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			Abstract: The global pandemic of COVID-19, which enforced strict isolation, demonstrated the responsibility of architects and planners for public health promotion. While the concept of therapeutic landscapes is rather new, the quest for designing health-promoting human environment is at least as old as urban planning. The garden suburbs of Ebenezer Howard and Patrick Geddes were planned to promote health and well-being. The ultimate goal of Le Corbusier was to provide daylight and fresh air to each apartment. However, towers in open green space, which were built according to his visions, turned into unfriendly large suburbs. Today, the definition of therapeutic landscapes encompasses not only physical aspects of environment but also social and psychological factors. This study focuses on attempts to create health-promoting places. The interesting question is  what are the architectural features linked to health promotion? Although the individual perception of health-promoting places is subjective and may vary, there are some objective qualities of eco-neighbourhoods that are conducive to human health and longevity. This study combines literature review with field observation and resultes in the development of the conceptual framework which can be consolidated into the universal standards for health-promoting places.
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			1.	Introduction. The concept of therapeutic landscapes

			The concept of therapeutic landscapes was coined by Wilbert Gesler to describe places which are believed to promote healing , for example Lourdes in France or Epidaurus in Greece [1]-[3]. Gesler defined therapeutic landscapes as places where “physical and built environments, social conditions and human perceptions combine to produce an atmosphere which is conducive to healing” [1, p. 96]. 

			However, the design of healthy places is not the invention of XX century. It has always been the main concern for planners since antiquity. Marcus Vitruvius Polio (ca. 75 BC -15 BC) advised to carefully observe the behaviour of animals and test the environmental qualities before establishing new communities. He insisted on avoiding unhealthy places to build human settlements [4]. 

			For centuries the natural beauty of landscape was an important factor when choosing a place to live. However, the situation changed dramatically after the industrial revolution. For vast majority of workers drawn to fast-growing cities there was no choice. The living conditions  were repelling in poor XIX century districts. That drew the attention of many thoughtful inventors who searched for a solution. Albert Levy (2012) stipulates that three revolutions in medical sciences: Pasteur (1885), Freud (1900) and environmental revolution (1987) directly influenced the urban planning [5]. Can we expect the fourth COVID-19 revolution? The time will show.

			1.1.	The garden suburbs of XIX century

			The Pasteur revolution (1885) in medical science might have impacted Ebenezer Howard (1850-1928) and Patric Geddes (1854-1932). At the end of the 19th century, they noticed that the traditional model of city surrounded by medieval fortifications was obsolete. Ebenezer Howard proposed a “gentle” revolution based on spatial separation of work and living [6]. He invented a method of urban planning in which small neighbourhoods were  surrounded by greenbelts. Howard assumed that the garden city was the practical solution and alternative to the traditional city. The advantages were: possibility of contact with nature in the city and separation of pedestrians and vehicle traffic. From the very beginning he created a vision of sustainable city, without environmental pollution resulting from chaotic urbanization. Howard’s ideas were further developed by Patrick Geddes. He created a vision of parks with museums, libraries, universities and other public facilities built inside [7]. Unfortunately, Ebenezer Howard’s ideas were the origin of modern separation of functions. Howard created the foundations for social planning and social housing on one side, but also for modern zoning on the other.

			Ebenezer Howard’s ideas were quickly put into practice in the designs of new neighbourhoods in England – Hampstead Garden Suburbs, Letchworth and Welwyn.


[image: 8-fig1,2]
			Fig. 1 & 2.	      The scheme of garden suburbs, Source: [6]
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			Fig. 3.	The scheme of garden suburbs net, Source: [6]


			1.2.	XX Century neighbourhood 

			In 1929, Clarence Arthur Perry presented the concept of neighbourhood unit for about 5,000 residents, where all basic facilities – school, church, shops – were located within walking distance from homes. The centre of the housing estate, where the services were to be located, was to become a centre of social life that would integrate residents. The concept of providing a full functional program in the centre of the district within the range of pedestrian path is one of the foundations of sustainable eco-neighbourhoods today.
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			Fig. 4.	Clarence Perry, Neighbourhood unit scheme, Source: [8]


			Architects Clarence Stein and Henry Wright, inspired by the success of Letchworth and Welwyn in England, designed the city of Radburn in New Jersey. It was supposed to be a safe haven for children, because the pedestrian and vehicular traffic were separated. Architects  proposed a new type of garden city adapted to car traffic. Traditional building quarters were replaced by superblocks, with an area of about 23 ha, off the main roads. Inside of the superblock there were the cul-de-sac – one way streets. The separation of pedestrian and vehicular traffic used in Radburn has become a popularly used way to ensure safe communication for pedestrians.

