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CaxeTak

OBaj npukas cnyyaja npeacraBrba CUHTE3y OUCKYCWje Ha Hay4HOj paau-
OHMUM Ha KOjoj je pa3maTpaHa uHTepakumja namehy nnaso-3enenux (M-
3) npocTopa, jaBHOr 34paBrba U COLIMOEKOHOMCKE AVHamuKe y ypbaHum
okpyxernuma. OppxaHa y beorpagy kao Aeo wmper KoHrpeca o 13a3oBu-
Ma y jaBHOM 34paBrby, PaanoHuLa ce nosabasuna pasnuinTuM HauHU-
Ma Ha Koje 6rmavHa n nHTepakumja ca NPUPOAHUM OKPYXeHeM 0Bnukyjy
hranuko brnaroctarse, NCUXOMOLLKY OTMOPHOCT, AVHAMUKY TPXULITA He-
KPEeTHWHa 1 ApYLUTBEHY KOoxeaujy. TOKOM pa3roBopa Cy OTKPMBEHW jacHu
obpacun ynotpebe, rae je youeHO Aa pefoBHW KOPUCHULIM UHTErpuLly
oBe Nnpefene nyHe 3eneHnna u BOAHUX NOBPLUMHA y CBOje CBAaKOAHEBHE
XMBOTE, [OK Cy OHM Koju ux nocehyjy pehe nokasmeanu 3HavajHO Apy-
radvju ckyn motuauuja. Kao 3HavajHe ce n3gBajajy youeHe pasnuke y
ocnaksakby Ha 30paBCTBEHN CUCTEM, LITO yka3yje Aa 6v pefoBHo nanara-
e TaKBUM OKPYXeHMMa MOTTI0 Aa MMa NOoBOSbaH yTuLaj Ha ontepeherse
jaBHO3OpaBCTBEHNX cucTeMa. PasmeHa muwrberwa je Takohe ocsBeTnu-
na n ekoHomcke nocrneguue -3 npocTopa, He Kao NPOCTUX eCTETCKUX
popataka marpaheHoMm okpyxehny, Beh Kao CYLUTUHCKUX OeTepPMUHaHTU
NoXerbHOCTM cTambeHnx npocTopa 1 ypbaHUCTUYKOr BpeaHOoBaka. JoLu
jeqHom noTtephyjyhu no3Hate napagurme o NO3UTUBHOM yTuLajy NpUpoAa-
HMX OKpY>KeHba Ha 34paBrbe Jbyau, PaanoHuULIa je Harnacuna BuLLecnojHe
HepgocTaTke eMnNupuMjcKor pasymeBara — NocebHo y norneay AyropovHux
HM3NOMNOLLKMX M MCUXocoumjanHux [OOpPodUTN of TakBMX OKpyXersa U
ONTUMAInHWX HayMHa Kako Ce OHW MOry MHTerpucatn y ypbaHuMCTU4Ko
NpPOCTOPHO MnaHupawe. OBK pe3ynTatn UCTUYY HEOMXOAHOCT OCMULLIbA-
Bak-a NonuTuKa Koje 61 ce ynpaerbano Aoka3uma 1 yCTonuyuso npupogy
Kao CTPYKTYpHU Aeo ypbaHucTnyKor passoja.

KrbyuHe peuu: nnaBo-3eMeHn NpocTopy, jaBHO 30paBIbeE,
JAeTepMUHaHTe OKpYXeH-a, ypbaHu3am, oapkuemu ypGaHu-
3am

YBopg

OBaj unaHak npeacraBrba npukas criyvaja, Nnpons3Bog UH-
TepakTuBHe ,PagunoHuue o 3gpaBujum rpagoBMMa Kpo3
nnaBo-3ereHe pereHepaTMBHE TexXHonorunje”, Ynju cy go-
MahuHn 6unm EBponcko yapyxewe 3a ynpaerbake 3gpa-
BreeM (EHMA, European Health Management Association)
n MHCTUTyT 3a jaBHO 3apaBrbe Cpbuje (NJ3C) Ha mehyHa-
pPOOHOM KOHrpecy ,JaBHO 3apaBrbe — gocturHyha u mnsa-

