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Abstract: Several studies have recognised the importance of urban green spaces (UGSs)
in modern cities. However, the distribution and accessibility of green spaces represent a
challenge for the sustainable development of territories in terms of fair distribution, reduc-
ing inequalities, and mitigating the effects of climate change, such as urban heat islands
and runoff. This research identifies every UGS capable of contributing to people’s physical
and mental wellbeing in the Milan metropolitan area (MMA), one of the most densely
populated areas in Europe. The method allows for the various UGSs to be identified and
classified using a comparative approach that considers both formal and informal green
spaces through a qualitative territorial analysis and the support of open access databases
(satellite and thematic maps). Based on this classification, this contribution establishes an
‘accessibility map’ of the metropolitan area that determines the actual pedestrian accessi-
bility of a UGS within 300 m. The results show that only 37% of the residential surface of
the metropolitan area offers access to a UGS within a five-minute walk. This research aims
to identify the most fragile segment of the MMA, which is pivotal for the tree-planting
activities sponsored by the Forestami project.

Keywords: urban green spaces; spatial accessibility; environmental equity; informal
green spaces

1. Introduction
Urban green spaces (UGSs) offer a wide range of benefits and contribute to the envi-

ronmental and urban quality of a city. Many studies have shown the importance of open
green spaces in an urban context for both environmental and human health. Direct benefits
include positive effects on people’s wellbeing, such as temperature regulation [1], pollution
reduction [2] and noise mitigation [3]. Green spaces, especially trees, absorb and store
carbon dioxide [4] and intercept rainwater, reducing flooding risks by means of positive
drainage that reduces the effort required to clean streets and drains [5]. Living in a green
neighbourhood also reduces energy consumption and CO2 emissions due to cooling [6],
in light of the fact that planting trees can reduce annual energy use by anywhere between
10 and 50% [7,8].

Further research [9–11] also shows that living in a green neighbourhood and being
able to see trees on a daily basis reduces people’s levels of stress and physical fatigue.
Living close to green spaces promotes physical exercise and reduces obesity levels and
risks tied to cardiovascular diseases [12], while promoting social cohesion and interaction
between different groups of citizens [13]. Additionally, the presence of UGSs is essential for
fragile people, who tend to perceive a much clearer improvement in their lives as a result
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of regular exposure to nature. Older adults over 65 years of age may feel more supported
and less lonely if they live close to open green spaces [14], indicating that such spaces have
positive effects on their longevity [15], whilst exposure to greenery can reduce anxiety and
depression in young people [16].

Due to the importance of green spaces, it is crucial to consider accessibility as an essen-
tial metric in assessing the inclusiveness of a city [17], where the accessibility of open green
spaces is measured in terms of time and physical distance and represents the distribution
and provision of opportunities and services over a given area [18]. Many studies have
focused on determining the accessibility and attractiveness of UGSs [19,20], underlining the
importance of their provision and distribution for human health and wellbeing [21,22]. In-
deed, UGSs such as parks, gardens, forests, street greenery and areas planted with trees [23]
provide multiple environmental, recreational and economic benefits [4,24–27] for people’s
physical and mental health. Green spaces also provide essential ecosystem services in
densely populated cities [28], which strengthen their importance as public goods [29].

Despite their recognised importance, the growing model of urbanisation has increased
the fragmentation of these green spaces and reduced their size [30], generating inequalities
between different areas and groups of citizens who, as a result, have less access to greenery [31].
This scenario is part of environmental gentrification, a process by which environmental
improvements tend to spur gentrification, increasing racial and class inequalities [32,33].

This common phenomenon in denser urban areas has therefore also led to disparities
in terms of the perception and use of green spaces, which often end up being planned,
designed, and governed by economic and real-estate policies that do not consider their
ecological, environmental and social qualities. As a result, urban development redefines
green areas, establishing the conditions for gentrification pressure [34] and, subsequently,
raising concerns about fairness amongst sustainable planners and designers. Indeed,
researchers have shown that immigrants and low-income residents are amongst the worst
affected by the redefinition of green spaces [35], highlighting increasing disparities and
underlining that the overall availability of greenery in dense contexts is insufficient for
satisfying the needs of all citizens.

With the aim of responding to the lack of green spaces in urban areas by promoting a
fair and just environment, governments and institutions have defined guidelines [36,37]
rooted in the principle of environmental justice, according to which everyone has the right
to live in and enjoy a clean and healthy environment [38] (p. 156).

Several studies have explored environmental justice and social equity in the distri-
bution of UGSs and determined their accessibility by identifying the number of green
spaces within a 300 m or 500 m radius in a given area and/or city in proportion to the
number of residents [36]. Other studies have proposed surveys to explore citizens’ percep-
tions and preferences according to age, gender and ethnicity [39,40], exploring equity in
low-income areas.

Following this, Biernacka [41] identified different barriers that affect accessibility of and
the availability and attractiveness of UGSs, which include perceived safety, environmental
conditions, maintenance and spatial planning features, thus highlighting the importance of
making UGSs with a high environmental and urban quality accessible to the public.

Research has established the level of accessibility of parks and gardens, focusing on
only the most formal and institutionalised of urban spaces [42] and usually determining
accessibility by using UGS centroid or buffer zones [43] or using proximity as the most
relevant factor when assessing inclusivity. Others, meanwhile, have determined that
spontaneous and informal spaces are just as important as formal ones when it comes to
reaching equity goals and meeting the needs of citizens [44].
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This article offers a qualitative/quantitative study of UGSs’ accessibility in urban
and peri-urban areas, identifying the important factors in measuring accessibility with an
exploration of the urban and environmental quality of such spaces.

The paper is organised according to the research framework (Figure 1). First, we
examine the existing literature on urban green spaces and wellbeing presented in the
Introduction with the aim of defining the morphological and physical characteristics that
urban green spaces should have in order to contribute to people’s health and wellbeing.
Second, we define and frame the goals of the research, also exploring the current acces-
sibility methods presented in various studies. To explore the distribution of UGSs that
can contribute to people’s health and wellbeing, we define a method that is used to draw
the accessibility map based on the identification of various types of UGSs. The design
solution of the accessibility map is presented at various scales in the Section 3. Finally, as
presented in the Section 4, we define important factors to be considered when determining
accessibility in a dense metropolitan area.
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Figure 1. Research framework diagram.