			However, this solution also created some inconveniences. The problem of superblocks is the lack of an alternative access road to homes if the main access road is closed for any reason (accident, etc.). This urban solution has an impact on the increased formation of traffic jams during peak hours. Today, other ways to diminish the traffic are applied.


[image: 8-fig5,6]
			Fig. 5 & 6.	   Radburn masterplan and cul-de-sac concept, Source: [9]



			1.3.	Le Corbusier ultimate goal

			In 1933, the International Congress of Modern Architecture CIAM was organized. One of the leading figures at the CIAM congress was Charles Éduard Jeanneret – Le Corbusier (1887-1965). Le Corbusier proposed a complete departure from the traditional form of urban fabric. He proposed loosely arranged towers containing apartments, offices and accompanying functions instead of traditional quarters of buildings that make up the streets. He presented the Voisin de Paris plan, where he planned to demolish the historic buildings and replace  them with office towers and lower service buildings. He also presented his plan for the suburbs – Ville radieuse. As he said, it was a new, vertical model of garden city . The ultimate goal of Le Corbusier was to provide daylight and fresh air to each apartment. He wanted to provide residents with views of greenery. Le Corbusier’s ideas, and especially the departure from the forms of buildings that created the street, had a great impact on post-war urbanism. However, towers in open green space, which were built according to his visions, turned into unfriendly large suburbs.
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			Fig. 7.	The Plan Voisin for Paris redevelopment proposed by Le Corbusier Source: [10]


			1.4.	Sad story of modernist garden suburbs

			The ideas of Le Corbusier opened the Pandora’s box of modern large prefabricated housing districts. Typically, they were built very quickly using the industrialized methods on the outskirts of cities. Unfortunately, the inhabitants of those suburbs had to face numerous problems from the very beginning. Large scale of those districts totally excluded walkability. Many of those districts were totally deprived of services, leisure and sports facilities. Workplaces were located in other districts,  thus, a lot of time was lost to commuting. The uniformity of buildings made it difficult to create mental maps. The public spaces were often neglected. There were no possibilities for creation of local identity. Sadly, more social problems accompanied modern suburbs. As a result, some of them had to be destroyed, for example Pruitt-Igoe neighbourhood in St. Louis, Missouri. Others, like the “Serpentine” public housing development in Pantin, France, needed urban regeneration. Modernist suburbs, zoning separation of functions and vehicle congested towns were a road to nowhere.

			
[image: 8-fig8,9]
			Fig. 8 (left).	The “Serpentine” public housing development in Pantin, original masterplan, 1959, Source: [11]

			Fig. 9 (right). 	The “Serpentine” public housing development in Pantin, urban regeneration project masterplan, 2006, Source: [12]


			Another problem brought by modern district design was suburban sprawl, which consumed agricultural lands in the outskirts of the city, destroying ecosystems and landscape values.
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			Fig. 10.	Comparison of street networks and land use in sprawled (upper) and traditional (lower) neighbourhoods, Source: [13]


			1.5.	Green urbanism once again. Return to traditional city?

			The sustainable development movement brought back interest in traditional urban forms. Yosef Rafeq Jabareen (2011) compared various typologies of urban tissue using following categories: Density, Diversity, Mixed land use, High Compactness, Sustainable, Passive solar design, Greening and Ecological design [14]. According to his opinion, the traditional urban form is the most sustainable. The international certificates, which assess the sustainability, for example EcoQuartier, HQE, BREAM, LEED Neighbourhood, etc. also stipulate traditional urban form. Typically, eco-neighbourhoods have larger quantity of green areas (about 1/3) and traditional urban layout with streets, facades and urban blocks [15]-[18].   Another important factor, typical for traditional cities and pivotal for eco-neighbourhoods, is the functional diversity. It supports the economic viability by creating nearby workplaces.
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			Fig. 11.	Model of l’écoquartier des Meuniers, Bessancourt, France, Source: [19]


			There are new ideas about the green city and therapeutic landscapes. One of them is the biophilic city. This concept derives from biophilia – the natural innate bond each human has with other living creatures. The biophilic city is a city which facilitates effortless everyday contact with nature to all inhabitants. That concept of city planning requires easy access to urban parks. 