Abstract

This case report synthesises the exchanges of a scientific workshop ex-
amining the intersection of Blue-Green (B-G) spaces, public health and
socio-economic dynamics within the urban sphere. Convened in Belgrade
as part of a broader congress on public health challenges, the session in-
terrogated the manifold ways in which proximity to and engagement with
natural environments shape physical well-being, psychological resilience,
housing market dynamics and social cohesion. The discourse revealed
discernible patterns of utilisation, with habitual users integrating these
verdant and aquatic landscapes into their daily rhythms, while those en-
gaging less frequently exhibited a markedly different range of motivations.
Notably, disparities in healthcare reliance emerged, suggesting that sus-
tained exposure to such environments may bear salutary effects on public
health burdens. The dialogue also shed light on the economic ramifica-
tions of B-G spaces, not merely as aesthetic appendages to the built en-
vironment but as substantive determinants of residential desirability and
urban valuation. While reaffirming established paradigms on the positive
impact of natural spaces on human health, the workshop underscored
multi-layered gaps in empirical understanding — particularly regarding the
long-term physiological and psychosocial dividends of such environments
and the optimal modalities of their incorporation into urban design. These
findings highlight the imperative for evidence-led policymaking that en-
shrines nature as a structural component of urban development.

Keywords: Blue-Green Spaces, Public Health, Environ-
mental Determinants, Urban Planning, Sustainable Urban-
ism

Introduction

This article represents a case study, a product of an inter-
active “Workshop on Healthier Cities through Blue-Green
Regenerative Technologies” co-hosted by the European
Health Management Association (EHMA) and the Insti-
tute of Public Health of Serbia (IPHS) at the International
Congress “Public Health — Achievements and Challenges”
held in Belgrade on 15 October 2024. The session originat-
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30BK”, ogpxxaHom y Beorpagy 15.10.2024. rogmHe. OBa
cecuja je npouctekna u3 3ajegHudkor ydyewha y HEART
npojekTy, ruHaHcupaHom y oksupy Xopu3oH 2020 nporpa-
Ma, Koju npeacTaBrba MOKyLUaj KOH3opuMjyMa ga ce yHa-
npege 30paBCTBEHW UCXOAM M J0OpobuT ApyliTBa Kpo3
ynpaerbamwe 6onecrtvma 3acHOBaHO Ha JoKasuma, kao u
KpO3 CTPYKTYPHO YKIbydnBake nnaBo-3eneHmx (M-3) npo-
cTopa y napagurme ypbaHuama.

CraHoBHMUYM ypBaHMX 30Ha NOANOXHM CY KOMMMEKCHOj NH-
TepakLumnju OpyLITBEHUX, eMOrpadCKMX, KyNTYPOrOLKMX,
KNMMaTCKNX U AeTepPMUHAHTU OKpYXeHa, Of KOjux cBaka
MMa pasfivyunT, YecTo CynpoTaH yTuuaj Ha jaBHO 34paBribe
(J3) n 6rnaroctare (BC). VictoBpemeHo je JOKYMEHTOBAH
cTanHu rmobanHu nopacTt MHUMAeHUMWje, npeBaneHumje un
CMPTHOCTM 04 He3apa3Hux Gonectn, mehy kojuma cy kap-
OmnoBacKynapHu, MeTabonuykn, pecnmpaTtopH/ 1 nopeme-
haju meHTanHor 3apasrba. Manarawe -3 npoctopuma ce,
mMehyTrm, 4oBOAW Y Be3y ca NoborbLuakem Kako ranykor
TaKo M MEHTarHor 34paBrba, LITO yKa3yje Ha noteHuwujan-
HKM edpekaT ybnaxaBarba OBMX HEMOBOSbLHUX 3[paBCTBe-
HWUx TpeHgosa [1].