Considering the emerging problem of the equitable distribution of UGSs in metropoli-
tan areas, this paper addresses the accessibility of publicly green spaces in the Milan
Metropolitan Area (MMA) by identifying those spaces which can contribute to people’s
health and wellbeing according to existing literature and guidelines on green spaces and
human health. The contributions reflect on the challenges involved in the fair distribution
of green spaces in a dense and heterogeneous context, promoting the role of informal
greenery in the sustainable development of our cities.

Furthermore, the final goal is to establish a dialogue with local governments and
authorities to orient their choices regarding the importance of urban greenery by showing
the most vulnerable part of the MMA at various scale, where new sustainable policies and
possible funding should be focused.
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Hence, the study addresses the following research questions: (RQ1) How are UGSs
distributed in the MMA? (RQ2) Which method can be used to measure the accessibility
of formal and informal green spaces? (RQ3) What is the current degree of accessibility of
those spaces and what are the important elements needed to define it?

2. Materials and Methods
The methodology involved five different steps (Figure 2), starting with data collection

on UGSs in the MMA, by classifying them into categories and developing a GIS database
that collects different information, yielding an accessibility measurement. Before we
undertook this research, there was no existing map of the MMA containing information
about UGSs and the characteristics that may contribute to the wellbeing of local citizens.
As such, the researchers developed the maps presented in this contribution by overlapping
different databases and selecting the features of each UGS based on criteria defined in the
existing literature. This identification allowed us to assess the accessibility of UGSs through
a network analysis that considered different contextual conditions.
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Finally, the last step involved an analysis of the fairness of distribution and accessibility
through a quantitative comparison with population data and distribution.

2.1. Context of the Case Study

The MMA is located in Po Valley in Northern Italy (Figure 3). It is one of the most
densely populated areas in Europe, where more than three million people are spread over
a total area of 1575.65 km2 (approximately 6.6% of the Lombardy region as a whole). It
comprises 133 municipalities of different sizes and eight homogeneous areas, including the
city of Milan itself.

This area has critical environmental conditions, with daily harmful pollutant levels that
are four times higher than the World Health Organisation’s (WHO) suggested threshold [45],
as well as severe heatwaves [46] that are particularly evident in the densely populated
central urban areas, where UGSs are often fragmented and small. In the peri-urban context,
however, there are large woodlands on the edges of the MMA, whilst most of the area
consists of agricultural spaces, sometimes surrounded by rows of trees and paths that run
alongside rivers and streams.

This situation highlights the urgency and importance of addressing climate change
issues that affect dense urban areas, using sustainable solutions and strategies to protect and
enhance the natural environment. Indeed, the varied and heterogeneous green areas within
the MMA represent a source of great potential, as well as a challenge for all municipalities
in the metro area for designing sustainable interventions to protect their natural capital.

To address the above-mentioned challenges, different institutions, including Milan
Municipality, Milan Metropolitan Area, Parco Agricolo Sud Milano, Parco Nord Milano,
Fondazione di Comunità, ERSAF, and Polytechnic of Milan, have worked together since
2018 under the Forestami project [47,48]—an ongoing research and implementation project
that aims to plant three million trees within the Milan Metropolitan Area to improve
air quality and spread the ecological and cultural value of nature. On the local scale,
the Forestami project works with each metropolitan municipality through participatory
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dialogue, identifying the opportunities and potential in the wider area by seeking locations
where trees can be planted.
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As such, this contribution is part of a complex context in which another project is
currently operating; the proposed accessibility map will support the Forestami project,
identifying the parts of the MMA that are less accessible and well served as a means of
sparking involvement from administrative bodies and institutions in the decision-making
process that underpins sustainable urban development.

2.2. Selection Criteria

To develop the accessibility map, we identified all the green open spaces in the metro
area, considering their potential accessibility, size, the presence of tree cover and active
attendance as essential factors in recognising which UGSs contribute to people’s health and
wellbeing due to their environmental and urban quality. The four selection criteria were as
follows: 1. included sites needed to be publicly and privately accessible; 2. they needed to
have a surface area of over half a hectare that allows for practices such as physical exercise
or longer breaks; 3. they needed to be actively frequented areas; and 4. They needed to
have tree canopy cover of up to 20%.

Notably, we deemed the accessibility of an area to be an essential factor for users to be
able to enjoy the environmental and recreational benefits of nature [49].

Regarding size, we followed the guidelines laid out by the WHO, which state that
accessibility of public green spaces of at least 0.5–1 hectare should be guaranteed within a
linear distance of 300 metres (about 5-min’s walk) for all population groups and users [50,51].

The presence of tree canopy cover was established based on the existing literature,
which recommends that every neighbourhood should have at least 30% tree canopy
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cover [52]. Since most of the MMA consists of agricultural land made of tree rows and
small wooded areas, we opted to use a lower value, which is more inclusive and contex-
tualised based on the characteristics of UGSs in the MMA; otherwise, the entire southern
agricultural territory would have been excluded from this analysis.

Finally, attendance is an essential indicator for evaluating the potential ability of UGSs
to deliver benefits because it indicates how often people use a place, who its users are, and
what they do there.

We included only the spaces that met all the above-mentioned criteria and opted to
exclude—for instance—areas that are inaccessible, degraded or small, or places with very
few trees, bearing in mind that accessibility and urban and environmental quality are essen-
tial drivers for the wellbeing of both cities and their citizens. As such, the map—developed
considering only spaces that are accessible and actively used—offers a representation of
how citizens actually use these spaces within the MMA.

2.3. Classification of UGSs

Urban green spaces can be formal, as per the most common definition [23], or informal
(informal green spaces—IGSs), playing host to informal practices and spontaneous uses [53].
Within the MMA, formal spaces are clearly defined and organised and include locations
such as parks and gardens that are frequently identified as such on maps. IGSs within the
MMA, meanwhile, are associated more with the area’s peri-urban natural capital, such
as forests or agricultural spaces. These spaces are usually undesigned, unplanned, and
sometimes unmanaged; they are defined in the land-use database but are not governed by
specific rules, as they may contain a variety of spaces and play host to different activities.

Following this selection, open spaces were classified into three categories: (a) parks
and gardens, (b) wooded areas, and (c) wooded agricultural areas. Each category contains
various types of formal and informal green spaces.

