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Abstract: The aim of the research presented in this paper was to assess the attractiveness of selected public spaces located 
in the downtown of Lublin in a specific moment of time – after the experience of the Covid-19 pandemic. The research made 
it possible to determine the predisposition of studied spaces to be places providing peace, relaxation, tranquility in which 
people willingly spend their free time. At the same time, the results of the questionnaires were confronted with the surveys 
of spaces according to Jan Gehl’s methodology of 12 Quality Criteria of Successful, Livable Space. The aim of the study was 
to check whether the popularization of the idea of creating a city for the people has a real impact on the realization of the 
newest public spaces which can be considered as new landmarks for Lublin. Selected public spaces of different kinds were 
analyzes according to fulfilling 12 Quality Criteria and with user’s perception survey (questionnaire).
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Introduction

Public spaces are an integral part of cities, but nowadays we expect more from them than before. This is espe-
cially true in terms of the quality of public spaces and the contribution of nature to their creation. The emer-
gence of the Covid-19 pandemic has made it clear how necessary it is to spend time in public spaces and how 
important it is for people’s well-being and mental health to go outside their homes. The multitude of activities 
traditionally and intrinsically linked with public spaces, such as travel, commerce, collective cultural events, sports, 
were restricted due to the Covid-19 pandemic. The reopening of public spaces for public in Poland took place 
in the spring of 2021. The moment when public spaces became accessible became a pretext for conducting a 
qualitative study of selected public spaces in Lublin, concerning the perception of these spaces by the inhab-
itants after the pandemic or during its pause. The time of the research was also a pretext for determining the 
role of public spaces in the situation of the covid-19 pandemic.

The research also included the influence of Jan Gehl’s theory concerning principles of successful, livable 
public spaces design on the latest realizations of public spaces in Lublin. Professor Jan Gehl has visited Lublin 
twice. The first time was in 2008, as part of the International Architecture Workshop organized by the Mayor 
of Lublin. It was a period of intensive preparations for announcing a competition for revitalization works of the 
main public space of the city center – Litewski Square. The workshop gave rise to a public discussion about 
the sensitive urban space, its quality and the directions for necessary changes. The next time Jan Gehl visited 
Lublin was in 2014, when, on the initiative of local NGOs, the city hall, public institutions and the academic 
community, the Year of Jan Gehl in Lublin was declared. Accordingly, a number of events were held in 2014 
to popularize good design of public spaces and to point to a participatory model of urban management [1]. 
Thus, professor Jan Gehl’s methodology is known in the local environment not only to architects and urban 
planners, but also to urban activists and people involved in shaping public spaces.
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Materials and Methods

The aim of this study is to identify the factors determining the attractiveness of modern livable urban spaces 
on the example of Lublin, so that they are conducive to rest, relaxation and emotional development at this 
particular moment: after their reopening during the pandemic. It is difficult to assess whether this moment 
can already be called post-pandemic or whether it is just a pause in the global pandemic. Another aim is to 
check whether the influence of the ideology of designing public spaces according to Professor Jan Gehl, their 
outstanding researcher, is visible. The research of selected public spaces within Lublin was based on research 
methods used in the evaluation of such spaces in cities. These include research walks, expert evaluation in 
terms of field observations and photographic documentation, as well as collecting user opinions through sur-
veys collecting data about user’s perception [2]. Information available on websites and literature was also used 
for further description of case studies. Studied Areas were analyzed according to fulfilling 12 Quality Criteria 
of Successful, Livable Space created by Jan Gehl as a tool which works in a variety of public space types: pla-
zas, parks, squares, and streets. Criteria concern: protection, comfort and enjoyment. The surveys (observing 
and assessing individual public space whether they live up to the criteria) were performed by the authors from 
15.05.2021 till 15.08.2021 in each selected space in weekends and during the week. For every criterion, scores 
were given regarding selected aspects assigned to a given criterion: 1, 0.5, or 0 (meaning fulfilling the criterium, 
in between, or no, respectively). In case of Comfort criterion elements analyzed were more detailed so scores 
given in range 0.5−0 maenad meaning fulfilling the criterium or no [Table 2].

The methodology of The Twelve Quality Criteria was also checked for two case studied public spaces created 
on green roofs, which are relatively modern solutions. The aim of the research was also to check the usefulness 
of this method in the context of the convergence of its results with the users’ assessment.

Surveys were carried out to determine which elements of their development are factors determining their 
attractiveness. The research was conducted between May and June 2021 on a group of 200 respondents of 
different ages currently living in and around Lublin. Out of those who answered the questionnaire, 142 were 
women and 58 were men. Half of the respondents were currently studying, the rest were between 35 and 
48 years old, with the majority of women. The choice of the research group was dictated by the preliminary 
understanding of the user group profile.

As a result of the presented research, attention was drawn to the elements which directly influence the at-
tractiveness of given spaces, thus increasing the frequency of their visits. The assessment of the attractiveness 
of selected areas took into account: aesthetic, functional, social and emotional values. The most important re-
search issue was to show the relationship between urban spaces and their attractiveness in social terms, with 
particular attention paid to the role of art as a tool for reviving them.

In the research, the free Microsoft Office 365 platform (www.office.com) was used, in which a questionnaire 
containing 22 questions with multiple choice options was prepared. The application allowed for efficient distri-
bution of questionnaires, their timely collection and calculation of results. Spatial information databases (GIS) 
were used: https://mapy.geoportal.gov.pl/imap/Imgp_2.html?gpmap=gp0, and publicly available websites to 
obtain information about the current situation of the city.

For the purpose of this article a review of the literature on the subject was carried out with particular em-
phasis on the latest publications concerning the valuation of public spaces and their role in the post-covid city. 
Five public spaces in Lublin were selected as case studies and subjected to detailed analyses: which included 
on-site observations, analyzing historical and social background, activities and functions currently occurring 
in the selected spaces, current technical and aesthetic condition, and the presence of elements of art and na-
ture. The field surveys concerned relations between scale of public spaces, its programming (commercial and 
cultural initiatives), furnishing and landscaping were held in the same time as assessing The Twelve Quality 
Criteria). To interpret the results, the methodology developed by professor Jan Gehl [3−5] was adopted, which 
can now be considered “classical” in terms of the assessment of quality criteria for public spaces. It was against 
this background that the research questions were formulated and then used in the survey, referring to select-
ed public spaces in Lublin.