[wujanor je ycmepeH NpBeHCTBEHO Ha NnaBo-3efieHe Mnpo-
CTOpe — OHEe MPOCTOpe Y kojuma ce cnajajy ypbaHo 3ene-
HWMO, Kao LITO Cy MapKoBM M ynuvue ca ApBopeguma, ca
BOOHUM Tenuma u objekTuma, Kao LUTO Cy peke, je3epa
n coHTaHe [1, 2] , a ocnakao ce Ha AeLeHnje HayYHUX
NCTpaxuBaha, NPeBacxoQHO M3 KOHTEKCTa 3anagHux 3e-
Marba. Y atmocdepu cee Beher rnobanHor nHTepecosa-
Ha 3a MefycobHy MHTepakuujy 3apaBriba U OKpPYXewa,
Tj. XXMBOTHE cpeauHe, TOKOM OBe Cecuje Cy MCnuTMBaHe
[o6pobutn nNo sgpasrbe, ApYLWTBO W NpuBpeay, Koje no-
TUYY of OBUX NPUPOAHUX OKpyXehna. [1a unak, guckycuja
je oTuwna garbe of nyke noTBpAe nocrtojehux gokasa, oT-
KpvBajyhn Beh oyro npucyTHe HegocTaTke y 3Hakby 1 pasy-
MeBajy BULLECTpaHWX yTuuaja, KOHTEKCTyanHux dakropa
N onNTUMarHux NpUCTyna NpojekToBaky M ynotpebn oBmx

CTPYKTYpa.

MpyvMapHM UMb OBOr NprKasa cryyaja ocrnawa ce Ha no-
HOBHY KOHLenTyanusauujy yrnore npupoge y bnarocrawy
rbyam Kpo3 ad hoc aHKeTy y KOojoj ce pa3mMatpajy pasnumyu-
Te BpCTe UHTepakuuja namehy yvyecHuka n ypbaHumx -3
npocropa.

MeToaonoruja

Ha pagunoHuum je n3BegeHa MHTEpaKTMBHA BexOa TOKOM
Koje Cy ydeCHWUUM nojerbeHu y 4eTupu pasnuyuute KaTe-
ropvje no ydecrtanoctu uanarawa [1-3 npoctopmuma. Ose
Kkateropuje cy obyxBaTane pefoBHE KOPUCHUKE, KOju Cy
kopuctunu -3 npoctope Bue of Tpy NyTa HeOerbHo;

ed from the joint participation in the Horizon 2020-funded
HEART project, a consortium-driven attempt to advance
public health outcomes and societal well-being through
evidence-based disease management and the structured
incorporation of Blue-Green (B-G) spaces into urban plan-
ning paradigms.

Urban populations are subject to a complex interplay of so-
cial, demographic, economic, cultural, environmental and
climatic determinants, each exerting diverse, often oppos-
ing, influences on public health (PH) and well-being (WB).
Concurrently, a sustained global rise in the incidence,
prevalence and mortality of non-communicable diseas-
es — among them cardiovascular, metabolic, respirato-
ry and mental health disorders — has been documented.
Exposure to B-G spaces, however, has been associated
with enhancements in both physical and mental health,
suggesting a potential mitigating effect on these adverse
health trends [1].

The dialogue centred on Blue-Green spaces — those ar-
eas integrating urban greenery, such as parks and tree-
lined streets, with aquatic features like rivers, lakes and
fountains [1, 2] and drew on decades of scientific inquiry,
predominantly derived from Western contexts. Against the
backdrop of growing global interest in the intersection of
health and environment, the session examined health, so-
cial and economic dividends afforded by these natural set-
tings. Yet, the conversation progressed beyond validating
existing evidence, laying bare enduring knowledge gaps in
understanding the multifaceted impacts, contextual factors
and optimal approaches to designing and utilising these
structures.

The primary objective of this case study revolves around
reconceptualising the role of nature in human well-being
through an ad hoc survey that considers the varying types
of interactions between participants and urban B-G spac-
es.