The first category (a) includes parks and gardens, as well as green spaces in urban
areas, such as expansive urban parks or neighbourhood gardens, with dimensions of
between 0.5 and 10 hectares and an average size of 2.5 hectares. These spaces are usually
recognised easily since they are well defined, officially named, and contain a variety of
different facilities.

The second category, (b) wooded areas, corresponds to isolated accessible wooded
areas, systems of accessible wooded areas, wooded areas bordered by paths, and complex
linear systems. Their dimensions vary between 1 hectare for smaller wooded areas—usually
located along a system of paths—and over 500 hectares for the complex usable systems
that usually contain various kinds of facilities.

The third category, (c) wooded agricultural areas, includes network agricultural spaces
and agricultural spaces connected to a ring path. The second and third categories are infor-
mal spaces and are difficult to discern using satellite images, as they are regulated by the
different ways in which they are used by citizens. They are usually used by athletes such as
runners and cyclists, since they have cycle/pedestrian paths as well as country roads run-
ning through them, and tend to be surrounded by vegetation, albeit in limited quantities.

2.4. Data Analysis

In developing the map, we deemed administrative fragmentation and land area to be
critical drivers due to the numerous urban plans1. We superimposed different databases
and selected, verified, and individually reshaped each type of geometry in the GIS database.
In particular, we selected different open-source databases, as described below, that provide
a variety of data on UGSs to develop a new database that compiles this information at
different levels.
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The identification of the three categories described above and the method applied to
develop the database are currently awaiting publication. We sorted our selected sources into
the established categories and types to provide information about the position, perimeter,
use, and facilities available at the site of each UGS.

The two categories of informal spaces indicated in the database were then completed
by adding in the pathways that allow people to enjoy the area. Pathways are useful indica-
tions when recognising these spaces, which are usually more complex than formal spaces,
and simplify their identification as complex agricultural areas surrounded by woods.

To identify the three categories, we used a variety of open-source data: DUSAF land
use, DBT provincial topographical database, Open Street Map, satellite images, existing
tree canopy cover, sport tracking applications such as Strava and Komoot, thematic maps
of regional and metropolitan parks, and various government plans for the area as a whole.

For each of the spatial features, we assigned a unique identification code (ID), and we
collected data about the geographical site (homogeneous zone, municipality, dimensions,
name of UGS), the classification of the UGS (source and data, category and type), its features
(tree canopy cover, type of facilities available on site) and its primary use (ordinary vs. sports
activities) (Table 1).

Table 1. Database information.

Geographical Site Classification of UGS Features of UGS Use

ID Zone Municipality Area
[ha] Name Source

and Data Category Type
Tree

Canopy
Cover

Type of
Equipment Activities

1 Milan Milan 68.31 Parco Porto
di Mare

DUSAF
April 2023 Urban park Park 39% Lighting,

benches Ordinary

2 Sud Ovest Rozzano 18.58 Parco
Baleno

DUSAF
April 2023 Urban park Park 61% Lighting,

benches Ordinary

3 Sud Ovest Trezzano
sul Naviglio 17.34 Parco del

Centenario
OSM

April 2023 Urban park Park 54%

Dog area,
playground,

kiosk, lighting,
benches and
tables, bike
racks, drink-
ing fountains

Ordinary

. . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . .

2412 Adda-
Martesana Segrate 0.67 Golfo

Agricolo
OSM

June 2023
Wooded

agricultural
area

Network
agricultural

spaces
20% . . . Ordinary

2413 Sud Ovest Cusago 2.10 Bosco di
Cusago

OSM
June 2023

Wooded
areas

Wooded
areas

bordered
by paths

90% . . . Ordinary

Accessibility Map

To develop the accessibility map presented in this study, we conducted an isochronal
analysis using QGIS and ArcGIS, which offer analytical tools commonly used in many UGS
studies [52–54] that are helpful for importing, analysing, and managing various types of
georeferenced data.

We used the ArcGIS service area network analysis, through a distance cost analysis
using the time necessary to travel from a source. In this analysis, we considered all the
intersection points between open green spaces and the pedestrian path network. These
points represent entrances to parks, gardens, wooded areas, and agricultural spaces or
systems of UGSs, which are highlighted as red dots in Figure 4. Considering that IGSs
consist of various singular natural elements such as meadows, wooded areas, rows of trees
or shrubs and agricultural fields, it was necessary to consider an entire system of green
spaces instead of individual elements. For instance, we reshaped the features of categories
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(b) and (c) by creating a complete perimeter to allow the model to calculate the accessibility
of an entire group of natural elements (Figure 5).
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The research then continued with an assessment of the network service area at a
distance of 300 m along the pedestrian paths. Two accessibility maps were developed, each
considering different contextual conditions. The first network analysis showed the accessi-
bility of green open spaces in light of the pedestrian graph for the entire metropolitan city,
whilst the second analysis only considered pedestrian paths running alongside vegetation,
such as trees or rows of trees.

The second version of the accessibility map considered the average level of tree canopy
cover across the MMA, equal to 16.4%, which is low compared to the average for other
European cities [55–57]. Due to the critical climate conditions of the metropolitan area,



Land 2025, 14, 97 9 of 18

featuring continuous heatwaves and droughts, it is essential to identify which access routes
to UGSs can offer people sufficient environmental comfort.

To identify shaded paths leading to UGSs, we cross-referenced the data on tree canopy
cover with the pedestrian path network using a true/false matrix based on the proximity
of trees to paths (Figure 6). We then accounted for a proximity of 5 m as the maximum
distance between pathways and canopy coverage. These criteria restrict the isochronal
modelling as the second model avoids routes without trees, or those that are far from
trees, with exposure to direct sunlight in the hotter months. As such, this model shows the
accessibility of UGSs via paths that run through rows of trees or small wooded areas.
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3. Results
The results presented here show two maps constructed based on the open spaces in

the MMA identified above, each representing different levels of accessibility of UGSs. The
first accessibility analysis reveals that 37% of the residential surface in the MMA is located
within 300 m of the identified green spaces (Figure 7).

Figure 8 shows different segments of the MMA, corresponding to urban, peri-urban
and agricultural contexts. The second column shows the accessibility modelled only on
the green routes, which form a smaller area than the ones in the first column. Figure 8a
illustrates a dense and heterogeneous residential structure with various industrial sections
connected to the infrastructures. Open green spaces are fragmented and assigned to the
first category, namely parks and gardens. The images show that trees are almost entirely
absent in the residential and industrial areas, meaning that they are designed in such a way
that the open spaces are not connected accessibly. The urban structure reveals discontinuity
in the tree canopy, which is mainly evident when conducting examinations of the industrial
and residential areas.