The survey considered factors influencing the user’s perception of the immediate environment, which are 
directly related to residents’ sense of well-being and the satisfaction of their needs in terms of function and 
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aesthetic experience. Although the studied areas differs in scale and typology (squares, parks and green roofs), 
all of them are considered to be landmarks places in Lublin, with strong identity.

Conclusions were drawn on the basis of survey showing quantitative data and perceptions of users, as cor-
related with the level of livable and successful public space.

Case study areas selection

Fig. 1. Distribution of the studied spaces 
in the center of Lublin

1 – Litewski Square, 2 – square at the Cultural 
Centre, 3 – Galeria Vivo roof, 4 – roof of the 
Centre for the Meeting of Cultures, 5 – People’s 
Park (Park Ludowy).

Lublin is one of the major Polish cities. The city is located in central-east Poland about 160 km from capital 
Warsaw. 9th location in terms of population (about 340 000 in 2019) and 16th location in terms of area (147.5 km²). 
The population density is 2304 people per km2 (in 2017). Lublin can be classified as a medium-sized, universi-
ty city (about 80,000 students) with aspirations towards metropolitan development. The research background 
is provided by the results of a study on aspects related to public spaces and urban landscape design as well 
as the needs of the inhabitants, carried out by the Lublin Research Group for the purposes of developing the 
Lublin 2030 Strategy [6−7].

Five public spaces differing in time of creation, leading function, size and character were selected for anal-
ysis [Fig. 1]. These spaces enjoy general popularity among users. The common feature linking them is the time 
of refurbishment, revitalization, or the introduction of significant changes which have increased the popularity 
of these places – the last 5 years. As the spaces differ in scale character and spatial context, it was considered 
that each could be representative of its type [Table 1]:

�� Case Study 1 – Litewski Square – the main multifunctional city square,
�� Case Study 2 – square at the Cultural Centre (CK) – an intimate square in the city center,
�� Case Study 3 – Galeria Vivo roof – a space accompanying a commercial function (the roof of a shop-
ping mall),

�� Case Study 4 – roof of the Centre for the Meeting of Cultures in Lublin (CSK) – space accompanying the 
cultural institution,

�� Case Study 5 – People’s Park (Park Ludowy) – a contemporary active recreation park of city-wide significance.
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Table 1. Surveyed public spaces – summary of key data concerning relations between scale, programming, landscape and 
furnishing

Case Study 
Area 1

Case Study 
Area 2

Case Study 
Area 3

Case Study 
Area 4 Case Study Area 5

Litewski Square Square at the 
Cultural Centre

Galeria 
Vivo roof

Roof of the 
Meeting of 

Cultures Centre

People’s Park 
(Park Ludowy)

Surface area 
estimate [ha] 2.65 1.25 1.0 0.31 24

Form of 
ownership Public Public Private Public Public

Year of 
construction 
/ year of 
modernization

1823/2017

2015 Continuous 
change and 
addition of 
spaces by 
different actors

2017 2016 2019

Permanent 
attractions

Playgrounds
Monuments 
commemorating 
historical events: 
4 pieces

Playgrounds,
Gym,
Monument to the 
Sybirak Mother,
Mural on the wall 
separating the 
square

Seats with 
panoramic views 
of the city,
Outdoor gym

Viewing terrace

2 large playgrounds,
Dog runs,
Outdoor gym
Workout and fitness 
area,
Acoustic pathway,
Didactic 
philosophical path,
Volleyball posts and 
nets,
3 boules pitches 
Chess tables

Temporary 
attractions

Fountain 
Mulitmedia shows,
Concerts,
State ceremonies,
Christmas 
decoration,
Artistic 
installations

Art installations,
Photography 
exhibitions

Summer cinema,
Café,
Playground,
summer “beach”,
deckchairs

Café,
Apiary

Didactic water plant 
garden,
Amphitheatre with 
fountain

Natural 
elements

High and medium 
greenery,
Annual 
ornamental plants,

Tall greenery, old 
trees, lawn,
No decorative,
No ornamental 
plants

Green roof: 
planting of 
perennials, vines 
and trees,
Partially flat roof

Green roof: 
planting of 
perennials, 
climbers and 
trees,
Partially flat roof

High and medium 
greenery, natural 
riparian greenery,
Boxes for birds: 
kingfishers and 
hoopoes

Number of 
public seating 
places

650 seats in total,
Different kinds of 
benches

200 seats in total,
3−4 person 
benches

c.a. 80 benches 
additional: 
possibility of 
seating on the 
stairs

No free seats

702 seats in total,
150 park 4-person 
benches,
24 tables (including 
12 with chessboard), 
72 chairs,
15 picnic tables,
30 deckchairs

Biologically 
active area 
estimated 
percentage

26% without 
fountain c.a. 80%

Green roof – c.a. 
70% of total roof 
area

Green roof – c.a. 
70% of total roof 
area

Over 90%
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Background – the role of urban public spaces in the context of Covid-19

Nowadays, the shaping of cities is primarily about the proper provision of friendly public spaces of varied char-
acter, forming a continuous system on a city scale. Lorens defined public space as “a fragment of urban space, 
which – through its location and design – is intended to build direct social contact, while remaining accessible 
to all [8]”. Urban public spaces are characterized by openness, accessibility and transparency [9−14], while aes-
thetics, testify to the quality of the city and social life [12, 14]. Public space is a part of the city which is used by 
residents and other users, who perceive its elements and subject it to constant evaluation. A public space is a 
shared space, which usually has a public owner (state or local government) and is characterized by semiotics 
that build up spatial identifications, which enable social interaction and communication [15]. However, public 
spaces are not necessarily public in terms of ownership and management. On the contrary, they can become 
more “public” when multiple actors – including private ones – are involved in the planning and management 
of urban areas. Furthermore, private actors can provide the resources needed for the project [15]. From a user 
perspective, an urban public space can be described as a dedicated area in a city that attracts users, is acces-
sible to them, is aesthetically pleasing, offers opportunities for confrontation, and where people want to meet, 
feel safe and make social connections.