Methodology

The workshop featured an interactive exercise that seg-
mented participants into four distinct categories according
to their frequency of engagement with B-G spaces. These
categories included Frequent Users, defined as individu-
als utilising B-G spaces on more than three occasions per
week; Occasional users, whose engagement ranged from
three to five instances monthly; Rare users, who report-
ed approximately 12 visits annually; and Non-users, who
had no interaction with such spaces over the preceding
year. Prior to the exercise, participants were introduced to
the formal definitions of Blue and Green spaces, as artic-
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noBpeMeHe KOPUCHUKe, KOju cy ux nocehusanu og Tpu Ao
neT MyTa MECEYHO; PETKE KOPUCHMKE KOjuU Cy MpujaBunm
oKko 12 noceta rogulike; U kaTeropujy ocoba koje He Ko-
pucte oBe NpoCcTope, Koje HUCY nMane HUKakKBe UHTepak-
unje ca oBMM MPOCTOpMMa TOKOM MpeTxogHe roguHe. MNpe
oBe Bexbe, yyecHMUMMa Cy npeActaBrbeHe dopmarnHe
JeduHnumje NnaBux 1 3eneHnX NpocTopa, Koje cy hopmy-
nucane CeeTcka 3gpaBCTBEHA OpraHu3auuja u AreHuuja
3a 3alWTUTY XMBOTHe cpeaunHe Benuke Bputanuvje, yume
je yTeMerbeHo 3ajeqHuMYKo pasymeBane OBor nojma. [a
061 ce rapaHTOBano ga y4yecHuuUM Mory Aa uspase CBoje
MULLIIbEHE M U3BAH MPETXOAHO AedUHUCaHUX KaTeropu-
ja, cBaKko NuTake je cagpkano 1 onuujy ,0cTano”’, WwTo je
CMYXXWUIO Kao HauvH 3a A04ATHO HWjaHCHUpake o4roBopa.

CBakoj rpynu je noctaBSbeHa cepuja of cedam LUIbHUX
nMTaka HaMeHEHUX pacBeT/baBaky obpasaua noHalla-
Ha, MOTMBaLMja KOje Cy Y OCHOBM TuUX obpasaua, kao u
nepuunMpaHnx nNpegHoCcTV WM MaHa Koje ce AoBode Y
BE3y Ca MHTepakumjom ca OBUM OKpyxXenuma. OkBup 3a
0[roBOpe 3a CBako NuTawe je nogpasymenao ogabuvp no-
jeAnHa4vHe onuwmje, WTO je 04 KOPUCHMKA 3axTeBasro ga 13
aeduHncaHor ckyna onuuja ogabepy OHy koja ce Hajoorbe
MOX€E NPUMEHUTUN Ha HUX.

YKynHO Tpajawe aHkeTe je ouno oko 30 MuHyTa, a npo-
CTOPHUW pacrnopeq je OCMULLIbEH TaKo [a Ce Ha HajMakby
Moryhy mMepy cmaru UHTepakumnja namehy rpyna. ¥y npak-
CW, CBaku TUM je NOCTaBIbeH y pasnuuuTe YrroBe ucTe
carne, YiMe je obe3befheHo fa NepcnekTMBe APYrMx HU Ha
KOju Ha4YMH He YyTUYY Ha OAroBOpe CBake nojeanHadvHe rpy-
ne. CBakom T1My Cy A0OEerbEHN MOAEPaTOPU ca OANIMYHUM
3HaHEM JIOKAIHOT je3rka, Kako 61 UM NpY>Xnnm cMepHuLe,
nojacHWUNM NUTaka 1 Kako 6u npomoBucanu akTneBaH auvja-
nor. OHu cy, Takohe, AOKyMEHTOBanu KBanMtatuBHe yBuae
KOju Cy n3nasunu u3 okBmpa CTPYKTyMpaHux O4rosopa.

Y4yecHMUUMa je HanoXeHo Aa YNUTHUKY NPUCTYNe CEKBEH-
uunjanHo, ogroeapajyhu camo Ha jeqHO nuTake y AaTtom
MOMEHTY, U He3aBWCHO jegaH of Aapyror, dopmynuyhu
CBOje 0roBOpe Ha OCHOBY WHAMBUAYyaNHWX UCKyCTaBa U
CTaBOBa, ICTOBPEMEHO pasMenyjyhu CBOja pasmuLLIrbara
Ha cBaKy oA Tema ca Apyrum ydecHuuuma. Ogrosopu cy
OVPEKTHO YHOLLEHW Yy AUrMTanHy nnatgopmy, Tako LTo cy
yyecHUum ckenmpanu QR ko AoAerbeH HUXOBOj KaTero-
puju Ha cBojuM MobunHuMm ypehajuma. Mogaum cy arpe-
rMpaHu y CTBapHOM BpeMeHy npumeHom Google Forms
dopmynapa.

