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Green space issues in a comparative perspective: Berlin, Dublin, 

Marseille and Turin 
 

1. Introduction 

In recent years, urban green space has been the subject of various comparative pan-European studies. The 

main aim of this report is to provide comparative material for the 2011 and 2012 KatuMetro funded analysis 

of green space in the Helsinki metropolitan area. This report follows on from Richard Robinson’s 2011 

comparative report1. 

 

The structure of this report will follow the main themes of the 2012 project: namely, the classification of 

green space, the green space of private domestic gardens and the use and opinions of green space by 

immigrants. In each section the approach, results, conclusions and arguments of relevant green space studies 

in each city will be presented. In addition, the conclusions of the report form a comment on what evidence 

there is of a European wide green space movement.  

 

The information presented within this report was collected via direct contact with researchers and city 

officials in each city, and through indirect methods, including web and research database keyword searches, 

and from the reference lists of relevant articles. 

  

                                                
1 R. Robinson, “Green Space Issues in a Comparative Perspective”, KatuMetro 2011 Project Report, 14.12.11 
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2.1 The definition, amount and classification of urban green space 

A number of definitions of urban green space have been presented in the literature. Common themes are that 

the spaces are primarily open, vegetated and permeable. 

 

The Urge Team (2004)2 gave the following definition:  

“public and private open spaces in urban areas primarily covered by vegetation, which are 

directly (e.g. active or passive recreation) or indirectly (positive influence on urban 

environment) available for the users” 

 

One point of note here is that private green space has been included, which is rather unusual amongst 

municipal definitions, who often focus on the green space they maintain.  

 

Meanwhile, James et al. 20093 presented Swanwick et al.’s 20034 definition whereby green space and grey 

space comprise open space, another term that is quite commonly used in the literature and in city 

documents. 

 

In their introduction, Kabisch and Haase (2012)5 generally defined urban green space as “any vegetation 

found in the urban environment- including parks, open spaces, residential gardens, or street trees” (p. 1). 

Meanwhile, in their analysis of green space in 202 European cities, they utilised the “green urban areas” 

land cover class of the CORINE land cover dataset, which includes vegetated areas greater than 25ha within 

the urban environment. This included parks, cemeteries and city gardens, but not sports and leisure facilities. 

This highlights that practicality is important in the measurement of green space. 

 

In another pan-European study of urban green space, Fuller and Gaston 6 used the UMZ green urban areas 

land use classification, which has a resolution of 25m2. Green space was not defined in the study. 

 

Unfortunately, no universal definition of urban green space exists.  In their comparative analysis of 23 

European cities, Baycan-Levent et al.7 report that the classification differs by country and unfortunately 

                                                
2 URGE Team, Making greener cities- a practical guide, UFZ Centre for Environmental Research, Leipzig, Halle, Germany, 2004. 
3 P James et al, “Towards an integrated understanding of green space in the European built environment”, Urban Forestry and Urban Greening 

8, 2009, 65-75. 
4 Swanwick et al., “”Nature, role and value of green spaces in towns and cities: an overview”, Built Environment 29 (2), 2003, 94-106. 
5 N. Kabisch and D. Haase, “Green spaces of European cities revisited for 1990-2006”, Landscape and Urban Planning, 2012. 
6 R. Fuller and K. Gaston, “The scaling of green space coverage in European cities”, biology letters 5, 2009, 352-355. 
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public information available for each city is often limited and fragmented. Municipal authorities were 

contacted and asked to confirm information regarding green space in their cities. The definition given by the 

authors was “gardens, urban parks, quarter parks, historical gardens, green squares and plazas, green 

playgrounds and other city-specific green spaces”. All four of the comparison cities, and Helsinki, were 

included in their study. The results are presented in Table 1 and are discussed fully in the following sections, 

by city. 

 
Table 1: The amount of green space* in the four comparison cities.  

City Area (km2) 
Population 
(million) 

Green space % of 
city areah 

Green space % of city 
area (other sources) 

Proportion per 
1,000 (m2)h 

Change in total area 
of green space in the 
last 10 yearsh  

Berlin city 892a 3.5e 14.3 
32.6 (Green space + city 
forests)a 37,786  Increase 

Dublin urban area 453b 1.1b 16.4 23.6g 40,000  No change 

Marseille city 211c 0.9f 39.3 40.6c 118,225  Increase 

Turin city 130d 0.9d 13.5 14.6d 19,444  Decrease 
a Öffentliche grünflächen in Berlin, 2011, Senate Department for Urban 
Development 
b Demographia World Urban Areas, 2012 
c Marseille land use plan, 2000 
d City of Turin 

e Amt fur Statistik Berlin-Brandenburg, 2011 
f INSEE, 2009 
g Brennan et al., 2009 
h Baycan-Levent et al., 2009           
 

Berlin 
Isolation during the cold war made the green space in Berlin exceptionally well-studied and appreciated 8, 

and so there is rather a lot of information available of green space in Berlin. There is, however, some 

confusion about the amount of green space present in Berlin. In Baycan-Levent et al.’s review of green 

space in multiple European cities, only 14.3% was declared by Berlin Senate Department for Urban 

Development and the Environment, the authority responsible for development and green space provisioning. 