The emergence of the Covid-19 pandemic was immediately noticed by researchers of public spaces and has 
raised new issues regarding the utilitarian, functional and sanitary aspects that have a direct impact on design 
[16−19, 30]. In many cases, there is a need to redesign selected public spaces to ensure safety [12] and also to 
think holistically about urban management to increase public health [12, 14]. Restrictions on the use of public 
spaces caused by the Covid-19 pandemic resulted in reduced use of spaces also after the restrictions were re-
moved. Research conducted in the UK has additionally shown a relationship between the socio-economic situ-
ation of users and the frequency of use of public spaces. The restrictions exacerbated existing inequalities [15].

Post-pandemic cities are reclaiming public spaces anew. In many ways, measures of containment and phys-
ical distancing have contributed to a greater understanding of the importance of public space as a place for 
gathering and meeting basic social needs. City dwellers are now more aware of the important role of this space 
as a living environment essential for their physical and mental well-being. The discussion about the contempo-
rary shape of public spaces [16] is also a discussion about the validity of existing paradigms in the field of their 
design [17]. With a renewed focus on the ability of urban public spaces to stimulate social connectedness and 
social well-being, our cities can be rebuilt and reconfigured post-pandemic. The enjoyment of public spaces 
and the attractions they offer can play a key role in this transformation of urban life [18].

The easy and general availability of open green spaces plays a key role in ensuring mental health, which is 
particularly important in times of pandemic [19].

Creating intimate green spaces [20] and improving the adaptability of streets, squares and semi-public spac-
es can help to provide a level playing field for all urban dwellers, in terms of improving mental health during 
pandemics. Multifunctionality seems to be the most appropriate approach in the design of public spaces. In the 
absence of being able to host specific and especially commercial functions (e.g. mass events, fairs, etc.) these 
spaces are still able to improve the mental health and comfort of users by continuing other functions, including 
providing opportunities for physical activity and offering regenerative benefits during lockdown. Greater use 
of amenities – such as natural elements, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure and urban furniture – and safety 
in streets and squares can improve the adaptation of these spaces to pandemonium [21].

Negative feelings accompanying confinement to one’s own living spaces increase the demand for outdoor 
spaces. Restrictions and the introduction of social distancing have had the greatest impact on the use of pub-
lic spaces in recent months. At the same time the use of individual means of transport, including cycling, has 
increased, and many people have started to walk more, seeing this not only as an opportunity to communicate 
but also to keep physically and mentally fit.

Background – the role of nature in the quality of contemporary public space

Public space in a modern city has primarily social functions. Scientific research has shown a direct relationship 
between the aesthetic quality of public space development and the presence of natural elements in it and the 
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psychological well-being of people, as well as specific behaviours and feelings such as: increased feelings of 
anger and aggression among drivers driving cars in areas devoid of greenery [22]. The presence of public green 
space, directly linked to residential zones, is a key element in influencing the quality of life, as well as bridging 
socio-economic gaps, which is particularly important for children [22]. Jennings and Bamkole [24] point to the 
relationship between the cultural ecosystem services of urban green spaces, social cohesion (as a social deter-
minant of health) with social and health outcomes. In the case of public green space, there are many studies 
confirming the direct relationship with its occurrence and the public health status of urban dwellers, but there 
is still a need to continue these studies [25] and to expand them to include an urban view, allowing us to con-
sider how cities should be shaped in post Covid-19 era [26].

Research shows that being surrounded by greenery or nature is beneficial to human health and psycho-
logical well-being [27]. Contact with nature helps to feel and function well [28], increases the sense of life 
satisfaction, eliminates anxiety, improves vitality, influences creativity, and contributes to increased pro-social 
behaviour [29] and improved mental health of people [30]. Being in publicly accessible green areas allows for 
rest, relaxation, relaxation and stress relief, and contact with greenery is a source of pleasure.

Nowadays the use of natural elements in the creation of public spaces is not only a trend, but also an ex-
pression of social responsibility. Highly developed industry and technology have led to humans interfering 
more and more drastically with the natural environment, causing irreversible negative consequences of their 
actions. Increasing social awareness of nature conservation contributes to the establishment of the concept 
of sustainable design and the promotion of a healthy lifestyle. One that is no longer just a trend, but a ne-
cessity. Urban greenery in urban planning is now treated as a system – green infrastructure, the continuity of 
which is essential for the proper functioning of the city. Different forms of greenery are desirable, both nat-
urally occurring on undeveloped land, planned and newly introduced [31]. In recent years, there has been an 
increased interest in urban agriculture and a perceived need to introduce species biodiversity into cities [32]. 
Flower meadows replacing lawns, urban community gardens, apiaries or allotments are gaining popularity. 
Many cities (including Lublin) limit the frequency of mowing lawns and street greenery, which is aimed at im-
proving water relations in the city.

Background – the role of art in the quality of public space

The elements of art in urban space have always accompanied man, but their role in the creation of public spaces 
has varied. Artistic products have decorated and adorned a given place, commemorated history, and evoked 
various (positive and negative) aesthetic experiences [33]. Nowadays, the multiplicity of art forms allows it to 
be more widely used in urban spaces and to enhance its social impact [34]. The elements of art in cities can 
have a purely visual function, often becoming an element of city promotion that attracts tourists [35]. At the 
same time, art in public space is often used during revitalization processes [36], especially that which provokes 
the audience to actively participate in it [37]. Different types of artistic works should be counted as additional 
elements of public spaces, enriching their attractiveness. Art, in permanent or temporary form, gives individ-
ual character to particular places by introducing new forms, colours, sounds or materials [40, 41] and enriches 
the symbolic layer of the city.

Art in public space is not always and has not always been accepted by the public, but it is a barometer of 
social moods, which can often be interpreted quite differently than the creator intended. Characteristic elements 
of art give a visual identity to a place, aestheticize it, make it more attractive and above all satisfy the social 
need to experience beauty [40]. Additionally, they are often good landmarks that distinguish a given space. 
The inclusion of art in public space makes any environment take on a pedagogical dimension [41].