			The new vision for salutogenic city presents neighbourhoods designed like large urban parks with buildings submerged in greenery. It derives from the concepts of Patric Geddes (public buildings in the park) and Le Corbusier (towers in greenery). 

			The old urban tissue is regenerated with the so-called new generation of urban parks, which let greenery sprawl into surrounding streets. The numerous small urban pocket parks create dense grid of green and blue infrastructure. Once again the greenery within city borders praised by Ebenezer Howard, Patric Geddes, Frederic Law Olmsted [20] and the hygienist movement in Europe (represented in Poland by Henryk Jordan), is regaining importance.

			Today, the positive influence of urban parks is linked to psychological and physical regeneration, promotion of physical activity and social contacts [21]. Public parks are designed to accommodate all those needs. 

			2.	Purpose of the study. The universal pattern of design for health affirming urban places

			The impact of built environment on human health can be explained  by multiple factors. This study focuses on possibilities to mitigate the negative environmental impact using architectural features and improve the architectural and urban design. The research question was  what health-promoting qualities of built environment can be created and influenced by human actions. Firstly, the concept of therapeutic landscapes was studied, followed by health-promoting places and architectural features of salutogenic design. 

			2.1.	Therapeutic landscapes and health promoting places nowadays

			There are places and landscapes with established reputation for miraculous healing. Gesler [1, p. 96] defined therapeutic landscapes as places where “physical and built environments, social conditions and human perceptions combine to produce an atmosphere which is conducive to healing.” Be that as it may, the perceptions of therapeutic landscapes might be individual and subjective. Spaces that are perceived as therapeutic by one person could be experienced as unsettling for another [22], [23]. The term health-promoting places is more extensive and refers to everyday places that unite the qualities of therapeutic landscapes to influence people’s physical, mental and spiritual healing.

			2.1.1.	Method

			 First, a review of traditional literature was carried out in order to find features identified by researchers as contributing to human comfort and well-being. This search can be defined as a scoping study on a broad topic to summarize and disseminate research findings [24]. The strategy involved hand-searching reference lists, key journals, electronic databases and existing networks [25]. The timeframe was limited to the final date of 2020. There was no start date. It was assumed that any findings are valuable, regardless of the date of research. This study led to a comprehensive list of attributes of human-friendly and health-promoting public spaces. The successive systematic literature review was undertaken to narrow search results to therapeutic landscapes. This search was conducted in January 2020 using the terms “therapeutic landscapes”, within three comprehensive electronic databases (EBSCO, Web of Science, Scopus). Additional manual searches were conducted to identify recent publications in this field of study (checking the contents tables of ‘Health and Place’, ‘Landscape Journal’, ‘Social Science and Medicine’, and ‘Urban Greening and Forestry’). The term “therapeutic landscapes” was  initially introduced by Gesler in 1992, therefore the search dates ranged from 1992 to January 2020. Search was narrowed to full-text scientific papers. This search returned 114 results. Study of SCOPUS with “therapeutic landscapes” 2011-2020 full text returned 155 results. Search through Web of Science returned 388 results. 

			2.1.2.	Results

			This study’s objective was to establish a comprehensive list of common features of therapeutic landscapes which were mentioned in literature. Although the focus was primarily on the therapeutic landscapes and research identified via the scoping review, the wider bodies of literature were consulted. The methodology consisted of content analysis. The results are presented in Table 1. 

			Table 1.	Results of the literature review. Attributes of health-promoting places. Source: Author

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							 RESULTS OF LITERATURE REVIEW. ATTRIBUTES OF HEALTH-PROMOTING PLACES

						
					

					
							
							Material aspects – physical and built environment conducive to health-promotion

						
					

				
				
					
							
							1.	Access to public park

						
					

					
							
							Distance to open public park

						
							
							Physically close, visible and easily accessible.