In peri-urban areas (Figure 8b), the tree canopy cover is mainly concentrated in parks,
gardens and in wooded expanses within the urban fabric. In this context, the proximity to
the Southern Agricultural Park leads to a more significant fragmentation of tree canopy
cover, highlighting the absence of trees in most residential neighbourhoods characterised
by family houses with private gardens instead of public green spaces.

Finally, Figure 8c represents an agricultural portion of the area in which scattered
urban centres are connected by country roads, which are frequently used for outdoor
activities such as running and cycling along rows of trees. The UGSs seen here are mainly
agricultural green spaces surrounded by rows of trees and wooded expanses, located beside
ponds and running paths.
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Comparison Between Homogeneous Zones

The MMA is administratively divided into eight homogeneous zones characterised by
geographical, demographic, historical, economic and institutional features. These zones
have significantly different green surface values due to the presence of various types
of UGSs that make up a range of different landscapes. To analyse the distribution of
accessibility within the MMA, Table 2 shows the total size of the UGSs—both formal and
informal—for each category identified in homogeneous zones, underlining how the UGS
categories are not equally distributed across the area.

Table 2. Total size of UGSs by homogeneous zone.

Homogeneous Zone Parks and Gardens (a) Wooded Areas (b) Wooded Agricultural Areas (c)
Milan 1867 ha 107 ha 47 ha

Adda-Martesana 573 ha 631 ha 86 ha
Alto Milanese 217 ha 2793 ha 30 ha

Magentino-Abbiatense 193 ha 2786 ha 132 ha
Nord Milano 472 ha 35 ha 47 ha
Nord Ovest 430 ha 769 ha 52 ha
Sud Ovest 378 ha 194 ha 89 ha

Sud Est 212 ha 195 ha 72 ha
Total for MMA 4342 ha 7510 ha 555 ha

The results in Table 3 show that the densely populated zones of Milan and Nord
Milano have a low ratio of open spaces per inhabitant and good accessibility, mainly
offering access to formal spaces, the delta in these zones between the per capita distribution
of category (a) and total provision of UGSs reveals a greater presence of parks and gardens.
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Despite this provision, the per capita value is less than half the figure established by WHO
guidelines, which calls for an ideal value of 50 m2 of green space per inhabitant [58].

Land 2025, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 19 
 

 

Figure 8. Accessibility within 300 m from UGS access points in different MMA contexts. 

Comparison Between Homogeneous Zones 

The MMA is administratively divided into eight homogeneous zones characterised 
by geographical, demographic, historical, economic and institutional features. These 
zones have significantly different green surface values due to the presence of various 
types of UGSs that make up a range of different landscapes. To analyse the distribution of 
accessibility within the MMA, Table 2 shows the total size of the UGSs—both formal and 

Figure 8. Accessibility within 300 m from UGS access points in different MMA contexts.

The Nord Ovest and Adda-Martesana zones, despite being densely populated, are
home to several wooded areas on the edges of the urban fabric, offering a greater variety
of spaces. In these zones, too, the per capita values are lower than recommended by the
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WHO, highlighting a need to increase the accessible green endowment, thus rebalancing
the percentage of the residential surface area that can benefit from the presence of UGSs.

Table 3. Accessibility of UGSs by homogeneous zone.

Zone Land Area [km2] Population (2022) Parks and Gardens per
Capita (a) (m2/Person)

Total UGS Area per
Capita (m2/Person)

Residential
Accessibility (<300 m)

Milan 181.8 1,349,930 14 15 42%
Adda-Martesana 264.95 390,863 15 34 33%

Alto Milanese 215.25 256,801 8 121 32%
Magentino-Abbiatense 360.44 217,470 9 140 34%

Nord Milano 57.88 266,200 18 21 43%
Nord Ovest 135.82 317,515 14 40 39%
Sud Ovest 179.94 239,769 16 27 30%

Sud Est 179.72 176,082 12 25 24%
Total for MMA 1575 3.215 million 13 38 37%

The Magentino-Abbiantense and Alto Milanese zones, on the other hand—which
are home to Ticino Park, one of the most important Regional Parks in the metropolitan
area—have large informal green areas with a per capita value that are more than sufficient
for their residents’ needs in terms of green spaces. However, the accessibility analysis
shows that this natural capital is often inaccessible or far from the inhabited centre.

The Sud Ovest and Sud Est zones are very similar, as they are located in the South
Agricultural Park, which contains a range of small urban formal and informal areas. In this
area, the availability of accessible UGSs is mainly determined by the presence of roads and
paths that allow inhabitants to make use of green areas, with tree-lined streets, wooded
areas and high levels of biodiversity contributing to their urban and environmental quality.
As such, the per capita value, whilst lower than the WHO’s recommendation, suggests that
future improvement can be achieved by identifying new accessible areas.

This comparison shows that the most densely populated areas mainly suffer from a
lack of IGSs, despite offering a high degree of accessibility of formal spaces. It also emerges
that the formal category of parks and gardens (a) is, broadly speaking, more accessible than
the informal categories of wooded areas (b) and wooded agricultural areas (c).

4. Discussion
4.1. State of the Art of UGSs’ Accessibility Measurement

In the past, studies on accessibility of specific areas have mainly been concerned with
the public and private transport sectors, as well as local and regional transportation [59].
In contrast, a growing number of studies in recent years have introduced the concept of
accessibility of UGSs as an essential indicator of equity and inclusiveness in the distribution
of green spaces [60].

Research [61] shows that many UGS accessibility analyses conducted to date have
been limited. Studies have focused on the accessibility of urban parks and gardens, without
considering other types of open spaces [62]. Isochronal calculation often starts from a
centroid without considering the actual time that a user would take to reach the centre of
the open space [63]. Other studies have limited themselves to evaluating accessibility on
the sub-district level [42] without focusing on strategies and proposals for improvement,
whilst others still have determined accessibility using green spaces per capita as the key
relevant indicator [64].