Art in public space makes public the artwork-receiver relationship, during which contact is made with ar-
tistic forms of interference in the spatial fabric of the city [42]. The contact with art leaves traces in the public 
consciousness, regardless of whether the artwork interested, shocked or bored. Consequently, interactions of a 
social, cultural and economic nature occur. Aesthetic experiences accompanying the recipient not only consist 
in reception, but in entering into a relationship with the work of art along with the whole instrumentarium of 
familiar notions, signs, beliefs, experiences and emotions. We can, therefore, consider art in public space as an 
important component of culture that goes beyond the classical framework of thinking about artistic creation 
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and works of art. It is art that demands, conditions and aspires to act. Engaging the viewer generates the po-
tential to create social capital that serves a community of interests, building the cohesiveness of a group of 
people, thus providing them with identity and security. The possibility to participate in the reception of art in 
common places not only contributes to the aesthetic value of these spaces, but also triggers in the users the 
need to share them. Such places quickly become important and frequently visited points on city maps.

Lublin has a long tradition of introducing elements of art into public spaces. In 1976, the first Lublin Visual 
Arts Meetings were held. The artists who took part in the Meetings enriched the space of housing estates of 
Lublin Housing Cooperative with works of contemporary art such as open-air sculptures, installations or mo-
saics and wall paintings on publicly accessible parts of buildings. In the case of Lublin, the city’s cultural policy 
has been significantly visible in recent years. Many of the actions taken during the candidature for the title of 
European Capital of Culture are continued to this day, which involves the permanent presence of various forms 
of art in public spaces. Unfortunately, the year 2020 was exceptional – most cultural mass events were cancelled.

Results

Study Area 1: Litewski Square – Multifunctional main square

Since its creation in the 1820s, Lithuanian Square has been one of the most important places on the map of 
Lublin. Its functions have evolved over time: from a drill square, through a representative square surrounded 
by official buildings, to being developed as a recreational space after World War II. However, regardless of the 
time of its existence, it has always been, and still is, a representative space, acting as the city’s salon during na-
tional celebrations and important cultural events. At the same time, it is an important space of public greenery 
of great historical significance [43].

a)   b) 

c)   d) 
Fig. 2. Characteristic elements of Litewski Square. (a) – historical monuments, (b) – fountain, (c) – temporary art installations 
(Portal to Vilnius – live camera), (d) – pedestrian communication area
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The revitalisation works leading to the current shape of the space were completed in 2017 [Fig. 2]. The new 
development of the square assumed excluding it from vehicular traffic, thus extending the pedestrian route 
stretching from the castle, through the Old Town and Krakowskie Przedmieście Street, which was excluded 
from traffic. The existing functions and elements were retained, changing and modernising their architectural 
forms. The square is divided into two parts: an extension of the pedestrian communication axis towards the old 
town, which acquires a representative character during celebrations, and the northern part – the recreational 
part with separate areas for playgrounds, seats and benches, meeting places and greenery. Both parts are con-
nected by the square’s greatest attraction – a multimedia fountain. Along the extended part of the promenade 
there is a series of floor fountains, which diversify the “communication” part of the square. After revitalization, 
the square has become a meeting place for whole families with children, who often come to Lublin from sur-
rounding towns, because of original playgrounds, interesting and comfortable places for rest, and a colourful 
and playing fountain. Litewski Square brings many generations together in one place, attracting both residents 
and tourists of all ages. Among the objections to the current form of the square is the significant reduction in 
greenery and biologically active area, compared to the time before revitalisation.

Results of the analysis according to Jan Gehl’s criteria – chosen elements

During analysis with the aspects assigned to a given criterion Case Study Area 1 received 11 out of 12 possi-
ble points.

Protection (2 points)
Litewski Square is completely excluded from vehicular traffic and has restrictions for cyclists. It is a space that 
flows smoothly into the pedestrian route running through the Old Town. Numerous city surveillance cameras, 
frequent patrols of the city guard and police, and above all the presence of many participants make this space 
safe. The problem is the lack of protection against unpleasant sensory experiences, caused by significant felling 
of large trees and the lack of other forms of roofing.

Comfort (6 points)
The new surface of the square made of smooth granite slabs and wood is comfortable to walk on. All devel-
opment elements are highly visible. The square has several distinctive defined spots for staying and objects 
enhancing to stand next to. The large number of diverse seating areas, giving the opportunity to observe the 
various activities of other users of the space are an advantage. In addition to its permanent recreational func-
tions, the square is a venue for seasonal events.

Enjoyment (3 points)
The square is surrounded by attractive historical buildings, among which public functions dominate. In the 
northern part of the square, left-over old trees give the opportunity for enjoying positive aspects of climate. 
Aesthetic quality and fine detailing of small architecture and plants give positive sensory experiences.

Study Area 2: Intimate inner-city square – Square at the Cultural Centre

The space in question is located in the city centre in the vicinity of the renovated building of the Cultural Cen-
tre (CK) in Peowiaków Street, approximately 100 m from Litewski Square. The space functions under several 
names: Central Playground, Lech Kaczyński Square (directly next to the CK building), and Children of Pahiatua 
Square. It is a small green square formed in place of the former monastery garden. What remains of it is an 
arrangement of old trees [Fig. 3].

The square has several zones: a green recreational zone with tall trees and benches, a separate playground 
and gym, and a paved area around the historic shrine of Christ the Sorrowful, located at the main entrance 
to the Cultural Centre building. All these zones are linked by permanent or temporary art elements. They are 
very diverse: from the already mentioned historic baroque chapel, through the martyrological monument to 
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Sybirak Mother, the concrete cubes which gain a different appearance every year, numerous temporary sculp-
tural installations, to the mural on the wall marking the northern border of the square. The so called Central 
Playground uses different textures and colours of surfaces for walking, roller skating, skateboarding or cycling, 
interspersed with lawn strips and benches. The extreme part of the square features a sculpture in the form of a 
huge red hand embracing a tree trunk (authors: K. R. Filipowski, P. Pawluk, K. Czosnyk, T. Wojna, 2018). A year 
later, artistic installations by Anna and Irena Nawrot “Nests” appeared on the trees around the CK. The friend-
ly public space of the square, its intimate character, different from that of Litewski Square, attracts residents, 
providing an attractive place for children, young people as well as the elderly. At the same time, the wooded 
part of the square is often visited by alcoholics and the homeless.