						
							
							[23], [26]

						
					

					
							
							Pathways to park

						
							
							
							[27], [28]

						
					

					
							
							2.	Functional program

						
					

					
							
							Psychological and physical regeneration

						
					

					
							
							Natural Landscapes

						
							
							Forested land [34], [37]

							coastlines, woodland, and riverside environments [23].

						
							
							[29]-[40]

						
					

					
							
							Natural physical beauty

						
							
							Magnificent scenery 

							tranquillity, beauty and remoteness [41] natural physical beauty [42].

						
							
							[23], [40]-[42]

						
					

					
							
							Green open space

						
							
							Savannah like prairies, open clearings in the woods.

						
							
							[30], [32], [43]- 47]

						
					

					
							
							Presence of Water

						
							
							Preference of natural, meandering water banks covered with plants.

							Therapeutic value of water

							[42].

							Presence of water (rivers, lakes and fountains) [37]

							Coastal environment [52].

						
							
							[22], [23], [29]-[32], [35]-[37], [39], [40], [42], [44], [48]-[52]

						
					

					
							
							Place to rest in the sun and in the shade

						
							
							A clearing with lots of sunshine, a place open to the south

						
							
							[48]-[50]

						
					

					
							
							Place to rest in silence and solitude 

						
							
							Secluded garden.

							The pleasure garden, sense of enclosure.

							Places protected from the wind, direst sunshine

							embodied restoration

							sense of calmness and peace,

							peaceful, quiet place.

						
							
							[23], [26]-[29], [38], [43], [45], [46], [48], [53]-[55]

						
					

					
							
							Possibility to observe other people

						
							
							Possibility to observe the others without being seen. 

							Contact with surrounding life.

						
							
							[26], [30], [46], [47]

						
					

					
							
							Possibility to observe animals 

						
							
							Rich in species of birds. Contact with surrounding life, sights, sounds, and movements of certain types of wildlife.

						
							
							[22], [23], [26], [37]

						
					

					
							
							Physical Activity Promotion

						
					

					
							
							Sports and recreational infrastructure

						
							
							Points of activity every 100m.

							Activity pockets.

							Attractive equipment.

							Equipment for various sports. 

							Sports infrastructure (tennis, soccer field, baseball court, badminton, cycling path, etc.). 

						
							
							[46], [48], [53]

						
					

					
							
							Attractive equipment for all age groups

						
							
							Places for teenagers, children, adults, dog owners, etc. 

						
							
							[46], [49], [50] 

						
					

					
							
							Community gardens

						
							
							Garden for hortitherapy.

							Communal gardening on allotment sites.

							Community gardening.

						
							
							[3], [21], [23], [57]-[61]

							  

						
					

					
							
							Space for particular users

						
							
							Creative play for children.

							Equipment for teenagers.

						
							
							[36], [48]-[50],

							[62]

							  

						
					

					
							
							Catering for basic needs

						
					

					
							
							Safety and security

						
							
							Secure to use without risking any physical unpleasantness.

						
							
							[26], [32], [45], [63]

						
					

					
							
							Places to sit and rest

						
							
							Places to rest and meditate adjacent to the pathways with controlled microclimate thanks to plants, water and lighting.

							Easy to control– np. movable chairs, choice of places to sit – height, material of the bench, armrests, etc.

						
							
							[48]-[50]

						
					

					
							
							Shelter

						
							
							Sheltered places to sit and rest.

							‘Refuge’– a place to hide from danger or threats.

						
							
							[27], [28], [53], [55], [59]

						
					

					
							
							Restrooms

						
							
							
							[49], [50] 

						
					

					
							
							Drinking water

						
							
							
							[49], [50] 

						
					

					
							
							Food

						
							
							Stands with food.

						
							
							[48]-[50]

						
					

					
							
							3.	Organization of space and functions

						
					

					
							
							Architectural variety of urban environment 

						
					

					
							
							Focal points and landmarks

						
							
							Landmark, Central point, Dominant point, etc.

						
							
							[27]-[29], [35], [48], [53]

						
					

					
							
							Structure of interiors and connections

							Legibility

						
							
							Hierarchy of open spaces. Orientation and way finding. 