However, looking at the information declared by Berlin Senate in their publically available document 

Öffentliche Grünflächen in Berlin,9  [public green space in Berlin] and in their 2009 master plan, ‘green 

                                                                                                                                                                         
7 T. Baycan-Levent et al., “A multi-criteria evaluation of green space in European cities”, European Urban and Regional Studies 16(2), 2009, 

193-213. 
8 J. Lachmund, ”The Making of an Urban Ecology: Biological Expertise and Wildlife Preservation in West Berlin”, in D. Brantz and S. 

Dümpelmann (eds.) Greening the City, urban landscapes in the Twentieth Century, University of Virginia Press, Charlottesville, 204-227, 2011. 
9 Öffentliche Grünflächen in Berlin, Senatsverwaltung für Stadtentwicklung und Umwelt Berlin, Referat Freiraumplanung und Stadtgrün, 2011. 
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space’ is one dimension of ‘open space’, along with forests and agricultural land. It seems that forests were 

not declared as part of green space in the Baycan-Levent review, when other cities will likely have included 

forests, I believe this is also why Helsinki’s figure appears so low in comparison. Berlin has a very large 

reserve of forested land (16,309 ha / 18.3% of total area), and so depending on the definition applied, Berlin 

has either 14.3% or 32.6% green space, and so either the second or third amount of green space. With 

regards to the dominant typologies of green space, traditional parks make up only 2% of Berlin’s green 

space, recreational areas and allotments both comprise 3%, while forests make up 18% of Berlin’s area. The 

senate has admitted that there is a shortfall of approximately 210 ha of near-residential green space, and a 

lack of maintenance 10suggesting that the senate feel that a more even coverage of green space would be 

ideal.  

 

 
Figure 1: Berlin’s green space, Source: Senate Department for Urban Development Berlin, op.cit. 

 

With regards to green space definition development policies, green space is extremely well defined in the 

official zoning plan (Flächennutzungsplan).11 The major cumulative classifications of open spaces in the 

official zoning plan in Berlin are green and recreation areas, public green spaces (parks, allotments, 

cemeteries, sports fields etc.), forests, agricultural land and water. 

 

                                                
10 M. Rosol, “Community Volunteering as Neoliberal Strategy? Green Space Production in Berlin,”, Antipode,  44 No (1),  2012, 239–257. 
11 Berlin Land Use Plan, Senate Department for Urban Development, Berlin, November 2009.   
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Because city officials have been historically well informed by urban ecologists, e.g. Herbert Sukopp’s 

extensive biotope mapping survey, land use plans and development policies have thus included many 

ecological principles and the value of much of the city’s green space is well known, e.g. the 1994 

management plan following reunification was heavily influenced by the biotope mapping. A renowned 

mechanism at use in Berlin for protecting green space is the biotope area factor, the ratio of areas “that have 

a positive effect on an ecosystem…or develop the biotope”.12 The mechanism aims to safeguard vegetation 

during development in the city, as a certain amount of green space must be left during development.13 There 

is discussion in the literature, however, that after a bright start, land use plans and urban development 

policies in Berlin are becoming increasingly conventional14 and directed towards business development 
15Despite this, the total area of green space has increased in the last 10 years16 

  

Dublin 
According to the Baycan-Levent review, Dublin has the second largest amount of greenspace of the four 

cities included here, with 16.4% of the city area, although I am not clear whether this is the Dublin City 

area, or the Dublin region. However, this figure could be improved, since Brennan17 revealed that using the 

MOLAND dataset, rather than CORINE, the green space in the Dublin region might actually be 24% for 

(2006), which is, however, slightly less than Berlin’s forest-improved green space figure of 33%. Such 

differences in green space figures highlights the difficulty of comparing city green space. A further 

confusion is that Dublin’s private domestic gardens are thought to cover 25% of the city area alone 18, 

however a comparison with other cities is not possible since figures of private domestic gardens are 

otherwise not available. This does highlight the fact that private domestic gardens are not considered urban 

green space by any of the cities. 

 

                                                
12 Landschaft Planen & Baunem, “The Biotope Area Factor as an Ecological Parameter, Expert Report”, 1990, p.2. 
13 S. Kopetzki, “Berlin: The Biotope Area Factor” in A. Kazmierczak and J. Carter (ed.) Adaptation to climate change using green and blue 

infrastructure. A database of case studies. The University of Manchester, 2010. 
14 Lachmund, op. cit. 
15 M. Rosol, “M. Rosol, “Public Participation in Post-Fordist Urban Green Space Governance: The Case of Community Gardens in Berlin”, 

International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 34.3, 2010, 548–63. 2010 
16 Baycan-Levent, op. cit. 
17 M. Brennan, “Changes in Dublin's Green space during the Celtic Tiger years”, Workshop on green space and the city, Tvärminne Research 

Station, Finland, November 2012. 
18 Dublin City Council, “Dublin City Biodiversity Action Plan 2008-2012”, 2008. 
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Figure 2: Dublin’s green space, Source: Brennan, 2009, op.cit. 

 

The Dublin region is made up of four independently administered counties- Dublin City, South Dublin, Dún 

Laoghaire–Rathdown and Fingal. Each county reports green space separately for the parks they maintain, 

however, public information available for each city is rather limited and fragmented. Dún Laoghaire–

Rathdown seems to be the only Dublin county that clearly breaks down green space with areas, with the 

majority of ‘parks and open spaces’, (their term for green space) green spaces as parks (551 ha) and amenity 

open space (205 ha)19. Much of the green space in Dublin is in the form of traditional parks, many 

originating from the city absorbing spent private estates.20 The Baycan-Levent et al. paper reports that the 

total area of green space has not changed for the last 10 years. Although Michael Brennan et al.21 

demonstrated that green space was actually lost in the centre and gained at the perimeter. 