Among the public spaces surveyed, the square is characterized by differences in public perception. The us-
ers perceive it as indifferent, negative (boredom, dislike) as well as arousing interest. The degree of the latter 
emotion is the highest in relation to all surveyed spaces, which is connected with its greatest changeability, 
caused by artistic activities taking place in this space. An example is the installation by K. Stańczak “Background 
of Events” [Fig. 3 a]. The art installation was realized in 2018 as part of the 10th Open City Art in Public Space 
Festival 2018. The work referred to architect Oscar Hansen’s postulate to organize architecture and public space 
according to the Open Form. It is a loose reference to Katarzyna Kobro’s Spatial Form IV from 1929. Its integral 
and inseparable part are, among others, skaters who break the stability of the artistic form with real movement.

a)   b) 

c)   d) 
Fig. 3. Characteristic elements of Square at the Cultural Centre. (a), (b), (c) – temporary art installations, (d)– Lech Kaczyński 
Square
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Results of the analysis according to Jan Gehl’s criteria – chosen elements

During analysis with the aspects assigned to a given criterion Case Study Area 2 received 8 out of 12 possible 
points.

Protection (1 point)
The square is isolated from vehicular traffic. Due to the presence of alcohol drinkers and homeless people, the 
sense of personal safety may be low. Outside the crowns of tall trees, there is a lack of elements to protect 
from the sun or rain.

Comfort (5.5 points)
The varied nature of the square means that the area offers a variety of attractions for users, but there is a lack 
of attractions during the winter period.

Enjoyment (1.5 points)
The buildings surrounding the square are of varying public accessibility and architectural quality. The aesthetics 
of the landscaping elements leave much to be desired, but they are functional.

Study Area 3: public space accompanying the 
commercial function – shopping mall roof

The arguments in favour of the positive impact of nature on people have contributed to the increasing use 
of green roofs with plants by architects, which are often the only alternative to introduce a bit of greenery to 
densely built-up cities. They are also an appropriate solution from the point of view of improving the urban 
microclimate and retention of rainwater. One such example is the Vivo shopping centre building in Lublin (de-
signed by B. Stelmach and Partners). The building combines the maximum use of investment opportunities for 
a large-scale commercial building with the need to protect the panoramic view of the Old Town hill, and eco-
logical aspects, which involved introducing the development into green areas. When designing this building, 
the architects took into account the context of cultural heritage, surrounding nature and location – in the city 
centre with a view of Lublin Castle. In this case, the green roof resulted primarily from conservation conditions, 
but became an attractive public space [Fig. 4].

The partially designed public green roof with paths and benches proved to be an effective way to attract 
residents. It allows people to meet in the outdoor green space and enjoy both the distant views and the inter-
estingly selected plants on the roof itself. In the summer, the space is enriched by additional functional attrac-
tions: a beach, cafés, a playground or a summer cinema. The flat roof has become part of the system of urban 
public spaces, even though it is part of a private, commercial building.

Results of the analysis according to Jan Gehl’s criteria – chosen elements

During analysis with the aspects assigned to a given criterion Case Study Area 3 received 4.5 out of 12 possi-
ble points.

Protection (1 point)
The roof is accessible both from inside the shopping mall building and from the outside, with both access 
routes periodically closed by the manager. In case of unfavourable weather conditions the area is not well 
suited for outdoor activities.
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Comfort (2 points)
The space is attractive mainly because of the panoramic views of the city. In summer the recreational offer is 
enriched by temporary attractions, which increases the number of visitors. However, the existing benches are 
insufficient for a larger number of users. In autumn and winter the terrace is closed.

Enjoyment (1.5 points)
The scale of the building does not allow this space to be defined by its attractive edges. The most important 
aesthetic experiences are the distant views and the high quality of the plant selection and landscaping elements.

a)   b) 

c)   d) 
Fig. 4. Characteristic elements Galeria Vivo roof – public function on commercial building, (a) –view in the direction of the 
castle hill, (b) – main and side stairs form the ground level to the roof, (c), (d) – upper terraces

Study Area 4 public space accompanying the cultural function – 
the roof of the Meeting of Cultures Centre “Sky Terraces”

The roof of the Meeting of Cultures Centre in Lublin is another example of a new public space using elements 
of the natural environment. The modern edifice of the building was created on the basis of the so-called ‘The-
atre under Construction’ – a structure that had remained unfinished since the late 1970s. The CSK building was 
put into use in 2014, but the increase in the popularity of the public space on the roof observed over the last 
5 years is related to the development of vegetation. The Meeting of Cultures Centre, by design, is intended to 
be a place where different cultures coexist, thus upholding Lublin’s tradition as a city on the borderline of cul-
tures. The ECC is intended to be a place of dialogue and meeting place for cultural and intellectual matters in 
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Central and Eastern Europe [44]. In this context, the “Sky Terraces” offer the possibility of admiring the panorama 
of Lublin’s downtown for free, with the most important parts of the city and its multicultural tradition visible.

The CSK building is located in the city centre opposite the oldest city park – the Saxon Garden. Its loca-
tion creates a pretext for an architectural statement different from the standard one, while in the immediate 
vicinity a sequence of public spaces of different scale and character is created: the square in front of the front 
façade is a multifunctional “stage” and auditorium at the same time. The façade on this side of the building is 
clad with glass with a very low iron oxide content, which ensures high light transmission. The glass used in the 
construction provides greater light transmission, thus creating brighter interiors, protecting against heat loss 
and enabling complete privacy.

The accessible areas of the roof of the CSK building are located on two levels: +4 housing a café, a na-
ture trail and an urban apiary, and +5 being the viewing terrace. Access to these spaces is possible during the 
opening hours of the institution and is provided by lifts from inside the building. Both levels offer spectacular 
views of the surrounding city centre. On the roof, there are glass tunnels where one can walk around admiring 
native plant species typical of the Lublin region, shrubs and fruit trees planted there. On the roof of the build-
ing there is a summer educational path dedicated to ecology and nature. The translucency of the glass and the 
substrate (steel grids) means that not every user feels comfortable in this space. Through the use of individual 
technical solutions, a sense of lightness and naturalness has been achieved in the context of the urban fabric. 
By combining the contemporary possibilities of glass with elements of nature, it becomes authentically present 
in the urban space and in the consciousness of its inhabitants [Fig. 5].

a)   b) 

c)   d) 
Fig. 5. Characteristic elements of the roof of the Meeting of Cultures Centre “Sky Terraces” (a) – arrangement for temporary 
attraction, (b) – entrances and glass tunnels, (c) – main walking path, (d) – general view

Green roofs, which are often a rational necessity in densely built-up urban environments, can become ful-
ly-fledged public spaces. The examples studied in Lublin show that their popularity is determined mainly by 
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accessibility and the quality of the view links. In the case of Lublin, publicly accessible green roofs are still rare, 
but both legal conditions and the growing awareness of designers and investors give hope for their wider use. 
If properly designed, they can become valuable natural and social spaces: they reduce the level of pollution in 
the environment, protect against noise, improve air quality and microclimate, which is important for the health 
of residents. Thanks to such solutions, cities gain cleaner air and their inhabitants additional areas for recreation.