						
							
							[26], [31], [32], [43], [44], [46], [47]-[50], [64]-[67]

						
					

					
							
							Pathways with views

						
							
							Possibility to choose among many pathways, alternative way, accessible pathways; Continuous loops, paths to determined places.

							Pathways with interesting views.

							‘Prospect’ – having an overall grand view of the landscape, with potential for discovering resources.

						
							
							[27]-[29], [49], [50], [59], [65]

						
					

					
							
							Invisible fragments of the scene (Vista engaging the imagination)

						
							
							Vista engaging the imagination.

						
							
							[30], [43], [44], [47]

						
					

					
							
							Framed views

						
							
							
							[48]-[50]

						
					

					
							
							Human scale

						
							
							Distances small enough to determine human face expression and mimics, hear the human voice.

						
							
							[29], [35], [48], [54], [68]

						
					

					
							
							Optimal level of complexity

						
							
							Legible elements of complex composition.

						
							
							[33], [35], [43], [44], [47], [54]

						
					

					
							
							Engaging features

						
					

					
							
							Controlled Risk/Peril

						
							
							Source of shimmering noise –e.g. fountain, instruments, etc., a mountain to climb on.

						
							
							[47], [30], 

						
					

					
							
							Movement

						
							
							Calm and slowly moving water,breaking waves, boats bobbing up and down, cyclical changes created by the tides, and moments of intensity created by patterns of light hitting the water.

						
							
							[23], [30], [33] 

						
					

					
							
							Sensory stimuli (Sight, Hearing, Smell, Touch, Taste and Spatial Orientation)

						
							
							Pleasurable multisensory immersion.

							embodied relationships with specific scents.

						
							
							[23], [27], [28], [30], [46]

						
					

					
							
							4.	Sustainability

						
					

					
							
							Biodiversity protection. 

						
							
							Rich in species; A room with various species of plants and animals, rich in flowers and fruits. 

							Rich in habitat and exotic species.

							Rich in species of birds and animals.

						
							
							[29], [32], [37], [45], [46], [69], [70]

						
					

					
							
							Native animals

						
							
							Fascination with nature. Habitat species.

						
							
							[36], [45], [47], [48], [70]

						
					

					
							
							Native plants

						
							
							Natural succession of plants.

						
							
							[29], [32], [37], [45], [47], [48], [70]

						
					

					
							
							Attributes which promote social contacts

						
					

					
							
							Organization of events

						
							
							Space for attractive events, meaningful activity, social life characterized by bonds of trust, reciprocity and cooperation. 

						
							
							[23], [46]

						
					

					
							
							Gathering place for groups

						
							
							Environment for being together.

							Place for integration of all age groups in open green space.

							Social opportunities.

						
							
							[26], [37], [45]

						
					

					
							
							Safety

						
							
							A sense of security, inclusion, and belonging over time.

						
							
							[23], [38]

						
					

					
							
							Attributes related to human perceptions – spiritual and symbolic

						
					

					
							
							Placemaking

						
							
							Strong positive sense of place, symbolic and cultural values; monuments, theatres, exposition pavilions, etc.

						
							
							[22], [23], [38], [45], [69], [71]

						
					

					
							
							Culture and connection to the past

						
							
							Place with fascinating history.

							The use of paintings and statues.

							Community-based heritage conservation.

						
							
							[23], [30], [37], [40], [45], [46], [71], [72]

						
					

					
							
							Sacred places

						
							
							Access to sacred places in open public green space, 

							sacred pilgrimage sites, holy wells and springs, 

							land of miraculous healing.  

						
							
							[2], [3], [22], [23], [27], [28], [42], [48], [73]

						
					

					
							
							Personalization, participation of users

						
							
							
							[26], [36]

						
					

				
			

			2.1.3.	Space characteristics linked to therapeutic qualities

			The key review ﬁndings were summarized into material, social, spiritual and symbolic dimensions as initially referred to by Gesler to characterize therapeutic landscapes (1996, p.96). In the beginning, it was presumed that the  health-promoting places  unite the therapeutic attributes, but  therapeutic landscapes  are places of established reputation of well-known places of healing, thus the spiritual and symbolic aspects give them an additional advantage. The research evidence suggests that social capital is explicitly linked to well-being and fostering recovery [38], [74], [75]. The literature review suggested that the material aspects can construct human-friendly public spaces, but the social conditions are needed to create health-promoting places, while the spiritual and symbolic aspects further define therapeutic landscapes (Fig. 12).
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			Fig. 12.	Diagram showing the attributes directly related to therapeutic landscapes overlapping general qualities of human -friendly public space, Source: [76]


			2.2.	A universal pattern of design for health promoting urban landscapes

			The studies of literature and field observations led to development of a conceptual framework presented in Table 2. 

