geomorphological, hydrologicapecifications; Functions of
greenspaces (recreational, conditioning of the renment, decorating, educational,
private); Position in and impact on the greenf&ydtem, nature protection level; Level
of cultivation and cultural significance.
Based on the results of the previous surveys | mihee analysis of the whole
greenspace system, and classified the urban spmwsoutskirt structure by the
classification, that | could identify the confliats SWOT analysis and create a guideline
for the development.
The surveys used in the analysis:

- Deakkauti street, 16, 23 and 27 April, 2011,

- Karoly-lookout, Fehér uti Lake, Sérhazdombi-lookadlt June, 2011,

- Hidegviz-valley, 18 and 21 July, 2013.

Sociometric tests:

The sociometric survey was carried out in June @atbber 2010. Members of the
survey group were: Dr. Horvath Sandor, Nagy Galaridaria, Szabé Marton Jézsef
and Ujvari Petra.

The locations of the survey were:

- Parking lot of the tvér Advanture Park, Karoly-hill, Sopron;

- NymE Roth Gyula Secondary School and Collagey&@up

- Szent Orsolya Roman Catholic Primary, Secondahp8l and College, Sopron;
- Parking lot of the Tesco Supermarket, Sopron;

- Vas- és Villamosipari Secondary and Vocationdidgdt and College, Sopron.

Statistical evaluation:
| standardized the data of the questioners acogritinage and gender using Central

Statistical Office (CSO) data on the Hungarian pafon. | surveyed the relation of the



guestionnaires with “Statistika 12" software jhnon parametric probe and K-means

cluster analysis.

3. RESULTSAND CONCLUSIONS
This paper was made in a time period, when greeespa and around the settlement
can be the target areas of investments, eitheuiidirig plots or keeping their original
greenspace functions. In the development plassdtriphasized to enhance QoL, which
means a significant chance to develop these amethe ifollowing years. In my paper |
concentrated only on the opportunity to presengevilay of use of these areas, and to

develop them further only as recreational areas.

1. In greenspace system development the first stapeasure all the greenspaces in
and out of the settlement, as these two togetiver thie real overall view to get the
right answers to the questions: Where, what, hoa/ nwhom to develop the
greenspaces. | proved that the connection betweeretreational use of the urban
greenspaces and outskirt forests is tight enougleveluate them together for

Greenfield System Plans.

When | examined the historical context of the aikgvelopment of Sopron, it
became clear that citizens use the forests arobedcity as recreational areas
because of the lack of urban greenspaces. The usiocl— in this case, and in
general in case of old, historical towns — the tlgw@ent of greenspace system
cannot be properly made without the outer netwdeéments (forests), as some
parts of the city cannot have enough greenfieldnetdgs, and the proper
recreational function cannot be provided. In trasecthe outer forests can fill this
gap, and even induces an increasing recreatioraland development in these

outskirt areas.



There are three pillars of environmental desigSapron: Improve the QoL of the
residents; create the appropriate quality for giieridestination expectations; and

get a civilized, liveable environment for econordevelopments.

Connecting the elements of greenspace system akmyee three pillars, especially
by adding a recreational functions to the stillstixig green corridors of the rivers

and the railway.

Tourism development is one of the strategic dioediin Sopron. The main
attraction is the downtown as a historical city toen Another is the forested
mountain as touristic target for recreation andltheare. Developing both areas

means increasing touristic interest and improvirgyditizens’ quality of life.

2. | found only partially appropriate the valuing ixés made for the urban
greenspaces and for the outskirt forests, therdfaleveloped a new value index

system for them.

The assessing indexes are based on natural and@ogenic values for both the
urban and outskirt areas, however, they shouldakent with different weight and
proportion.

System approach and focusing of the development emgential for the
development of the recreational areas even outsitiee city, in order not to create
overdeveloped, overloaded areas, which might eretahg natural environment of

these areas.

3. | completed the characterization needed for strai@gnning of the development of
the greenspace areas based on the historical, lnasMbie system data and actual

condition.