Results of the analysis according to Jan Gehl’s criteria – chosen elements

During analysis with the aspects assigned to a given criterion Case Study Area 4 received 5 out of 12 possible 
points.

Protection (2 points)
The roof is accessible only inside the building by lifts. Users are constantly “accompanied” by surveillance cam-
eras. In case of unfavourable weather conditions the area is not suitable for staying.

Comfort (2.5 points)
The space is attractive mainly because of the panoramic views of the city. Many people find it uncomfortable to 
move inside the glass tunnels with the transparent floor. The traffic surface is not conducive to wearing smart 
shoes. There is a lack of places to sit and stop. Most of the temporary attractions have to be paid for. The ter-
race is closed during autumn and winter.

Enjoyment (0.5 points)
The scale of the building does not allow this space to be defined by attractive edges. Distant views and high 
quality plant selection are the most important aesthetic experiences. There is a lack of small architectural ele-
ments, although the architecture of the building itself is outstanding.

Stud Area 5 – city park. People’s Park (Park Ludowy)

The People’s Park is part of a system of publicly accessible green areas associated with the valley of the By-
strzyca River. In the interwar period, a horse racing track was created adjacent to the popular urban river beach, 
and areas of the Bystrzyca meadows in the vicinity of the city centre were identified as potential sites for fairs, 
exhibitions and mass recreation. In the post-war period, plans were continued by locating sports facilities and 
planning a system of parks of peri-urban importance, of which only Park Ludowy was realised. The flood haz-
ard and periodic flooding of the wide valley prevented full use of the recreational potential of the meadows 
until 1976, when the construction of the Zemborzycki Reservoir was completed.

The People’s Park, covering an area of about 28.5 hectares, was created between 1950 and 1957 on wet 
meadows on the Bystrzyca River. Its composition refers to baroque solutions, which was a popular solution 
during the Socialist Realism. A characteristic element of the layout was an axis ending in an amphitheatre.

The construction of the park was connected with the new political situation – emphasising the idea of the 
People’s Republic of Poland through the participation of residents in the construction as part of community 
work. At that time the attractions included an airplane-café, an amphitheatre and a traffic town. The park func-
tioned quite well until the 1980s, when it began to deteriorate. At that time, the trees began to die due to the 
waterlogged ground, excessive growth of low plants, which, combined with the cessation of upkeeping works, 
soon brought the place to a state of extreme neglect. The trees were also badly affected by the vicinity of the 
Lublin Sugar Refinery, which stored sugar beet flotation waste in the park. In the 1990s, a permanent funfair 
operated in the park, but this did not improve the public perception of the People’s Park, which was regarded 
as neglected and dangerous.

At the beginning of the 21st century, in the southern part of the park, the hall of the Lublin International 
Fair (now Targi Lublin S.A.) was located, which introduced a new function to the area.



68� Agnieszka Chęć-Małyszek

In 2011, the expansion of the trade fair complex began. The new hall (8,000 m2), the construction of which 
took up a large part of the park, blurred the parks original composition. Plans to build an educational and sci-
entific centre called “Eksploratorium” in the People’s Park were not realised by the city. In 2012, in response to 
the gradual development of the park, a social concept for the development of the People’s Park was created, 
which indicated the current needs of users and showed examples of solutions. The concept was prepared in 
a public consultation process that included a series of open meetings and workshops, and designs made by 
students of Catholic University of Lublin and University of Life Sciences in Lublin, presented during a public 
discussion. In 2015, a social concept for the revitalization of the park was created, which was taken into account 
by the designers. The construction project itself was also subject to public consultation. The current shape of 
the park is the result of revitalization works that took place between 2019 and 2020.

Before the renewal works, the People’s Park was included in the group of “semi-open parks (share of tall 
vegetation from 25 to 50%), in which the ratio of tall and medium vegetation is balanced with meadow and 
grassland areas” [45]. Before revitalization, the area was rated negatively by users due to dilapidated fixtures, 
neglected greenery and lack of attractions.

The revitalized park was opened in XII 2020, but interest in it peaked after the removal of sanitary restric-
tions in May 2021.

a)   b) 

c)   d) 
Fig. 6. Characteristic elements of the the People’s Park (a) – new pedestrian and bicycle bridge, (b) – fountain and the main 
composition axis, (c) – one of the playgrounds, (d) – chess area

The revitalization of these areas has made it possible to create a place for active recreation, providing a 
wide range of recreational opportunities for different age groups [Fig. 6]. The redevelopment included com-
prehensive greenery management, the creation of gardens and nature trails, a rest area, playgrounds, a gym 
and walking and cycling routes. In order to maintain harmony with the surroundings, the playgrounds were 
made of wood. The equipment in the physical activity zone is designed for different groups of users, regard-
less of experience and level of advancement. In addition, the area is equipped with volleyball posts and nets, 
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and a separate area for playing boules. All recreational facilities and paths are accompanied by visual informa-
tion elements in the form of boards. A didactic water garden in the form of an amphitheatre with stands and 
a basin has been introduced in the central part of the park. The greenery surrounding the garden has been 
supplemented with elements of small architecture, which promote calm and contemplation. There is a path 
of the processes of passing, which consists of plants in various stages of life. Another element accompanying 
the walking alleys is a didactic philosophical path consisting of specially designed free-standing granite forms 
which may serve as seats or as decorative sculptures. Their location also favours their use by roller-skaters and 
cyclists as terrain obstacles. Due to poor ground conditions, a drainage system was built under a large part of 
the area: rainwater is drained into a drainage ditch, from where it is directed to a pumping station and a river.