 

A clear publically available definition or amount of public green space is not available from Dublin City 

council. However, Dublin City’s development plan 2011-201722 defines the green structure network as 

parks, gardens, institutional grounds, allotments, community gardens, green corridors, natural and semi-

natural areas, historical sites, functional spaces and green building and sealed surfaces incorporating green 

initiatives. Maryann Harris, Dublin City Council clarified that green space is the “total area of zoned public 

                                                
19 L Moore, “Map 1: Open Space by Typology”, DLRCC Open Space Strategy, 2010 
20 C. Bullock ”Choice Experiments/Conjoint Analysis, 5.1 Application of Choice Experiments to Green Space In Dublin - An Economic 

Perspective”, Greenspace Final Report, 2005, 27-31. 
21 M. Brennan, D. McInerney, T. Hochstrasser and T. Hayden ”Where have all the parks gone? Changes in Dublin’s green space between 1990 

& 2006,” Urban Institute Ireland Working Paper Series 09/02, 2009, 1-8. 
22 Dublin City’s development plan 2011-2017 
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parks and open spaces in the city development plan”.23 Similarly, Michael Hannon, South Dublin Council, 

made reference to the green infrastructure and that it includes “green areas, rivers, streams, forests, 

woodlands etc.”24 Dún Laoghaire–Rathdown County Council does provide more publically available 

information on green space, or parks and open space, which is their preferred term. Parks and open space are 

comprised of amenity open space, cemeteries and burial grounds, parks, and civic open spaces.25 One point 

of note is the use of the term open space, particularly amenity open space, by the Dublin counties suggests 

that the space may be sealed / impervious and in the form of a square or plaza. This is slightly at odds with 

the definitions listed earlier which advocate that green and open space ought really to be vegetated. 

 

Four development plans regulate the greater Dublin area. Craig Bullock 26 reported that during the Celtic 

tiger years, a property boom caused expansion and sprawl as Dubliners sought affordable housing. It was 

suggested that a more sustainable plan would have been to develop the homogenous and featureless spaces 

that provide little public benefit rather than expand the city over the presumably natural, green space at the 

city perimeter. As for green space protection mechanisms, a 10% “open space” rule has been applied in the 

past for housing developments; meanwhile, more recently the percentage has increased to 10-20% “open 

space”27 Note that this is open space and not only green space. The Dublin City development plan 2011-

2017 includes a chapter on greening the city. Various council policies and objectives are listed. Some 

notable points are that linear parks are to be developed so as to improve ecological connectivity, 

developments close to riparian areas are permitted depending on the design, and that developments should 

include sufficient public open space, although it is not clarified how this mechanism works in practice. 

 

Dublin was a reference city in the 2005 GREENSPACE project, co-ordinated by University College Dublin 

along with a number of other European research institutes. The project aimed to analyse the use of green 

space and whether green space meets the needs of locals in each city. 28 

 

                                                
23 Personal communication with Maryann Harris, Dublin City Council Biodiversity Officer, Dublin City Council, October 2012. 
24 Personal communication with Michael Hannon, South Dublin Senior Executive Parks Superintendent, November 2012. 
25 Dún Laoghaire–Rathdown County Council 
26 Bullock, op. cit. 
27 Michael Brennan (2012) Changes in Dublin's Green space during the Celtic Tiger years Workshop on green space and the city, Tvärminne 

Research Station, Finland 
28 C. Bullock ”Introduction to the Greenspace Project”, Greenspace Final Report, 2005, 5-8. 
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Marseille 
Marseille, France’s second largest municipal area, has a wealth of green space, espace verts, and also blue 

(sea) and white (rocks) spaces; in fact it topped Baycan-Levent et al.’s29 evaluation of green space in 23 

major European cities. The calanques and garrigue scrub are notable as vast natural areas (espaces naturels).  

However, these figures perhaps disguise the fact that Marseille has a high core urban density, and has been 

described as a grey city surrounded by a green city 30 and a metropolis inserted into a natural case (“une 

métropole insérée dans un écrin naturel)”31. There is little information regarding trends in green space since 

1990, but green space in the urban centre has been impacted by fast social upheaval and “chaotic 

consumption of land” since world war II32. The total area of green space has increased over the last 10 

years.33 The 2000 land use plan34 suggests that Marseille had 30.8% green space, which doesn’t seem to 

including watersides, and in 2009 the reported figure was 39.3% (Baycan-Levent et al., 2009). Development 

and green space is maintained by Communauté Urbaine Marseille Provence Métropole, an alliance of a 

number of communes.  

 
Figure 3: The surface % of green space in Marseille, by city sector. From Martin, op.cit. 

 

Without reading French myself, or translating the 554 page land use plan (plan local d’urbanisme), it is 

difficult to comment on how green space is defined in Marseille. There does, however, seem to be a degree 

of separation between green spaces (espace verts) and natural spaces (espace naturels), perhaps in a similar 

                                                
29 Baycan-Levent, op. cit. 
30 A.C. Werquin (2001) Contrasting green clothes within Marseilles city, http://www.greenstructureplanning.eu/COSTC11 
31 Sandrine Glatron, Étienne Grésillon et Nathalie Blanc “Les trames vertes pour les citadins: une appropriation contrastée á Marseille, Paris, 

Strasbourg”, Développment durable & territoires 3 (2), 2012.   
32 Werquin (2005), ibid. 
33 Baycan-Levent, op. cit. 
34 Marseille Land Use Plan, 2000 
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way to how green space and open space are distinguished in Berlin. The 2000 development plan has 

undergone some revisions, and a revision is forthcoming. Some facts about green space are presented on the 

Marseille.fr website35 (e.g. 640ha of parks, gardens, cemeteries, squares) but there seems to be no clear 

definition of green space typologies, and figures of various areas are fragmented.  