So far | created a unified and hierarchic develapnsgstem for the whole city. As
an example, | did a development-based charactienizaf the urban and outskirt
greenspaces in Sopron, and found that a hieraadvelopment system can be
created, which can be used as the basic strategiaal concerning the entire

environment.

| classified both urban (Table 1, Figure 1) andshkint (Table 2, Figure 2)

greenspaces of Sopron into 4 types each, basedssibje ways of development:

Table 1. Inner development area types

Development types

Settlement structure, density

Greenspace type

BI. Downtown Dense settlement structt Very few, but extremely high
quality elements.
Bll. | Suburbs Less denseopen or semi-closed Biggest elements, lower
structurt maintenance.
Blll. | Mountain-suburbs Low built structure Quite large, mainly privately
owned
BIV. | Industrial, marketing [Low densit Big elements, very low quality
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Figure 1: Sketch of the inner greenspace netwofkopiron, with indications of the

development area types
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Figure 2: Sketch of the outskirt greenspace netwb&opron, with indications of the

development area types

Table 2. Outskirt development area types

# Development types Recreational functions Greenspace type

K. Mountain, heavy use Heavy infrastructure, high quality, Good greenspace value, but the
well maintained elements. Popular heavy use might endanger
area close to the city. vegetation. Only a low level of

quality development is
recommended.

Kil. Interim area Variable quality and quantity Variable greenspace value.
infrastructure. Main development Endangered by development
direction is quantity. Can be re- because of unknown (unexplored)
classified as living area. ecological values.

K1, Mountain, low use Scarce infrastructure, low High ecological value, nature

promotion. For wandering and
touristical recreational use only.

preserves. Only very low level of
development, in accordance with
these rules.




KIV. | International scope Unique infrastructure, not suitable Low quality greenspace, low
for daily use. Well away from functionality, high level of
settlements, peripheral use only. development is possible.

By my opinion, the characterization of the greewspareas by the development
opportunities is rather important, as it gave needpportunity not only to determine the
existing values and describe the degradationseofitkas, but | could also specify the

directions of development with it.

4. | found that in the QoL methods used nowadays dittesnent environment, and in
particular the greenspace areas are under-repeesendth in the objective and
subjective manner.
| proved that the relation between objective (dtadsorests assess methods) and
subjective elements (QoL methods) are correlating axpressible in a multi-
variable model. This model so far is not able tilyfaharacterize the effect of the
local environment on the local society and commuaititudes. Because of the
special position of these forests the main targeiaimed to be recreational and at
citizens well-being. In order to measure this virding function of the forests |
created a new quality of life index, which useshbdtssical forest assessment and

QoL methods.

Table 3. Environtment-related quality of life modEtQoL)

Objectiveindicators Subjectiveindicators
Being Physiological needs A personal level of alienatic
Needs of personi — Environment determined  from the environmer
developmen-role of  maximum welfare — environmental awareness
egc — Ability to act
Having Environmental quality Saisfaction with the environment
Tangible and non- (projection of material wealth}- a subjective degree of
personal neel ownershij
Loving The social impact of the Toleratirg the load of the
Social need—role of  lenvironment — environmentalenvironmen— attachment to the
society load residential environmer




| tested the relationships between objective arijestive elements on the “Having”,
“Loving”, “Being” levels and proved the existencé them. But the sample data |
collected did not allow the full testing of the nebét all levels. | could only complete
the testing of some partial areas, based on tgmelps, which | created based on my

statistical examinations.

| concluded that there is a growing financial burdef touristic infrastructure
development and maintenance in the forests onwmeis. The main reason is an ever-
increasing expectation for higher quality of buglements in natural environment,

unlike | expected in my preconception as a grovingistic load.

5. Based on E-QoL | concluded that there is a ste#idyi proven significant
connection at the “Being” level, a connection betwe¢he support of development
and the patrticipation in them, the financial-matkwell-being, the age group and
the activities done in the outskirt forest commurateas. Using the model | could
identify four groups of users of the environmenied! user, Supporter, Abuser and
Rejecter.

At the “Being” level the century-long touristicaédelopment routine prevented the
examination of the “alienation” period of the madehly the “self-realization”

could be measured (Figure 3).
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Figure 3: “Being” function relation

The ideal users represented over 42% of the sampiey’re the target group for
the developments, and they even participate inwhek, mostly from young to
middle aged people.

Supporters are about 15%. They don’t use the imfretsire often, visiting the
forests once a year or less, but support the dpwedat, and even willing to
participate in the work. They're those wanting & even if they don’t profit from

it — usually young-middle aged women.

Abusers are fortunately low, only 4%. Visits theefst areas at least every month,
but refuses any plans of development as well aScjgation in realization. All
these people in the samples are between 15-18 gkage.

Rejecters are about 7%, also similar age: 15-18sy®ales. They almost never go

to the forest, refuse all development and partteipa



Supporter:
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-
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-
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Figure 4: Environment users types of “Being” level

6. The E-QoL “Having” analysis showed me that the gty to the environmental

iIssues are predetermined by the participation urenmental developments and by

the knowing of the development plans, while anyrdegn environmental studies

does not automatically means this capability.