With respect to Europe, various studies [19,65] have determined the quantitative
distribution and accessibility of metropolitan areas by comparing the provision of various
types of spaces identified using land cover maps and inhabitants’ level of accessibility.
The results cannot be easily compared with other studies because of the different UGS
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criteria applied and the consequent heterogeneity in databases resulting from each UGS
selection. For instance, if we compare the results presented here with the results presented
by Zepp et al., we see that the MMA has lower accessibility levels than other European
metropolitan territories, even when considering smaller UGSs (0.5 ha instead of 1 ha) and
expanding the range of inclusion.

This contribution instead yields a qualitative/quantitative accessibility measure-
ment—within 300 m—of UGSs used by the public, expressed with synthetic data and
territorial maps. The results are generated from a database that cross-references satellite
and thematic data and collects precise, punctual information about each space, whose
use (and the frequency of said use) were verified using various databases (such as sport-
tracking databases) and our territorial knowledge. The accessibility we present yields the
actual accessibility of UGSs.

4.2. Consideration of the MMA Accessibility

When referring to accessibility of green spaces, it is important to highlight that for
many years in Italy, the planning of green spaces has followed the parameters established
by Italian Ministerial Decree 1444/68, which defined the relevant urban planning standards
and set out a minimum of 9 m2 of green and recreational areas per inhabitant, although it
failed to define the type of area. This definition contributed to the development of WHO
guidelines on the 9 m2 per inhabitant as the minimum ratio of green spaces. Although the
results presented here comply with the WHO’s recommendations and are consequently
aligned with the rules established by the Ministerial Decree, the overall ratio for the MMA
is significantly lower than the ideal value of 50 m2, suggesting an urgent need for a change
in urban policies pertaining to the design of built space and green space.

Indeed, many residential urban settlements in the MMA have mainly developed
formal green areas, designed according to the minimum criteria established in the Decree,
and as such do not consider the population’s actual needs. Climate change, increasing
urbanisation, and health issues have led to a new reflection on the role of open spaces
in dense urban contexts, promoting the environmental and recreational benefits of green
spaces and allowing more citizens to access green areas, with significant benefits for their
physical and mental health.

For instance, in demonstrating the poor accessibility of IGSs, the results presented
here suggest improvements in the continuity of connections to various green spaces, such
as providing tree-lined roads or developing public country roads that allow access to green
open spaces suitable for recreational and sporting activities.

4.3. Relevant Elements and Limitations in Measuring Accessibility

Starting from the state of the art, this contribution demonstrates the complexity and the
variety of UGSs, highlighting the importance of studying formal and informal green spaces.
With respect to the first research question (RQ1), this study shows that the provision of
formal and informal spaces is different in the urban and peri-urban areas of the larger MMA
territory. Indeed peri-urban areas have fewer formal spaces, as the undefined, undesigned
and less urban spaces provide access to greenery for those living in more agricultural
contexts; urban spaces, on the contrary, were found to contain mostly parks and gardens.

With reference to the (RQ2), in order to measure the accessibility, we developed an
accurate spatialisation of the UGSs, each defined cartographically and identified by its uses
and practices. While the accessibility of formal green spaces is easier to calculate, since such
elements are clearly defined and shaped, we remodelled the IGS geometries to consider all
the various natural elements as a part of individual features.
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Finally, to address RQ3, we stated the degree of accessibility in residential MMAs to
provide a result that will be further used to study the sociodemographic characteristics of
those areas.

We also identified various elements that, according to this study, are important for
defining the accessibility of UGSs in dense metropolitan areas.

Urban environments exhibit considerable heterogeneity in urban and peri-urban
landscapes where different situations coexist; in this complex condition, it is necessary
to recognise and identify various categories of formal and informal green spaces, which
represent the real state of the art of all the green spaces that citizens have access to.

Another aspect to consider is the required accuracy implied to measure accessibility,
which must be applied to UGSs’ access points and not on the centroid of the area. These
operations are necessary to evaluate the travel time, avoiding underestimations [21] and
measuring its actual accessibility. Moreover, although it is evident that there is a wide
variety of paths that allow access to green space, it is necessary to identify which paths
can provide better walkable experiences, such as those that include natural elements that
increase environmental comfort in metropolitan areas, which are more vulnerable to climate
change. This aspect also relates to the dissemination of this information, which allows
people to recognise the importance of green spaces, improve the accessibility of places for
pedestrians and enable administrations to increase or develop new projects for spaces and
paths that can increase ecological connectivity and improve environmental comfort.

Finally, the relevance of the accessibility measurement is higher if the maps are devel-
oped on different scales and various information is gathered on the selected UGS, enabling
decision-makers, planners, and politicians to better understand where they should operate.

Although those elements can lead to an accurate accessibility analysis, we must
recognise some limitations: as IGSs are mainly defined by the users and the presence of
natural and urban quality, such dynamics could vary over time and be influenced by urban
policies that affect land use. The identification of such spaces is still challenging because
they are connected to extensive knowledge about territorial uses.

Whilst in summer, people may prefer to travel along tree-lined roads that will offer
shade from the heat, in winter, people may well opt to walk along roads without vegetation
to take advantage of the milder temperatures. As such, it is clear that a single map cannot
effectively represent the accessibility of green spaces, as the drivers underlying it can change
seasonally or depending on the preferences of the people who access a certain space.

5. Conclusions
This research highlights the importance of addressing the development, management

and accessibility of UGSs (and IGSs, in particular) to ensure that all citizens are afforded
equal access to them. The indicator we have developed allows us to map and cartograph-
ically recognise the parts of the MMA that are underserved, in that they do not have
adequate access to green spaces.

However, there is a need for more extensive and detailed research throughout the
entire metropolitan area.

If the analysis presented here were developed on the local scale, in particular, it could
go into more depth by adding elements that describe users’ perception of and preference
for certain paths, such as equipment (benches, fountains, etc.) or a sense of safety (lighting,
proximity to the urban environment, etc.). We would then expect to look at certain sample
areas on a smaller scale—for instance, those where Forestami aims to plant new trees—and
consider multiple variables while prioritising remedial measures. These maps could be
used as support for urban governmental plans to recognise less-served parts of the territory,



Land 2025, 14, 97 15 of 18

where it is necessary to increase the natural capital and improve the accessibility of the
existing natural areas through new projects and initiatives.

Use of the accessibility map on a local scale could also encourage reflections on the
quality of the different open spaces identified and their perception by different groups
of users; in this way, the research could pose the question of how these aspects impact
strategies geared towards ensuring environmental justice and social equity [35,66] in terms
of both material and non-material benefits [67].