			Table 2.	A universal standard for health-promoting urban places. Source: Author, [76] 

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							A UNIVERSAL STANDARD FOR HEALTH-PROMOTING URBAN PLACES.

						
					

					
							
							1.	SUSTAINABILITY

						
							
							2.	ACCESSIBILITY

						
							
							3.	AMENITIES

						
							
							4.	DESIGN

						
							
							5.	PLACEMAKING

						
					

					
							
							1.1.	Place 

							Area

							Location

							Surrounding urban pattern

							1.2.	Environmental characteristics

							Soil quality

							Water quality

							Air quality

							Noise level

							Forms of natural protection

							Green and Blue Infrastructure

							1.3.	Biodiversity protection

							Parts of open green space not available to visitors

							Native plants

							Native animals

							Natural maintenance methods

							1.4.	Sustainable water management

							Rainwater infiltration

							Irrigation with non-potable water

							1.5.	Parks of Second (New) Generation

							1.6.	Urban metabolism

							1.7.	Ecological energy sources

						
							
							2.1.	Distance to park

							2.2.	Sidewalk Infrastructure- 

							Width of sidewalk 

							Evenness of surface

							Lack of obstructions Slope

							Sufficient drainage

							2.3.	General conditions of walkways

							Maintenance

							Overall aesthetics

							Street art

							Sufficient seating

							Perceived safety

							Buffering from traffic

							Street activities

							Vacant lots

							2.4.	Traffic

							Speed

							Volume

							Number and safety of crossings

							Stop signs

							On-street parking

							2.5.	User Experience

							Air quality

							Noise level

							Sufficient lighting

							Sunshine and shade

							Visibility of nearby building

							2.6.	Public transport stops

							2.7.	Sufficient Parking

						
							
							3.1.	Psychological and physical regeneration

							Natural Landscapes

							Green open space

							Presence of water

							Places to rest in the sun shade 

							Places to rest in quiet and solitude 

							3.2.	Promotion of Physical Activities 

							Sports and recreational infrastructure

							Community gardens

							Addressing the needs of people with disabilities

							3.3.	Catering for basic needs

							Safety and security (presence of guards, cleanliness, maintenance, etc.)

							Places to sit and rest

							Shelter

							Restrooms

							Drinking water

							Food (possibility to buy food in the park or in the closest vicinities)

						
							
							4.1.	Architectural design

							Human scale

							Focal points and landmarks

							Structure of interior connections

							Framed views

							Long vistas (Extent)

							Pathways with views

							Invisible parts of the scenery (Vistas which engage the imagination)

							Possibility to watch other people

							Possibility to see wildlife

							4.2.	Salutogenic design

							Optimal levels of complexity

							Engaging features

							Risk

							Mystery/Fascination

							Movement

							4.3.	Sensory stimuli design

							Sensory stimuli: Sight

							Sensory stimuli: Hearing

							Sensory stimuli: Smell

							Sensory stimuli: Touch

							Sensory stimuli: Taste

							Sensory path

						
							
							5.1.	Enhancement of Social Contacts 

							Organization of events

							Meeting places for groups

							5.2.	Human perception -spiritual & symbolic

							Sacred places

							Works of Art

							Monuments

							Culture and connections

							to the past

							Thematic gardens

							Personalization

						
					

				
			


			
The field study focused on attempts to create health-promoting places in modern eco-neighbourhoods.  Eco-neighborhoods were chosen because they are to promote a healthy lifestyle for both people and our planet. They are funded on principles of environmental, ecological, and social responsibility. Site observation of modern sustainable neighbourhoods in Europe confirmed that majority of attributes of health promoting places are present in their design. 