Using the model | found four groups at the “Havirlgvel: Aware, Interested,

Passive and Unconcerned.
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Figure 5: “Having” function relation

The model is limited at the “Having” level as wedls the area is being developed
for about 150 years, and is near the end of theldpwmnent cycle, though it is not at
the level yet, which would significantly affect thveell-being of the population

(Figure 5). The survey still showed that peopleatdy feel the positive effects of

the development and the questions clearly creag@ifisant emotional reactions.

The Aware are only at 11%, but during the develamunikey could become the
leaders, because of their knowledge, as well aausecof their expression of their
interests.

The Interested are at 27%. They're the main taggetip for the environmental
education and information. They don’t seek theséwelcome it if provided.
Passives are the biggest group at 45%. Based anati@vers their environmental
awareness is roughly OK, but they don’t want tdipigate in the developments.
Unconcerned are also at 11%. They show very litteno interest for the
information available, environmental subjects meamost nothing to them.

Because of the negative attitude the survey ppaits rarely admitted being the



member of this group, therefore it is very liketigat the real percentage is much

higher than showed by the survey.

~

Passziv: \ Aware:
Knows about the Knows the
opportunities and the environment and has
environmental values, high demands, while
but has no interest and willing to do, and
won't participate in participate in the
developments. ’ development as well.
Unconcerned: Interested:

Has some low
information about the
environment. but is
interested and willing

Has no idea, what
happens in the
environment, and has

no interest either to . .
to participate in the
know about them.
development.

N/ N

Figure 6: Environment users types of “Having” level

7. With the E-QoL | also statistically proved, thaketé is a significant correlation
between the willingness to travel and patrticipatehie development, and the age
group. | interpreted this at the “Loving” level tfie model, and identified the
following four groups: Biased, Accepter, Bondinglabosmopolitan.

At the “Loving” level the environmental impacts wefairly low, the survey
participants did not feel themselves threatenedt.bys such, only the bonding

reactions could be measured, with no tolerating kihemotions.
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Figure 7: “Loving” function relation

The Biased are at a low 8% only. Because of tméarést and enthusiasm they can
provide significant help organizing the community the environmental actions.
They’'re more likely to be younger than older people

The Accepters are over half of the people: 55%.yTdre not very easy to involve,
needs significant work to change their mind. By ageup they’'re mostly in the
younger half of middle aged population.

The Bondings are about 18%. They can become leadéhne “green” civil NGOs,
as they have significant knowledge, but also a &arthanges, and usually reject
developments. They can be found mostly among tther gdeople.

The Cosmopolitans are very hard to involve, only &itractions could raise their

interest. They are 11% in the younger middle agetiathe older age group.



Bonding: \

Has a strong bond with
the settlement and its
environment at the level,
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Figure 8: Environment users types of “Having” level

By and large | concluded that the E-QoL model ipatde of indicating the
estimations on the expectation level of the indmaid of the community, and can be
used to identify the active and willing supporterdausers of the environment

groups.

4. RECOMMENDATIONS

During my work it became evident, that the greenspand touristical development at
the settlement level happens in many cases abloadehoc, without any system level
overview. The decision-makers of the settlementsteva lot of time and effort to over-
develop some small areas, while there is no dewsdop at all at other places. The
development of greenspaces should be decided aystem level, exactly like it is

done with the built environment (even if it is r@t100% success in all cases). My
model gives a good support base to that, helpiegditision making process with a
unified approach. This can help to raise the gne&ces development planning to a

higher level. The evaluation system at the settignt@vel requires very low efforts,



while help to lay the main guidelines of the depehent, including the locations,
methods and target groups.

The enhancement of the quality of life as a stiatdégarget appears in most of the
development documentations both at the country #red local settlement level,
nonetheless the affected local community is ram@lplved in the strategical planning,
and often they’re not even capable of understandiagefforts and results, which
happen — theoretically — for their well-being. By wpinion it is very important that the
during the planning and decision making the lo@alegnment asks the community, and
involves them in the process. Even if the commupignning and realization cannot be
done all the time, at least the enhancement o®tble of the local community should be
measured, and not only at the material level, Bsb avith regards to immaterial
subjects, as demonstrated by my model. The evatuaind characterization methods
presented in my paper give a good opportunity tanere the enhancement and
development of the QoL of the local community.

My model uses only the connection between the gpsere area and the attitudes of the
community, but it still can be a good base to premamilar evaluations of the local
built environment, as well as of the touristicatiaron-recreational developments.

The model seems to be able to provide similar erati@n results on the longer term
and on bigger areas, which would also lift the fahons caused by the unique

characteristics of the sample data | could collect.
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