PesynTtatu

HamepaBaHa cTtpatudumkauunja Huje, Ha Kpajy, y NOTnyHo-
CTW peanuaoBaHa y npakcu jep cy ce y4YeCHUUM camoo-

ulated by the World Health Organisation and the UK’s En-
vironment Agency, thereby ensuring a shared conceptual
grounding. To guarantee participants could articulate per-
spectives beyond the predefined categories, each ques-
tion incorporated an 'Other' option, thus offering a means
to capture more nuanced responses.

Each group was posed a series of seven targeted questions
intended to illuminate behavioural patterns, underlying
motivations and perceived advantages, or shortcomings,
associated with their interaction with these environments.
The response framework for each question was structured
as a single-choice selection, requiring participants to iden-
tify the most applicable option from a predefined set.

The overall duration of the exercise amounted to approx-
imately 30 minutes, leveraging a spatial configuration de-
signed to minimise cross-group interaction. In practice,
each team was positioned at distinct corners of the same
theatre room, ensuring that the responses of one group re-
mained entirely uninfluenced by the perspectives of others.
Moderators proficient in the local language were assigned
to each team for the purpose of providing guidance, clarify-
ing the questions and promoting active dialogue. They also
documented qualitative insights that extended beyond the
structured response options.

Participants were instructed to approach the questionnaire
sequentially, addressing one query at a time, and inde-
pendently, formulating their responses, grounded in their
individual experiences and viewpoints, while exchanging
reflections on each topic with fellow attendees. Respons-
es were inputted directly into a digital platform, with par-
ticipants scanning a distinct QR code assigned to their
respective category on their mobile devices. Data aggre-
gation was conducted in real time via Google Forms.

Results

This intended stratification was ultimately not reflected in
practice, as the participants self-identified exclusively as
either Frequent or Occasional users, with 21 and 15 indi-
viduals, respectively, forming only these two groups. Nota-
bly, the absence of representation among Rare users and
Non-users may be attributed to the influence of social de-
sirability bias, potentially deterring individuals from self-re-
porting infrequent engagement.

The aggregated responses, visualised through doughnut
charts, offer an overview of key trends and preferences on
the basis of following inquiries:
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npeaenvnM UCKIbyYMBO Kao NpunagHuuM Kateropuja pe-
OOBHUX UIM MOBPEMEHNX KOPUCHUKA, ca 21 n 15 ocoba,
pedoMm, Yume cy copmupaHe camo Te ABe rpyne. Tpeba
uMaTu y BMAy Aa OOCYCTBO MPEACTaBHUKA PETKUX KOpWU-
CHMKa M OHKX KOjX HEe KOPUCTE OBE MPOCTOpEe MOoX4a MOXe
Ja ce npunuwe v yTuuajy npegpacyde OpyLwTBeHe no-
XEerbHOCTM, WTO noTeHumjanHo ogBpaha nojeguHue of
Tora fa npvjaee Aa OBE NPOCTOPE HE KOPUCTE YeCTo.

ArpervpaHy oaroBopu, BM3yanv3oBaHu Kpo3 KpyXHe rpa-
dvKoHe, AoHOCE Mperneq KibyYyHUX TpeHaoBa U npedpe-
peHUM Ha ocHoBy criefehux napaverapa.

BnusuHa: padukoH 1 oTKpMBa jacHe NPOCTOPHE pasnuke
y goctynHocTyu -3 npocTopa namehy KOpUCHUYKUX rpyna.
Mehy penoBHuUM KopucHuuuma, 31,6% crtaHyje unu pagu
Ha pasfjarbvMHU of MeT MUHyTa XxoAa, OOK je AoAaTHMX
36,8% Ha pasgarbuHu of 15 MUHyTa xoda, Ymme ce noTep-
fyje npemuca ga 6nvsvHa onakwasa pegoBHY ynoTpeoy.
HacynpoT ToMe, NnoBpeMeHn KOPUCHULM MOKa3yjy XeTepo-
reHvjy NpoCTOpHy pacnogeny, rae mawwu yaeo (20%) cra-
Hyje Ha NeT MMHYTa, a 3Ha4vajHo Behu yaeo (46,7%) ctaHy-
je y npeyHuky og 15 muHyTa xoga. 3HauajHo je aa 13,3%
noBpeMeHMX KOPUCHMKA NpujaBrbyje Aa cTaHyje unv pagu
Ha pasgarbuHu og Buwe of 30 MuHyTa, y nopehewy ca
11% pedoBHUX KOPWUCHMKA, LUTO MoOKasyje — goayle ge-
NYMWYHO, NPOCTOPHE AeTepMUHaHTe kopuwhera oBe UH-

dpacTpykType.