			2.3.	Material aspects – physical and built environment conducive 
to health-promotion

			2.3.1.	Accessibility

			Eco-neighbourhoods have a larger proportion of natural open spaces comparing to traditional urban tissue – approximately one third of their urbanized surface. Usually, they are designed with centrally located urban park. 

			•	Walking distance to points of interest

			The frequency of walking was found to depend upon the distance to a local points of interest. A Danish study showed that respondents living closer than 300 meters to open green space are more likely to be physically active and less likely to be stressed than those living further away from parks [56], [57]. Researchers confirm the importance of attractive walkways [27], [28], [77]. Eco-neighbourhoods are designed as multi-functional neighbourhoods, where all the basic everyday needs could be fulfilled within walking distance. Eco-neighbourhoods propose a multifunctional dense urban tissue  that promotes walkability.

			2.3.2.	Amenities

			•	Psychological and physical regeneration

			Health promoting landscapes are often associated with places to rest in silence and solitude away from the noise and the hassle of everyday struggles [45], [46], [66]. The majority of eco-neighbourhoods are designed with a centrally located public park i.e. Hammarby Sjöstad in Stockholm, ZAC Clichy-Batignolles in Paris, ZAC Trapeze Boulogne-Billancourt, etc.

			•	Window view of greenery

			In the eco-neighbourhoods visited, it was assumed that each apartment should have at least one window overlooking the greenery (Fig. 13). 

			
[image: ]
			Fig. 13.	Public space with tree planters. ZAC Trapeze, Boulogne-Billancourt, France, Source: Author


			•	Promotion of physical activity

			Careful design of public open green space can promote moderate to vigorous physical activity.  Physical activity is directly linked to health promotion, well-being and longevity [77], [78] (Fig. 14). 

			
[image: ]
			Fig. 14.	Sport field. Gdynia-Zachód, Poland, Source: Author


			2.2.3.	Design

			•	Architectural variety

			The field study of modern sustainable neighbourhoods in Europe demonstrated the creation of architectural variety. Each of the building blocks or even individual buildings  were designed by a different architect in  accordance with specific requirements stipulated by the general masterplan: not only the building dimensions and setbacks but also choice of materials, textures, and colours (Fig. 15). 

			
[image: ]
			Fig. 15.	Modern courtyard with visible architectural diversity and sustainable planting design. Gdańsk, Poland, Source: Author


			•	The physical beauty of the environment

			Contact with natural physical beauty is believed to be a salutogenic experience. Magnificent scenery is associated with the therapeutic landscape. The therapeutic landscapes of well-established reputation e.g. Lourdes in France or St. Anne de Beaupre in Quebec, Canada, or Epidaurus in Greece – unite the natural physical beauty of the landscape with sacred and symbolic qualities.

			•	Legibility

			Eco- neighbourhoods are structured in a coherent pattern. Our brain needs a certain hierarchy of open spaces, landmarks and central points, etc. to construct mental maps, facilitate orientation and wayfinding. The urban form of eco-neighbourhoods is quite traditional [17].

			•	Optimal level of complexity

			If we look at the successful modern neighbourhoods, we can recognise patterns of complexity of construction elements, symmetry and repetitious rhythms. Human mind needs a certain level of complex composition, orderly frames and intricate details to stimulate our brains.

			•	Attributes which promote social contacts

			One of the key elements of health promotion is to facilitate the social contacts. Even superficial contacts, like saying hello to a stranger or sharing a bench, can have a beneficial influence on human health [79]-[86]. That factor is especially important for the potentially isolated and disadvantaged social groups (elderly, disabled, etc.) The therapeutic properties of a landscape depend on the social context of the place [2]. 

			•	Attributes related to human perceptions – spiritual and symbolic

			Many researchers documented the spiritual meaning of healing and the positive relationship between spiritual activity and good health and well-being [27], [28], [42], [48]. Modern planning with randomly scattered large blocks of flats deprived people of details. Today, we can observe how the urban regeneration projects are working towards implementing architectural variety of details once again. Building facades and openings are getting decorated by more or less intricate individualized ornaments to help create architectural diversity and individual qualities of urban places. The biophilic city, like the traditional city, is full of details, materials and scents, which facilitates the creation of mental maps.