Indeed, the accessibility map we have developed provides an interpretive tool that
supports urban and territorial planning to make our cities ‘just green enough’ [22], de-
creasing inequalities by allowing all citizens to enjoy existing and future benefits, be they
material (better access, improved air quality) or immaterial (wellbeing) [68].

Furthermore, the method implemented here could be applied to other metropolitan
cities, thus encouraging further research focused on measuring the qualitative level of
accessibility by developing a wider database that identifies similar formal and informal
categories and types of UGSs, and considers various types of accessibility, such as that
measured using proximity to tree canopy cover.

Given the above considerations, the map aims to support decision-makers, technical
experts and politicians, helping to steer policies, projects and funding in the direction of
increasing green resources in some of the most fragile situations.
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Notes
1 Each of the 133 municipalities that comprise the MMA are individually endowed with an urban planning instrument called the

Territorial Government Plan. In each plan, each municipality incorporates directions from regional and metropolitan plans, but
inserts rules that influence land-use planning at the local scale.

References
1. Schwaab, J.; Meier, R.; Mussetti, G.; Seneviratne, S.; Bürgi, C.; Davin, E.L. The Role of Urban Trees in Reducing Land Surface

Temperatures in European Cities. Nat. Commun. 2021, 12, 6763. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Paoletti, E.; Karnosky, D.F.; Percy, K.E. Urban Trees and Air Pollution. For. Serv. Urban. Soc. 2004, 14, 129–154.
3. Fang, C.-F.; Ling, D.-L. Investigation of the Noise Reduction Provided by Tree Belts. Landsc. Urban Plan 2003, 63, 187–195.

[CrossRef]
4. Tyrväinen, L.; Mäkinen, K.; Schipperijn, J. Tools for Mapping Social Values of Urban Woodlands and Other Green Areas. Landsc.

Urban Plan. 2007, 79, 5–19. [CrossRef]
5. Zappitelli, I.; Conte, A.; Alivernini, A.; Finardi, S.; Fares, S. Species-Specific Contribution to Atmospheric Carbon and Pollutant

Removal: Case Studies in Two Italian Municipalities. Atmosphere 2023, 14, 285. [CrossRef]
6. Pandit, R.; Laband, D.N. Energy Savings from Tree Shade. Ecol. Econ. 2010, 69, 1324–1329. [CrossRef]
7. Simpson, J.R.; Mcpherson, E.G. Potential of tree shade for reducing residential energy use in California. Arboric. Urban For. 1996,

22, 10–18. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-26768-w
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34815395
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(02)00190-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2006.03.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/atmos14020285
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.01.009
https://doi.org/10.48044/jauf.1996.002


Land 2025, 14, 97 16 of 18

8. Huang, Y.J.; Akbari, H.; Taha, H.; Rosenfeld, A.H. The Potential of Vegetation in Reducing Summer Cooling Loads in Residential
Buildings. J. Appl. Meteorol. Climatol. 1987, 26, 1103–1116. [CrossRef]

9. Marselle, M.R.; Hartig, T.; Cox, D.T.C.; de Bell, S.; Knapp, S.; Lindley, S.; Triguero-Mas, M.; Böhning-Gaese, K.; Braubach, M.;
Cook, P.A.; et al. Pathways Linking Biodiversity to Human Health: A Conceptual Framework. Environ. Int. 2021, 150, 106420.
[CrossRef]

10. Ward Thompson, C.; Aspinall, P.; Roe, J.; Robertson, L.; Miller, D. Mitigating Stress and Supporting Health in Deprived Urban
Communities: The Importance of Green Space and the Social Environment. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2016, 13, 440.
[CrossRef]

11. Wolf, K.L.; Lam, S.T.; McKeen, J.K.; Richardson, G.R.A.; van den Bosch, M.; Bardekjian, A.C. Urban Trees and Human Health: A
Scoping Review. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 4371. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Shen, Y.S.; Lung, S.C.C. Can Green Structure Reduce the Mortality of Cardiovascular Diseases? Sci. Total Environ. 2016,
566–567, 1159–1167. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Wan, C.; Shen, G.Q.; Choi, S. Underlying Relationships between Public Urban Green Spaces and Social Cohesion: A Systematic
Literature Review. City Cult. Soc. 2021, 24, 100383. [CrossRef]

14. Maas, J.; Verheij, R.A.; Groenewegen, P.P.; De Vries, S.; Spreeuwenberg, P. Green Space, Urbanity, and Health: How Strong Is the
Relation? J. Epidemiol. Community Health 2006, 60, 587–592. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Takano, T.; Nakamura, K.; Watanabe, M. Urban Residential Environments and Senior Citizens Longevity in Megacity Areas: The
Importance of Walkable Green Spaces. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 2002, 56, 913–918. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Reece, R.; Bray, I.; Sinnett, D.; Hayward, R.; Martin, F. Exposure to Green Space and Prevention of Anxiety and Depression among
Young People in Urban Settings: A Global Scoping Review. J. Public Ment. Health 2021, 20, 94–104. [CrossRef]

17. Pitarch-Garrido, M.-D. Global Sustainable Development Report 2015 Brief Social Sustainability Through Accessibility and
Equity. 2015. Available online: https://sdgs.un.org/documents/brief-gsdr-2015-social-sustainability-throug-20622 (accessed on
6 October 2024).

18. Hansen, W.G. How Accessibility Shapes Land Use. J. Am. Inst. Plan. 1959, 25, 73–76. [CrossRef]
19. Kabisch, N.; Strohbach, M.; Haase, D.; Kronenberg, J. Urban Green Space Availability in European Cities. Ecol. Indic. 2016,

70, 586–596. [CrossRef]
20. Ekkel, E.D.; de Vries, S. Nearby Green Space and Human Health: Evaluating Accessibility Metrics. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2017,

157, 214–220. [CrossRef]
21. Le Texier, M.; Schiel, K.; Caruso, G. The Provision of Urban Green Space and Its Accessibility: Spatial Data Effects in Brussels.

PLoS ONE 2018, 13, e0204684. [CrossRef]
22. Wolch, J.R.; Byrne, J.; Newell, J.P. Urban Green Space, Public Health, and Environmental Justice: The Challenge of Making Cities

“Just Green Enough”. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2014, 125, 234–244. [CrossRef]
23. Taylor, L.; Hochuli, D.F. Defining Greenspace: Multiple Uses across Multiple Disciplines. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2017, 158, 25–38.