During the redevelopment, the previously existing trees were left in place and new trees, shrubs, ivies and 
ornamental grasses were planted. The didactic garden was planted with aquatic plants typical of this region of 
the country. Old trees, trunks and broken boughs left behind are intertwined with newly planted plants to form 
exhibits of plants in various stages of life. The greenery in the park area is varied and includes both densely 
wooded areas and open spaces. The highest density of trees is found in the northern and north-western part 
of the park, where there is a large number of self-seeders, forming dense and unplanned clusters.

Results of the analysis according to Jan Gehl’s criteria

During analysis with the aspects assigned to a given criterion Case Study Area 5 received 11 out of 12 possi-
ble points.

Protection (2.5 points)
The high number of users and the discreetly placed monitoring and lighting promote a feeling of security.

Comfort (5.5 points)
High saturation of attractions is conducive to both active and passive leisure. The traffic surface is very com-
fortable. There is no shortage of places to sit.

Enjoyment (3 points)
High quality solutions of landscaping elements. Accessibility to natural water (river) as well as in the fountain 
are the greatest values

General Results

Studies of spaces according to Jan Gehl’s criteria indicate that most of them are fulfilled in the case of Lite-
wski Square and Ludowy Park – spaces whose construction was proceeded by public debates, contests and 
media publicity. A relatively high assessment was given to the square next to the CK, which arouses the most 
controversy in the assessment of users’ perception. The public spaces created on the roofs scored very poorly 
according to the Jan Gehl criteria, receiving less than half of the possible points. In the opinion of the authors, 
this shows that this method is not suitable for the assessment of spaces such as green roofs, as these spaces 
were ranked relatively high in the user evaluation survey [Fig. 7]. Perhaps a different tool should be developed 
for the assessment of green roofs, as the user assessments show that they can compete with squares and parks, 
i.e. traditionally shaped public spaces.

The results of the survey indicate that the most popular public space for leisure activities in Lublin is the 
People’ Park (36%), which has a fairly large green area, deckchairs and benches for relaxation, playgrounds for 
children and young people, a gym and creative facilities. It was followed by the roof of the Galeria Vivo (27%), 
Litewski Square (16%), the roof of the Meeting of Cultures Centre (15%), and the square in front of the Cul-
tural Centre (6%) [Fig. 7].When choosing a space, respondents were mainly guided by “the atmosphere of the 
place” (30%), “equipped with small architectural elements” (22%), high aesthetic value of the space (21%), and 
“the atmosphere of the place” (21%), “high aesthetic value of the space” (12%) “condition of greenery” (11%) 
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and provision of elements for active recreation and play (11%). The subjective assessment of these three cri-
teria makes it possible to underline the importance of greenery, aesthetics and the quality of the landscaping 
elements in the overall assessment of the space, while at the same time being translated into objective figures.

Table 2. The results of spatial analysis with the use of Jan Gehl’s 12 criteria for the quality of livable public spaces

P
R
O
T
E
C
T
I
O
N

0−3

Elements analyzed: Protection against vehicular 
traffic (0−1):
Traffic accidents;
Pollution fume, noise;
Visibility

Protection against 
crime&violence (perceived 
safety) (0−1):
Lively/Active
Street life
Passive Surveillance
Overlapping functions in space 
and time

Protection against 
unpleasant sensory 
experiences (0−1):
Wind/Draft
Rain/Snow
Cold/Heat
Pollution
Dust/Glare/Noise

Case Study 1 0.5 1 0.5
Case Study 2 1 0 0
Case Study 3 0.5 0.5 0
Case Study 4 1 1 0
Case Study 5 1 1 0.5

C
O
M
F
O
R
T

0−6

Elements analyzed: Possibilities for Walking 
(0−1):
Room for walking; Accessibility 
to key areas; Interesting 
façades;
No obstacles;
Quality surfaces

Possibilities for Standing/
Staying (0−1):
Attractive edges – “Edge 
effect”;
Defined spots for staying;
Objects to lean against or 
stand next to

Possibilities for Sitting (0−1):
Zones for sitting;
Maximize advantages – 
pleasant views, people 
watching;
Benches for resting

Case Study 1 1 1 1
Case Study 2 1 1 1
Case Study 3 0.5 0 0
Case Study 4 0.5 0 0
Case Study 5 1 1 1

Elements analyzed: Possibilities to See (0−0.5):
Distances to objects;
Unhindered views;
Interesting views;
Lightening when dark

Possibilities for hearing 
talking (0−0.5):
Low ambient noise level;
Sitting arrangements 
conducive to communicating

Possibilities for Play /
Recreation / Interaction 
(0−1):
Allowing for physical 
activity, play, interaction and 
entertainment;
Temporary activities (markets, 
festivals, exhibitions, etc.);
Optional activities (resulting, 
meeting, social interaction)

Day and Night activity 
(0−0.5):
24 hour city;
Variety of functions throughout 
the day;
Light in the windows 
(residences);
Mixed-use;
Lighting in human scale

Seasonal activities (0−0.5):
Seasonal activities;
Extra protection from 
unpleasant climatic conditions;
Lightning

Case Study 1 1 1 1

Case Study 2 1 1 0.5

Case Study 3 1 0 0.5

Case Study 4 1 0.5 0.5

Case Study 5 1 1 0.5

E
N
J
O
Y
M
E
N
T

0−3

Elements analyzed: Scale (0−1):
Dimensioning of buildings and 
spaces in observance of the 
human dimensions related to 
services, movements, size and 
behavior

Possibilities for enjoying 
positive aspects of climate 
(0−1):
Sun/shade
Warmth/coolness
Breeze/Ventilation

Aesthetic quality/positive 
sensory experiences (0−1):
Quality design and fine 
detailing;
Views/ vistas;
Trees, plants, water

Case Study 1 1 1 1

Case Study 2 0.5 0.5 0.5

Case Study 3 0 0.5 1

Case Study 4 0 0 0.5

Case Study 5 1 1 1
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Fig. 7. Diagram illustrating the 
user’s perception of the selected 
spaces based on the questionnare

The most subjective to define, and at the same time crucial for the assessment of the quality of public 
spaces, was their atmosphere. Respondents were asked to indicate the emotions accompanying their stay in 
the surveyed public spaces. The choice was up to 3 emotions/feelings, both positive, negative and ambivalent. 
The majority of the surveyed spaces were dominated by positive emotions such as: pleasure, satisfaction, ad-
miration, curiosity, and calmness. Among the negative ones the respondents could indicate: anger, irritation, 
confusion, dislike, boredom. Additionally, it was possible to indicate indifference. Each of the surveyed spaces 
was tested for the occurrence of these emotions. It should be noted that the occurrence of positive emotions 
coincides with the high rating of atmosphere as one of the criteria for the subjective evaluation of the space. 
Among the emotions, pleasure and satisfaction dominated. The greatest diversity of emotions accompanying 
the perception of space was indicated by respondents in the case of Square at the Cultural Center. Among the 
emotions accompanying its reception, the following were indicated: indifference (20%), aversion (16%), satis-
faction (18%), pleasure (15.5%), boredom (13.5%) curiosity (11%), admiration (5%), peace (2%) [Fig. 8].