 

Yann Saint Martin 36reviewed public green spaces in Marseille during the 19th and 20th centuries. 

Unfortunately, since it looks very applicable to our study, the article is only available in French. However, a 

basic translation suggests that green space in Marseille includes gardens, squares, public parks, cemeteries 

and miscellaneous spaces such as road verges and flowerbeds. Interestingly a definition “points verts” is 

included, which appears to be the green space specifically managed by the local authority. The article goes 

on to report that green space per capita was the lowest in the 1960s. Following the establishment of DEEV 

(direction de l’ecologie et des espaces verts) more green spaces were created, mainly through the Prado 

beach park. There are however, inequalities of the distribution of green space, with deficits in central and 

north-eastern areas, where the port has been the focus of developments, and parks and gardens neglected. In 

the northern sector, green space is not a planning priority, and only 82ha of parks and gardens exist, or 

3.1m2 per capita. This could be explained by the fact that development Marseille is complicated and 

ultimately limited by natural ramparts, i.e. the sea and the mountains, and so development must be 

concentrated in the central and northern areas. Meanwhile, in the southern sector, there are 180ha of green 

space, in a similar sized area, and 3.1m2 per capita. 

 

Ann-Carrol Werquin37,38 reviewed green space and development in her papers which were included in the 

COST 11 working group. Some of her main points include: (1) in the 30s architects were keen to lower 

density in the core and green the city, however, such designs were not entirely ratified. More recent 

development plans have aimed to increase development through densification, while much of the green 

space is seen as developable; (2) since the 1993 landscape plan, attempts to protect a network of green-

space-rich bastides (country mansions) are on-going; (3) the protection of the natural spaces looks set to be a 

thorny issue, since the city is keen to expand, so as to house the growing middle-classes, in fact Ann-Carroll 

Werquin levelled strong criticism at the municipality for not even wanting to discuss the future or value of 

                                                
35  Marseille.fr , “Les parcs et jardins”, http://www.marseille.fr/sitevdm/environnement/espaces-verts, 2012 
36 Y.S. Martin ”Les espaaces verts publics á Marseille: bilan d’une politique pour un meilleur environnement urbain”, Méditerranée, 2(3), 1998. 
37 A.C. Werquin, “Protecting Mediterranean urban forms in Marseilles, France”, COST Action C11 Greenstructure and urban planning  final 

report, COST Office, 2005, 359-364. 
38 A.C. Werquin, “Leisure activities  and natural spaces (Marseilles)”,  COST Action C11 Greenstructure and urban planning  final report, 

COST Office, 2005, 256-258. 
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green spaces in the most recent development plan (2000) and lack of instruments to protect green structures. 

One particular problem the city has is that green space is seen as difficult to manage, and that un-maintained 

green space is an affliction on the local area. A language barrier has likely prevented me from finding more 

information on Marseille’s classification and definition of green space. 

 

Jean Nöel Consalés39 reviews the local application of a national greening policy to Marseille. The article is 

in French, and so a full review was not possible for me. However, there does seem to be a definition of 

green space, or “d’Espaces á Caractére Naturel (ECN)”- which is all undeveloped urban elements of natural  

and vegetated cover, including wastelands. Consalés points out that green space is most dense at the city 

edge, while green space in central areas is mainly just trees and traditional parks. 

 

Turin 
Turin has less green space than the other comparison cities, based on both area and per inhabitant 

measurements. 13.5% of the city area was declared in the Baycan-Levent review40, whilst in 2011 14.6%  

was declared by the city 41, an increase of 4.4% since 199942, so the trend is of an increase. The rainy 

climate, topography and history have shaped the green space present in Turin, with green space available in 

the form of riversides, forested hills and estate land, along with the traditional European public parks and 

gardens. Le Corbuser declared Turin “the city with the most beautiful natural position43. The biggest areas 

of green space include parks and gardens (1,240 ha) and wooded areas (790 ha)44. However, despite the 

pleasant position, as concluded by Fulvia Grandizio45, in her review of green space and recreation in Turin, 

development of public green space in Turin has generally been slow and difficult and for much of the 

twentieth century green space was often given a low priority. Other points she makes about green space in 

Turin are as follows: (1) green space has primarily been seen as land that was either left over after 

development or not suitable for development; (2) significant industrial growth damaged green space; (3) 

                                                
39 Jean Nöel Consalés, Marie Goiffon et Carole Barthélémy “Entre aménagement du paysage et ménagement de la nature à Marseille: la trame 

verte à l’épreuve du local”, Développement durable et territoires, 3 (2), 2012 
40 Baycan-Levent, op. cit. 
41 Verde Pubblico, I numeri del verde a Torino (al 31.12.2011), City of Turin, 2012 
42 M. Mirabile, La Natura in cittá: il verde urbano e a biodiversita (Nature in the city: urban green space and biodiversity). 
43 Commune Torino, 2012, Cultura Italia, 2012 
44 The numbers of green, City of Turin, 2011 
45 F.Gradizio, “Green Space and Sport in Italian Cities in the Twentieth Century: the example of Turin”, in P. Clark, M. Niemi & J Niemelä 

(eds.) Sport, Rercreation and Green Space in the European City, Studia Fennica, Helsinki, 90-109, 2009. 