[CrossRef]
24. Zhou, X.; Wang, Y.C. Spatial-Temporal Dynamics of Urban Green Space in Response to Rapid Urbanization and Greening Policies.

Landsc. Urban Plan. 2011, 100, 268–277. [CrossRef]
25. van den Berg, M.; Wendel-Vos, W.; van Poppel, M.; Kemper, H.; van Mechelen, W.; Maas, J. Health Benefits of Green Spaces in the

Living Environment: A Systematic Review of Epidemiological Studies. Urban For. Urban Green. 2015, 14, 806–816. [CrossRef]
26. Qiu, L.; Lindberg, S.; Nielsen, A.B. Is Biodiversity Attractive?-On-Site Perception of Recreational and Biodiversity Values in

Urban Green Space. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2013, 119, 136–146. [CrossRef]
27. Derkzen, M.L.; van Teeffelen, A.J.A.; Verburg, P.H. REVIEW: Quantifying Urban Ecosystem Services Based on High-Resolution

Data of Urban Green Space: An Assessment for Rotterdam, the Netherlands. J. Appl. Ecol. 2015, 52, 1020–1032. [CrossRef]
28. Yao, L.; Liu, J.; Wang, R.; Yin, K.; Han, B. Effective Green Equivalent—A Measure of Public Green Spaces for Cities. Ecol. Indic.

2014, 47, 123–127. [CrossRef]
29. De La Barrera, F.; Reyes-Paecke, S.; Banzhaf, E. Indicators for Green Spaces in Contrasting Urban Settings. Ecol. Indic. 2016,

62, 212–219. [CrossRef]
30. Cetin, M. Using GIS Analysis to Assess Urban Green Space in Terms of Accessibility: Case Study in Kutahya. Int. J. Sustain. Dev.

World Ecol. 2015, 22, 420–424. [CrossRef]
31. Rigolon, A.; Browning, M.; Jennings, V. Inequities in the Quality of Urban Park Systems: An Environmental Justice Investigation

of Cities in the United States. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2018, 178, 156–169. [CrossRef]
32. Fox, S. Environmental Gentrification; University of Colorado Law Review: Boulder, CO, USA, 2019; Volume 90.
33. Gould, K.A.; Lewis, T.L. The Environmental Injustice of Green Gentrification. The Case of Brooklyn’s Prospect Park. In The World

in Brooklyn: Gentrification, Immigration, and Ethnic Politics in a Global City; Lexington Books: Plymouth, UK, 2012.
34. Haaland, C.; van den Bosch, M.; Konijnendijk, C. Challenges and Strategies for Urban Green-Space Planning in Cities Undergoing

Densification: A Review. Urban For. Urban Green. 2015, 14, 760–771. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0450(1987)026%3C1103:TPOVIR%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2021.106420
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph13040440
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17124371
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32570770
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.05.159
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27282496
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ccs.2021.100383
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech.2005.043125
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16790830
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech.56.12.913
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12461111
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPMH-02-2021-0030
https://sdgs.un.org/documents/brief-gsdr-2015-social-sustainability-throug-20622
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944365908978307
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.02.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204684
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.01.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.09.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2010.12.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2015.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2013.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12469
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2014.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2015.10.027
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2015.1061066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.05.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2015.07.009


Land 2025, 14, 97 17 of 18

35. Rutt, R.L.; Gulsrud, N.M. Green Justice in the City: A New Agenda for Urban Green Space Research in Europe. Urban For. Urban
Green. 2016, 19, 123–127. [CrossRef]

36. Giannico, V.; Spano, G.; Elia, M.; D’Este, M.; Sanesi, G.; Lafortezza, R. Green Spaces, Quality of Life, and Citizen Perception in
European Cities. Environ. Res. 2021, 196, 110922. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Knobel, P.; Maneja, R.; Bartoll, X.; Alonso, L.; Bauwelinck, M.; Valentin, A.; Zijlema, W.; Borrell, C.; Nieuwenhuijsen, M.; Dadvand,
P. Quality of Urban Green Spaces Influences Residents’ Use of These Spaces, Physical Activity, and Overweight/Obesity. Environ.
Pollut. 2021, 271, 116393. [CrossRef]

38. Agyeman, J.; Evans, B. “Just Sustainability”: The Emerging Discourse of Environmental Justice in Britain? Geogr. J. 2004,
170, 155–164. [CrossRef]

39. Lee, A.C.K.; Maheswaran, R. The Health Benefits of Urban Green Spaces: A Review of the Evidence. J. Public Health 2011,
33, 212–222. [CrossRef]

40. Liu, D.; Kwan, M.P.; Kan, Z. Analysis of Urban Green Space Accessibility and Distribution Inequity in the City of Chicago. Urban
For Urban Green 2021, 59, 127029. [CrossRef]

41. Biernacka, M.; Kronenberg, J. Classification of Institutional Barriers Affecting the Availability, Accessibility and Attractiveness of
Urban Green Spaces. Urban For. Urban Green. 2018, 36, 22–33. [CrossRef]

42. Zhang, R.; Sun, F.; Shen, Y.; Peng, S.; Che, Y. Accessibility of Urban Park Benefits with Different Spatial Coverage: Spatial and
Social Inequity. Appl. Geogr. 2021, 135, 102555. [CrossRef]

43. Ye, C.; Hu, L.; Li, M. Urban Green Space Accessibility Changes in a High-Density City: A Case Study of Macau from 2010 to 2015.
J. Transp. Geogr. 2018, 66, 106–115. [CrossRef]

44. Rupprecht, C.D.D.; Byrne, J.A. Informal Urban Green Space as Anti-Gentrification Strategy? In Just Green Enough: Urban
Development and Environmental Gentrification; Routledge: London, UK, 2017; pp. 209–226.

45. European Environment Agency (EEA). Environmental Justice, Environmental Hazards and the Vulnerable in European Society; European
Environment Agency (EEA): Copenhagen, Denmark, 2019.