Fig. 8. Diagram illustrating the di-
versity of emotions accompanying 
the perception of space Square at 
the Cultural Center

The respondents were asked to indicate up to 3 elements which determine the attractiveness of the evalu-
ated public spaces or have an influence on its enhancement. The most frequently indicated elements were the 
presence of greenery 115 out of 150 responses, outdoor cinema 100 out of 150 responses, elements of small 
architecture 84 out of 150 responses, places for rest 81 out of 150 responses, lighting 86 out of 150 responses, 
community gardens 76 out of 150 responses, temporary exhibitions 55 out of 150 responses and elements of 
art 41 out of 150 responses [Fig. 9]. Obtaining such a high rating for the idea of an outdoor cinema may be 
relevant to the current post Covid-19 situation.
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Fig. 9. Diagram illustrating the 
most desirable elements overengi-
neering public space

The lowest ranked space among the proposed spaces was the Case Study 2 – square at the Cultural Cen-
tre (CK) (33%), where a large number of respondents did not choose this space because of the lack of a sense 
of security (18%), the poor aesthetics of the space (15%) and because of not well-kept greenery (28%). These 
features were also the most frequently chosen answers when indicating the weakest spaces. The most com-
mon emotions experienced while staying in the least chosen spaces are indifference, aversion, boredom and 
irritation. In turn, the most frequently experienced emotions when staying in well-designed spaces are pleas-
ure, delight, peace and contentment.

The majority of respondents (92%) felt that elements of art in the urban space increase the attractiveness 
of the place and play an important role in social life. When it comes to the reception of street art, curiosity 
and admiration were the most frequently chosen answers in terms of the type of emotions evoked [Fig. 10]. As 
many as (87%) respondents believe that elements of art can play a significant role in the revitalisation of urban 
spaces. Most respondents (88%) agreed that art is able to satisfy human needs not only in terms of aesthetic 
and visual, but also psychological and social aspects.

Fig. 10. Diagram illustrating the 
importance of art elements in 
public space

The data analysis of the survey results shows that only a part of the analyzed public spaces in Lublin selected 
for the survey fulfil the functions expected by their users. Only those spaces which contain a lot of greenery, 
places for play and rest, and elements of art are frequently visited. the city’s public spaces, which were select-
ed for the study, fulfil the functions expected of them by their users. only those spaces which contain a lot of 
greenery, places for play and relaxation as well as elements of art are frequently visited.

The People’ s Park, which was voted the best public space by the respondents, is a space where users have 
to go with purpose (it’s not a space that one passes by). Its location in a sequence of recreational and sports 
areas along the Bystrzyca valley is conducive to active leisure. To a large extent, this space meets the basic 
needs of its users, as it contains comfortable places for relaxation, opportunities for gymnastics, interesting 
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places for children to play, numerous ramps and paths for scooters and roller skates, and a separate area for 
playing chess and boules. It is probably the first place in Lublin that can provide various attractions at the same 
time, regardless of the age of users.

In spite of the imperfections of the selected spaces in Lublin, they are very often visited by the inhabitants 
who often struggle with the lack of green areas in the closest vicinity of their residence. The research carried 
out, on the one hand, shows what is most interesting, what attracts people and encourages them to visit a 
given space. On the other hand, it reveals certain imperfections and shortcomings which influence the percep-
tion and frequency of visiting a given place. Among the spaces selected for the study, each of them has certain 
shortcomings and imperfections, as some lack greenery, others comfortable places for relaxation, and still oth-
ers creative-artistic activities. All this influences the positive or negative perception of a given space, which is 
reflected in the number of visitors. Man feels good among greenery, in a place where he can rest comfortably 
and calmly. On the other hand he constantly needs contact with other people, in a place which is aesthetically 
pleasing, functional, where he feels safe and which meets his expectations also from a psychological point of view.

The needs of society are constantly changing, and therefore public spaces should not be regarded as finished, 
but should be open to the possibility of making changes and experimenting with the needs of the residents [46].

Conclusions

The design of high quality and attractive spaces is an important element of urban renewal. This type of activ-
ity leads to an increase in the quality of life, creates image-attractive cities and attracts residents and tourists. 
In the latest realizations of public spaces in Lublin, the influence of the design methodology of prof. Jan Gehl 
is noticeable. To the greatest extent it concerns the realization of the People’s Park, the design of which was 
created in close cooperation with city activists and the process of social participation was really real. This area 
was rated highest by users and became new landmark in the city.

Livable urban public spaces should be diverse, original, safe and heterogeneous, so as to provide comfort 
and recreation for the inhabitants and all users. The combination of elements of nature, art and good quality 
landscaping, creates an inextricable link with the past and influences their development. Very often livable pub-
lic spaces are the most characteristic urban spaces, which due to the functions they perform, and their identity 
become landmarks and therefore eagerly visited by residents and tourists.

The analysis presented reveals that public space in cities is not only an area where residents and tourists 
can potentially meet, but is much more than that, as it has a direct impact on lifestyles. Undoubtedly, well-de-
signed public spaces, where various social activities take place, influence the social character of the city and 
its inhabitants [47].

In view of the emergence of new forms of public space such as green roofs, there is a need to develop a 
methodology for their assessment in terms of quality criteria, as the classical approaches do not take into con-
sideration their specific features. Green roofs or other spaces often associated with commercial facilities can 
be attractive public spaces and competitive with traditional squares or parks.
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