Andrew Taylor  Final report 
University of Helsinki  Helsinki 15.01.13  
 

11 
 

however, since the 70s there have been considerable efforts to improve the quality of green space, especially 

through restoration efforts focused on the river networks, and through brownfield site renovations. 46 

 

 
Figure 4 Turin’s green space. Source: “Torino: spazi aperti tra progetti e realtá di adalgisa rubino”, Macramé 

1, 2007, 79-87. (author unattributed.) 

 

Citta’ Di Torino (the City of Turin) is responsible for development and green space provisioning. It seems 

no formal definition exists on the City of Turin green space public information section or seems to exist in 

the regulation of public and private green spaces (N.317) document47, which is not available in English. The 

definition is instead implied through a list of green space types, including: small gardens, school gardens, 

neighbourhood gardens, gardens and parks, large natural parks, river banks, tree and shrub patches, 

meadows and fields, forests and cemeteries. The city website also includes playgrounds and sports fields and 

the areas of certain types are provided, e.g. parks and gardens, municipal forests, however, not all areas are 

given.48 City regulation (N.317) regulates public and private green spaces. There is a recognition that urban 

green space provides micro-climate, environmental and social services, and so improves urban quality. I 

have not been able to read or translate the city development plan, but Ostellino49 comments that the city’s 

ambitious aims to increase the amount of green space through the Corona Verde (Green Crown) project, 

where a green infrastructure based on the cities fluvial network, is being implemented and incorporated into 

the development plan. Other city-wide greening projects include Turin city of waters, and the green ring.50 

 

                                                
46 Email communication with C.Cassatella, Dipartimento Interateneo Territorio del Politecnico e dell’Università di Torino, August 2012. 
47 Regolamento Del Verde Pubblico E Privato Della Citta' Di Torino N.317, Citta' Di Torino, 2009.  
48 Verde Pubblico, Aree verdi comunali - distribuzione per famiglie (2011), City of Turin, 2012 
49 I. Ostellino, “Management plan for the valorisation of landscape and fruition in the “Po dei Laghi” area” in C.Cassatella and F. Bagliani (eds.) 

Enjoy the Landscape, Celid, Turin, 2012, 81-84.  
50 Turin Green Capital Award 2014 Application, City of Turin, 2012 
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M. Mirabile51 reviewed urban green space in 24 Italian cities. Turin was the greenest Italian city under 

study, and it’s 14.3% of green space was much above the studies average of 5%. The author acknowledged 

the difficulty in comparing urban green space in multiple cities since the monitoring and definition of green 

space varies. 

 

 

 

 

                                                
51 M. Mirabile “La Natura in Città: il verde urbano e la Biodiversita”, Agenzia per la protezione 
dell’ambiente e per i servizi tecnici,  505-522, undated 
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2.2 Green space and private domestic gardens (area, values, infilling, 

protection mechanisms) 

 

According to Pauleit 52 information on private green space is usually not available, even though it can be 

larger than public green space. One problem with private green spaces, particularly private domestic 

gardens, is that the spaces are small, making delineation technically difficult or time consuming. For 

example, pan-European land use classification datasets such as CORINE cannot generally be used here since 

the minimum mapping unit is 25ha53, 54. It seems that no cities include private domestic gardens in their 

definition of urban green space. 

 

Berlin 
The Senate Department for Urban Development in Berlin have confirmed that areas of private domestic 

gardens are not available55. In the literature there are, of course, biological surveys of residential areas, for 

example, Maurer et al.56 and Zerbe et al.57 surveyed the biological diversity of shared residential areas in 

Berlin, plus parks and urban wastelands. High species diversity was found in the residential areas, but there 

was no mention of infilling. There does seem to be a thriving allotment and community garden scene in 

Berlin. Community gardens are different to allotments in that they are more public and have the benefit of 

providing contact between German and immigrants, with intercultural gardens even created.58 

 

Dublin 
Dublin city council’s biodiversity action plan59 approximates that 25% of the city area is private domestic 

garden, which, if all green space, would immensely increase Dublin’s city official green space figure. 

                                                
52 Pauleit, “Perspectives on urban greenspace in Europe”, Built Environment 29 (2), 2003, 89-93. 
53 Kabisch and Haase, op. cit. 
54 M. Brennan, D. McInerney, T. Hochstrasser and T. Hayden ”Where have all the parks gone? Changes in Dublin’s green space between 1990 

& 2006,” Urban Institute Ireland Working Paper Series 09/02, 2009, 1-8. 
55 Email communication with B. Wimmer, Berlin Senate Department for Urban Development, August 2012 
56 Maurer et al., “The  flora of selected urban land-use types in Berlin and Potsdam with regard to nature conservation in cities”, Landscape and 

Urban Planning 46, 2000, 209-215. 
57 S. Zerbe, U. Maurer, S. Schmitz, H. Sukopp, “Biodiversity in Berlin and its potential for nature conservation” Landscape and Urban Planning 

62, 2003, 139–148. 
58 M. Rosol, 2010, op. cit. 
59 59 Dublin City Council, “Dublin City Biodiversity Action Plan 2008-2012”, 2008. 
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Gardens are recognised as contributing to habitat connectivity and biodiversity. Residents are thus 

encouraged to connect gardens and keep them natural. The council has a number of strategies aimed at 

improving biodiversity in private gardens, but little mention of safeguarding green spaces during 

development.  

