
The main goal of this research aims to evaluate how the 

ecosystems services of gardens and public parks (GPP), in 

the city Porto, are responding to contemporary social and 

ecological challenges and, consequently, which differences 

are found within city socioeconomic and environmental 

vulnerability clusters. 

OBJECTIVES 
 

Preliminary results shows different 

capacity to improve environmental 

quality and respond to social and 

ecological challenges related to 

geographic location of the GPP [6]. 

Beyond its environmental 

performance, the possibility to 

realize different types of activities 

is different according to GPP 

facilities. The final GPP scores are 

presented in Table 2. The highest 

score (24) corresponds to a park 

located in a low economic and 

environmental deprivation cluster. 

The lowest score (8) corresponds 

to a garden located in a high 

economic and environmental 

deprivation cluster. 

RESULTS 
 

An evaluation grid [3,4] was elaborated and applied to 25 

GPP representatives of the five socioeconomic and 

environmental vulnerability clusters (SEDI) within the city [5]. 

The grid is composed by 4 sections related to activities, 

environmental quality, facilities and safety. After data 

collection, the statistic treatment was performed by IBM® 

SPSS® Statistics vs. 24.0 trough descriptive and inferential 

statistic analyses. 

METHODS 
 

The main conclusions of this research reveal that the definition of public policies in the design and improvement of GPP must 

take into account the social and environmental specificities of the surrounding area. The grid may be useful to the municipal 

department of green spaces and infrastructure management of Porto to diagnose, monitor and evaluate the ecosystems 

services that GPP could provide to the city.  

CONCLUSIONS 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Cities must be pleasant and healthy spaces able to 

contribute to ecosystems regeneration and bring closer 

Humans and Nature. According to the 11 SDG of 2030 

Agenda, by 2030 should be provided universal access to 

safe and inclusive public green spaces. Scientific evidences 

emphasize the multiple benefits of ecosystems services: 

regulation, provision, cultural and support [1,2].  

* 1 = very low deprivation; 2 = low 

deprivation; 3 = moderate deprivation; 4 = 

high deprivation; 5 = very high deprivation. 

Table 2 - PUGS scores organized 

by SEDI clusters and typology. 

Table 1 - Dimensions evaluated by the Grid. 