			•	Integrating health in urban and territorial planning: A sourcebook 

			A new sourcebook by UN-Habitat was published in 2020 during the COVID-19 pandemic. It can be regarded as a sourcebook resulting from Health in all policies paradigm, putting forward the objective of sustainable development and promotion of human health. UN emphasize the need to put human health in the centre of urban and territorial planning. This work is divided into nine chapters. One of the chapters is dedicated to health impact assessment as one of the methods for environmental justice protection. The sourcebook starts with words “the way we plan and build our cities defines our quality of life” [87]. Today, it defines our health even more than before.

			3.	Conclusions

			The history of urban design seems to be a revolving theme. After almost a century of modernist designed suburbs, the new approach returns to traditional urban forms. Nonetheless, there are new imperatives e.g. the presence of open green spaces, daylighting and affordance of views of greenery, which make the difference between the ninetieth century urban blocks and the eco-neighbourhoods of today. The sustainability and new concepts of biophilic cities and health-affirming urban landscapes are novelty in contemporary urban planning.

			Urban health-affirming landscapes are everyday places which unite the qualities of therapeutic landscapes to promote physical, mental and spiritual healing [88]. The concept of therapeutic landscapes stipulates not only environmental, but also social factors. A psychological grid of social contacts and connection with the place of living are important therapeutic factors. 

			Therefore, modern planning of a healthy city is more oriented towards developing processes of town growth, not only on designing the structures [89]. The participation of inhabitants is crucial to create place identity and bonds with place of living. We might see that it is a revolving theme because, from the ancient times, the city dwellers were actively developing their own houses and often they were taking part in local municipal governments. The large scale modernist urban planning lost that dimension which triggered negative effects. Today, we are trying to rebuild that connection.

			This study resulted in the development of the conceptual framework  that can be consolidated into the universal standards for health-promoting places.  The evaluation tool could help designers to fully include the research evidence in modern eco-neighbourhoods. It could also be helpful in creating a strategy for urban regeneration projects. The identified limitation of use of this tool for assessment comes directly from the subjectivity of individual perception. While the majority of therapeutic attributes can be assessed objectively, some are subjective. Therefore, the universal pattern should not be used as a tool for statistical comparison of therapeutic values of different parks, but rather as an assessment  one. 
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Urban design and therapeutic landscapes. Evolving theme
Monika Trojanowska

Department of rchitecture and Urban Design; Faculty of Civil and Environmental Engineering
and Architecture; UTP University of Science and Technology in Bydgoszcz;
7 prof. S.Kaliskiego Av. 85-796 Bvdgoszcz, Poland;
monika.trojanowska@uip.edu.pl @) 0000-0001-8165-0746

Abstract: The global pandemic of COVID-19, which enforced strict isolation, demon-
strated the responsibility of architects and planners for public health promotion. While the
concept of therapeutic landscapes is rather new. the quest for designing health-promoting human
environment is at least as old as urban planning. The garden suburbs of Ebenezer Howard
and Patrick Geddes were planned to promote health and well-being. The ultimate goal of Le
Corbusier was to provide daylight and fresh air to each apartment. However, towers in open
green space, which were built according to his visions, tumed into unfiiendly large suburbs.
Today, the definition of therapeutic landscapes encompasses not only physical aspects of
environment but also social and psychological factors. This study focuses on attempts to create
health-promoting places. The interesting question is what are the architectural features linked to
health promotion? Although the individual perception of health-promoting places is subjective
and may vary, there are some objective qualities of eco-neighbourhoods that are conducive
to human health and longevity. This study combines literature review with field observation
and resultes in the development of the conceptual framework which can be consolidated into
the universal standards for health-promoting places.

Keywords: urban design; therapeutic landscapes; health promoting places; architecture

1. Introduction. The concept of therapeutic landscapes

The concept of therapeutic landscapes was coined by Wilbert Gesler to describe places
which are believed to promote healing . for example Lourdes in France or Epidaurus in
Greece [1]-[3]. Gesler defined therapeutic landscapes as places where “physical and built
environments, social conditions and human perceptions combine to produce an atmosphere
which is conducive to healing” [1. p. 96]

However, the design of healthy places is not the invention of XX century. It has always
been the main concern for planners since antiquity. Marcus Vitruvius Polio (ca. 75 BC -15 BC)
advised to carefully observe the behaviour of animals and test the environmental qualities
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