 

The biodiversity action plan for Ballymun60, a sub county of Dublin City, provides further recognition of the 

value of private domestic gardens. In addition, Ballymun has mapped its land use and classified land uses 

including houses and gardens, which was the largest land use in the area. However, houses and gardens were 

not separated and only data from 2007 was assessed. 

 

In Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County, it is not possible to get figures for private domestic gardens. Gardens 

are zoned with houses as residential land, and thus the area cannot be separated from general residential 

land61. Likewise in South Dublin, there are no figures for private domestic gardens.62 

 

Michael Brennan et al.63 acknowledge that private gardens are likely the most important small scale urban 

green space, however, it is currently extremely difficult to obtain or calculate data. There are also, therefore, 

no data available for trends in infilling of private domestic gardens. This would have to be calculated 

manually from aerial photos.  

 

Marseille and Turin 
Very little information is available for private domestic gardens in Turin and Marseille.  

 

The agence d’urbanisme de l’agglomération Marseillaise does not hold information on the area or 

proportion of private domestic gardens, although they are of the opinion that the ecological quality of private 

green spaces is greater at the city periphery, closer to the natural spaces64. Meanwhile, I corresponded with 

Ann Carroll Werquin, who contributed material on Marseille green space to the COST 11 action group. 

Although no facts are available, in Ann Carroll’s opinion the climate in Marseille has, historically, made 

tending a garden a reserve of the upper classes and so it is not a common custom to maintain a green garden 

                                                
60 M Tubridy and Associates, “Biodiversity action plan for Ballymun”,  Ballymun Regeneration Ltd / Dublin City Council, 2008 
61 Email communication with C. Fulcher, Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council, November 2012,  
62 Email communication with M. Hannon, South Dublin County Council, November 2012. 
63 M. Brennan, D. McInerney, T. Hochstrasser and T. Hayden, op. cit. 
64 Email communication, H. Thedy, AGAM, 2012. 
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in Marseille, with gardens being often small, sealed and ultimately rare65. Jean Nöel Consalés66,67 concludes 

that private domestic gardens are most prevalent at the foothills of the natural areas at the city edge, and that 

allotments were eroded by urbanisation in the post world war two period, but more recently there has been a 

surge in popularity, although they remain threatened by urban erosion. 

 

I have not found any information regarding private domestic gardens in Turin. In Claudia Cassatella’s 

opinion68 there are few private domestic gardens, due to there being few detached houses, and much private 

open space is in the form of sealed courtyards. 

2.3 The use, non-use, perceptions and opinions of green space by immigrants 

Berlin  
13.2% of Berlin’s population are immigrants69. In addition there are a substantial number of second-

generation migrants -12.1%70. First, second and third generation Turkish immigrants are a well known 

group. Annika Hinze71 describes how Turkish immigrants have developed, initially from simply 

“foreigners” in public discourse, to “immigrant citizens” in her doctoral thesis “space and the city, identity, 

integration, and Turkish immigrant women in Berlin”. Unfortunately for this study, green space is not 

tackled. 

 

Perhaps the large number of immigrants explains the number of studies which consider immigrant use and 

perceptions of green space. An extensive public survey was undertaken in three districts in Berlin72, so as to 

gauge opinions and inform the planning process of Park auf dem Gleisdreieck, which later opened in 2011. 

The survey sample included 14% foreign respondents and 5% naturalised respondents, in addition two of the 

focus groups were for foreign men and women. The survey aimed to profile respondents’ previous use of 

                                                
65 A.C. Werquin, “Leisure activities and natural spaces (Marseilles)”, COST Action C11 Greenstructure and urban planning  final report, COST 

Office, 2005, 256-258. 
66 Jean-Noël Consales, “Les jardins familiaux de Marseille, Gênes et Barcelone”, Rives nord-méditerranéennes, 15, 2003. 
67Jean Noël Consalès, Marie Goiffon et Carole Barthélémy, “Entre aménagement du paysage et ménagement de la nature à Marseille: la trame 

verte à l’épreuve du local”,Développement durable et territoires, 3(2), 2012. 
68 Email communication with C.Cassatella, Dipartimento Interateneo Territorio del Politecnico e dell’Università di Torino, August 2012. 
68 Regolamento Del Verde Pubblico E Privato Della Citta' Di Torino N.317, Citta' Di Torino, 2009. 
69 Die kleine Berlin-Statistik 2011, Amt fur Statistik Berlin-Brandenburg, 2011. 
70 Email communication with Carlo Costabel, Berlin Senate Department for Urban Development, July 2012 
71 A. Hinze, “Space and the city. Identity, Integration, and Turkish Immigrant Women in Berlin,” PhD Thesis: University of Illinois at Chicago, 

2010. 
72 A. Klaphake et al., “Bürgerumfrage zur Vorbereitung des landschaftsplanerischen Ideen- und Realisierungswettbewerbs für den Park am 

Gleisdreieck, Berlin,” Treibhaus, 2005. 
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parks, their desired features and their opinions of potential park types. The opinions of immigrants are 

clearly presented and discussed alongside the opinions of naturalised German nationals and German 

nationals. The results show that barbecuing/grilling was very important to the naturalised immigrants and 

immigrants groups, but not at all important to Germans. Immigrants showed less favour towards the most 

natural park type than the other respondents, but showed stronger support towards the less natural and more 

designed parks. 