46. Ballester, J.; Quijal-Zamorano, M.; Méndez Turrubiates, R.F.; Pegenaute, F.; Herrmann, F.R.; Robine, J.M.; Basagaña, X.; Tonne, C.;
Antó, J.M.; Achebak, H. Heat-Related Mortality in Europe during the Summer of 2022. Nat. Med. 2023, 29, 1857–1866. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

47. Forestami Forestami Project Webpage. Available online: https://forestami.org/ (accessed on 27 November 2024).
48. Pastore Maria Chiara Forestami. The Three Million Trees Campain for the Metropolitan City of Milan. In Stefano Boeri Architetti,

Green Obsession. Trees Toward Cities Humans Toward Forests; Actar Publishers: New York, NY, USA, 2022.
49. Biernacka, M.; Kronenberg, J. Urban green space availability, accessibility and attractiveness, and the delivery of ecosystem

services. Cities Environ. (CATE) 2019, 12, 5.
50. Nielsen, H.; Bronwen Player, K.M. Urban Green Spaces and Health; World Health Organization Regional Office for Europe:

Copenhagen, Denmark, 2009.
51. WHO. Green and New Evidence and Perspectives for Action Blue Spaces and Mental Health; WHO: Geneva, Switzerland, 2021;

ISBN 9789289055666.
52. Konijnendijk, C.C. Evidence-Based Guidelines for Greener, Healthier, More Resilient Neighbourhoods: Introducing the 3–30–300

Rule. J. For. Res. 2023, 34, 821–830. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
53. Sikorska, D.; Łaszkiewicz, E.; Krauze, K.; Sikorski, P. The Role of Informal Green Spaces in Reducing Inequalities in Urban Green

Space Availability to Children and Seniors. Environ. Sci. Policy 2020, 108, 144–154. [CrossRef]
54. Comber, A.; Brunsdon, C.; Green, E. Using a GIS-Based Network Analysis to Determine Urban Greenspace Accessibility for

Different Ethnic and Religious Groups. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2008, 86, 103–114. [CrossRef]
55. Shyshchenko, P.; Havrylenko, O.; Tsyhanok, Y. Accessibility of Green Spaces in the Conditions of a Compact City: Case Study of

Kyiv. Visnyk V. N. Karazin Kharkiv Natl. Univ. Ser. Geol. Geogr. Ecol. 2021, 55, 245–256. [CrossRef]
56. Rambhia, M.; Volk, R.; Rismanchi, B.; Winter, S.; Schultmann, F. Prioritising Urban Green Spaces Using Accessibility and Quality

as Criteria. IOP Conf. Ser. Earth Environ. Sci. 2022, 1101, 022043. [CrossRef]
57. European Environment Agency. Urban Atlas Land Cover/Land Use 2018 (Vector), Europe, 6-Yearly, Jul. 2021. Available online:

https://sdi.eea.europa.eu/catalogue/copernicus/api/records/fb4dffa1-6ceb-4cc0-8372-1ed354c285e6?language=all (accessed
on 6 October 2024).

58. WHO. Health Indicators of Sustainable Cities; OECD: Paris, France, 2012.
59. Morris, J.M.; Dumble, P.L.; Wigan, M.R. Accessibility Indicators for Transport Planning. Transp. Res. Part A Gen. 1979, 13, 91–109.

[CrossRef]
60. Chen, Y.; Yue, W.; La Rosa, D. Which Communities Have Better Accessibility to Green Space? An Investigation into Environmental

Inequality Using Big Data. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2020, 204, 103919. [CrossRef]
61. Xue, K.; Yu, K.; Zhang, H. Accessibility Analysis and Optimization Strategy of Urban Green Space in Qingdao City Center, China.

Ecol. Indic. 2023, 156, 111087. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2021.110922
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33639147
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2020.116393
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0016-7398.2004.00117.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdq068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2021.127029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2018.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2021.102555
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-023-02419-z
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37429922
https://forestami.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11676-022-01523-z
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36042873
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2008.01.002
https://doi.org/10.26565/2410-7360-2021-55-18
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/1101/2/022043
https://sdi.eea.europa.eu/catalogue/copernicus/api/records/fb4dffa1-6ceb-4cc0-8372-1ed354c285e6?language=all
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-2607(79)90012-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2020.103919
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2023.111087


Land 2025, 14, 97 18 of 18

62. Wang, S.; Wang, M.; Liu, Y. Access to Urban Parks: Comparing Spatial Accessibility Measures Using Three GIS-Based Approaches.
Comput. Environ. Urban Syst. 2021, 90, 101713. [CrossRef]

63. Li, L.; Du, Q.; Ren, F.; Ma, X. Assessing Spatial Accessibility to Hierarchical Urban Parks by Multi-Types of Travel Distance in
Shenzhen, China. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 1038. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. Hassan, Y.N.; Ali, Z.F.; Üsztöke, L.; Jombach, S. A Comparative Assessment of UGS Changes and Accessibility Using Per Capita
Metrics: A Case Study of Budapest and Vienna. J. Digit. Landsc. Archit. 2024, 2024, 723–734. [CrossRef]

65. Zepp, H.; Groß, L.; Inostroza, L. And the Winner Is? Comparing Urban Green Space Provision and Accessibility in Eight European
Metropolitan Areas Using a Spatially Explicit Approach. Urban For. Urban Green. 2020, 49, 126603. [CrossRef]

66. Hunter, R.F.; Cleland, C.; Cleary, A.; Droomers, M.; Wheeler, B.W.; Sinnett, D.; Nieuwenhuijsen, M.J.; Braubach, M. Environmental,
Health, Wellbeing, Social and Equity Effects of Urban Green Space Interventions: A Meta-Narrative Evidence Synthesis. Environ.
Int. 2019, 130, 104923. [CrossRef]

67. Fainstein, S.S. The Just City. Int. J. Urban Sci. 2014, 18, 1–18. [CrossRef]
68. Sharifi, F. Just Green Cities? Equity, Urban Green Space and Subjective Well-Being. Ph.D. Thesis, Swinburne University of

Technology, Melbourne, Australia, 2022.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compenvurbsys.2021.101713
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16061038
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30909421
https://doi.org/10.14627/537752067
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126603
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2019.104923
https://doi.org/10.1080/12265934.2013.834643

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Context of the Case Study 
	Selection Criteria 
	Classification of UGSs 
	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	State of the Art of UGSs’ Accessibility Measurement 
	Consideration of the MMA Accessibility 
	Relevant Elements and Limitations in Measuring Accessibility 

	Conclusions 
	References