 

In another study, Joel Batcheller73 looked at the functions, and public use and opinions of open space in two 

districts in Berlin using interviews, focus groups and SWOT analysis. He highlighted that public spaces 

should be a planning tool to improve multi-cultural co-existence. His study included 25 interviews, 16 with 

German residents and 11 with foreign born residents, along with three focus groups, including some 

Turkish-Berliners. However, there was, unfortunately a lack of analysis regarding the use and opinions that 

immigrants made and had of open space, although the author did admit that there was an under –

representation of Turkish Berliners. One point of note is that a number of Turkish-Berliners only used the 

park in the summer time. 

 

Based on a 2010 survey conducted in the Tempelhof-Park, it appears that immigrants use the public parks 

less than German nationals. In the survey 5.6% of park users were immigrants, yet the residents of Berlin 

include 12.1% immigrants.74 

 

Otherwise, Hoffmann et al.75 highlighted the importance of public opinion in urban green space and sough 

to measure the difference between the preferences of 82 planners and residents. Although immigrants were 

included in the survey, there was not enough to permit separate statistical analysis76. The results showed that 

planners valued naturalness, while the residents preferred traditional urban parks. Also, Marion Jay and 

Ulrich Shraml77  explored the use, perception and integrative potential of urban forests for migrants, but 

unfortunately for this report the study was in Freiburg, Germany and not Berlin. There were some very 

interesting results presented though. 

 

                                                
73 J. Batcheller, “Berlin by Design, Transforming Open Space in a Fractured City”, MSc Thesis: University of California, Irvine, 2009. 
74 Personal correspondence with C. Costabel, Berlin Senate Department for Urban Development 2012. 
75 M. Hoffmann et al., “Perceptions of parks and urban derelict land by landscape planners and residents “, Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 11, 

2012, 303–312. 
76 Personal communication with M. Hoffmann, Technische Universität Dresden, September 2012 
77 M. Jay and U. Schraml “Understanding the role of urban forests for migrants – uses, perception and integrative potential,” Urban Forestry & 

Urban Greening 8, 2009, 283–294. 
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Finally, perhaps explaining the inclusion of immigrants in multiple surveys, the Berlin land use plan78 sees 

green space as a tool to improve intercultural relations. 

 

Dublin 
Immigrants make up 13% of the Dublin population.79 There seems to have been no surveys conducted which 

consider immigrant use or opinions of green space. A number of surveys do consider the citizen opinion and 

use of green space in Dublin, though. 

 

As part of the GREENSPACE project, Laing80 conducted a postal survey in Dublin and other cities to gauge 

public opinion of green space and whether it meets their needs. A few socio-economic classes were 

separated and analyses, but not immigrants. In another chapter of the GREENSPACE project, Craig 

Bullock81 conducted a postal survey in Dublin looking at the value of green space and public perceptions. 

Again, there was no mention or separation of immigrants in the results, but the results showed that facilities 

and distance was important for local parks, and naturalness more important for distant parks. Finally, Dún 

Laoghaire–Rathdown County also conduced a postal survey regarding park use and opinions.82 

Marseille 
Immigrants make up 5.7% of the department of Bouches-du-Rhône83. Due to its history as trading port, 

immigrants have traditionally come from Italy, Armenia, Algeria and other North African states. 84I have 

found no information about immigrants use or perceptions of green space. This could perhaps be due to a 

language barrier.  

 

However, Minayo Nasiali85,86 looked at perceptions of space, class and ethnicity in “immigrant” 

neighbourhoods of Marseille. One interesting point made, which may explain the lack of information found 

                                                
78 Berlin land use plan, op. cit. 
79 Central statistics office Ireland, http://www.cso.ie/en/census/, 2012. 
80 R. Laing, “Use of Green Space”, 19-26, Greenspace Final Report, 2005, 19-26. 
81 C. Bullock ”Choice Experiments/Conjoint Analysis, 5.1 Application of Choice Experiments to Green Space In Dublin - An Economic 
Perspective”, Greenspace Final Report, 2005, 27-31. 
82 Dún Laoghaire–Rathdown County Council, “Chapter 4 Public Consultation”, DLR Open Space Strategy 2012-2015 Final report. 
83 INSEE, 2009, http://www.insee.fr/fr/themes/tableau.asp?reg_id=99&ref_id=t_0405D 
84 L’Aoustet and Griffet, “Sharing Public Space : Youth Experience and Socialization in Marseille's Borely Park”, Space and Culture 7, 2004, 

173-187. 
85 M. Nasiali, “Native to the republic: negotiating citizenship and social welfare in Marseille “immigrant” neighborhoods since 1945”, PhD 

Thesis: University of Michigan, 2010 
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on immigrant perceptions of urban green space, is that “French scholarship stresses that there are no racial 

problems, only social problems”, so perhaps immigrant use and perceptions of green space is tackled along 

with socio-economic issues in France and Marseille. Green space was not specifically mentioned or 

analysed in the study. Jean Nöel Consalés87 mentions in passing that allotments assist in the social 

integration of immigrants, but that immigrants are an under represented user group. In the draft paper 

“Leisure practices in the city region”88, as part of the Cost action group 11 project, Ann-Caroll Werquin and 

Bernard Duhem recount a 1980 survey of leisure activities of middle-class inhabitants. Unfortunately 

immigrants were not included in the survey. Finally, Sandrine Glatron et al.89, used a focus group approach 

in Marseille, Paris and Strasbourg to assess the relationships people have with natural areas, what green 

areas do resident prefer and how does this change by city. While gender, location and degree of 

environmentalism were considered in the results, immigrant opinions were not considered, although 

Nathalie Blanc does acknowledge that the issue is important in Marseille. 90 

 

Turin 
Likewise, I have found no information about immigrant use and perceptions of urban green space. A 

language barrier most likely prevented me from finding any information through searches and no one I 

contacted knew of any studies. Immigrants make up 8.6% of Turin’s population.91   

                                                                                                                                                                         
86 M. Nasiali, “Modernizing the Imperial City: Marseille, France, 1945–62”, American Historical Association, (Conference paper summary, 

http://aha.confex.com/aha/2012/webprogram/Paper9153.html), 2012. 
87 Jean Nöel Consalés, op. cit 
88 Ann-Caroll Werquin and Bernard Duhem, “Draft Paper: Leisure practices in the city region”, 

http://www.greenstructureplanning.eu/COSTC11/Mars/Mars-leis.htm, 2001. 
89 Sandrine Glatron, op. cit. 
90 Personal communication with Nathalie Blanc, 7th December 2012 “re: Green space in Marseille” 
91 “City of Turin”, www.comune.torino.it, undated, accessed July 2012. 
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Conclusions and evidence of a green space movement 

A common definition of green space between the cities is lacking, green space data is generally fragmented, 

city boundaries can cause misperceptions, green space specific planning instruments are weak, perhaps more 

so in Dublin and Turin where the local authorities are not as strong as those in Berlin and Marseille, and 

private domestic gardens are not included in any city’s definition of urban green space; making direct 

comparisons rather challenging. The type and amount of green space varies considerably between different 

urban areas. Furthermore, the area maintained directly by the city authority is often the area declared. Green 

space in Dublin, Marseille and Turin is less well defined than in Berlin. Otherwise, green space seems to be 

connected to a greater city size, as was concluded by Fuller and Gaston92 and Kabisch and Haase93, and 

digital data sets are often too coarse to reveal the full extent of a city’s green space. One cause for optimism 

is that as digital data sets and land use classification become more refined and accurate, it will be easier to 

calculate green space and agree on a common definition. Although the value and potential extent of private 

domestic gardens is widely appreciated, there is a lack of quantitative figures, and most studies focus on the 

ecological importance of gardens, as Richard Robinson found in his 2011 work94. Immigrant perceptions of 

green space is even less studied or discussed, , again as Richard Robinson found in 2011, although there 

were a few studies from Berlin and Germany which provide quantitative data. It is clear that there are a 

growing number of international articles and journals which specifically use and study the term green space. 

So it seems that there certainly is a connected green space movement, particularly in northern Europe. 

However, this movement is unfortunately somewhat disconnected from southern European green space 

research. 

 

 

The findings of this research are an alignment with Richard Robinson’s conclusion that “there is a growing 

appreciation of the fundamental importance of urban green space in European cities”95.  There are a growing 

number of international articles and journals which specifically use and study the term green space, many in 

the journals Urban Forestry and Urban Greening, Landscape and Urban Planning and Built Environment. 

Given the lack of articles published in international journals regarding Marseille and Turin’s green space, 

there does seem to be a northern European bias. 

 

                                                
92 R. Fuller and K. Gaston, op. cit. 
93 N. Kabisch and D. Haase, op.cit. 
94 R. Robinson, “Green Space Issues in a Comparative Perspective”, KatuMetro 2011 Project Report, 14.12.11 
95 R. Robinson, op. cit, p.7. 
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Since urban ecology is a very popular research subject in Berlin, it is not surprising that there are more 

articles concerning green space in Berlin than in the other cities. I also found multiple other green space 

studies which weren’t relevant to our themes. Dublin is next, where biodiversity seems to be particularly 

well studied and other forms of green space research are available. Fewer articles concerning green space in 

international journals are available for Marseille and Turin. Since Marseille was included in the COST 

action C11 working group “Greenstructures and Urban Planning” from 2001-2005, an international green 

space discourse has been absent. Although Marseille has been briefly included in pan-European studies 

which look at green space areas across many cities 96, and there are, of course, a number studies in French 

academic journals. No doubt a language barrier has prevented me from attaining more information. Other 

research which has some relevance to green space, although not our themes, and which has included 

Marseille or France includes: Olivier L’Aoustet and Jean Griffet97 and Johanna Choumert and Julien 

Salanié98. Likewise, Turin has been included in the same pan-European studies, but an international 

discourse is lacking. I also found the fewest studies here, in English or Italian.  

 

It seems that there certainly is a connected green space movement, particularly in northern and western 

Europe. However, this movement is unfortunately somewhat disconnected from southern European green 

space research.  

 

 

                                                
96 see for example, Baycan-Levent, op.cit., N. Kabisch and D. Haase op.cit.,  R. Fuller and K. Gaston and  S. Pauleit et al. “Tree establishment 

practice in towns and cities – Results from a European survey”, Urban Forestry and Urban Greening, 1, 2002.  
97 O. L’Aoustet and J. Griffet, “The Experience of Teenagers at Marseilles’ Skate Park: Emergence and Evaluation of an Urban Sports Site”, 
Cities, 18 (6), 2001, 413–418. 
98 Johanna Choumert  and Julien Salanie, “Provision of urban green spaces: Some insights from economics”, Landscape Research, 33 (3), 2008, 

331 – 345. 