MpadmkoH 1. Konuko 6nmsy Hekor -3 npoctopa xusute
Unu paguTe (M3pakeHo Kao yaarbeHOCT X040M)?

Proximity: Chart 1 reveals distinct spatial disparities in the
accessibility of B-G spaces among user groups. Among
Frequent users, 31.6% reside or work within a five-minute
walking distance, while an additional 36.8% are situated
within a 15-minute walk, reinforcing the premise that prox-
imity facilitates habitual engagement. By contrast, Occa-
sional users exhibit a more heterogeneous spatial distri-
bution, with a smaller proportion (20%) residing within a
five-minute walk and a significantly higher share (46.7%)
within a 15-minute radius. Notably, 13.3% of Occasional
users reported residing or working more than 30 minutes
away, compared to 11% of Frequent users, showcasing,
albeit partially, the spatial determinants of engagement
with these infrastructures.

Chart 1. How close do you live or work to a B-G space
(expressed as a walking distance)?

PenoBHN KOpUCHMLM (CMOIBHU KPYT) Hacnpam noBpeMeHMX KOPUCHUKA (YHYTpaLlHbu Kpyr)
Frequent (Out) vs Occasional (In) Users

10.5%

21.1%

Oanyke o cmewTajy: padmKoH 2 nnycTpyje yoursusy pa-
3MUKY Yy CTEMNeHy y KOM pegoBHU 1N NOBPEMEHU KOPUCHULM
npuopuTnayjy npucycteo -3 npocTtopa MpunvkoMm opa-
Oupa cmewTaja. Mehy pegoBHUM kopucHuumma, 47,6%
je npujaBuno ga ,Beoma” ysuma y o63up [M1-3 npocTope,
y nopehewy ca 40% noBpemMeHux KopucHuka. ¥3 1o, 40%

46.7% m5
=15
= 30'

36.8%

31.6%

>30'

Accommodation Decisions: Chart 2 illustrates a discern-
ible disparity in the extent to which Frequent and Occa-
sional users prioritise the presence of B-G spaces when
selecting their accommodation. Among frequent users,
47.6% reported giving "very much" consideration to B-G
spaces, compared to 40% of occasional users. Additional-
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NoBpEMEHMX KOPUCHMKKa je ogabpano ga ,mano” ysuma y
063np oBaj napametap, y nopehemwy ca 28,6% pegoBHUX
KopucHuka. OBM 0OroBopu OTKpPUBAjy Aa pPedoBHU KOpU-
cHMUM npuaajy Behy BaxkHocT goctynHocTu -3 npocTopa,
LUTO Ce 1 BUAM 13 hUXOBOT AocnegHujer kopmwhera oBuX
CTPYKTypa.

padhmkoH 2. Kaga 6Gupate cmeluTaj, y Kojoj Mepu pasma-
TpaTte npucycTBo -3 npocTopa y oKpyXeny?

ly, 40% of Occasional users indicated providing "a little bit"
of consideration, contrasting with 28.6% of Frequent ones.
These responses reveal the greater importance placed on
the availability of B-G spaces by Frequent users, indicative
of their more consistent engagement for these structures.

Chart 2. When choosing your accommodation, to what ex-
tent did you consider the presence of B-G spaces in the
surrounding area?

PenoBHM KOPUCHULM (CMOSbHU KPYr) Hacnpam NOBpEMEHUX KOPUCHUKA (YHYTpaLUHbU KPyr)
Frequent (Out) vs Occasional (In) Users

)
47.6% —~—~ 40%

. 20% '

MoTtuBauwmja: 'pacdurkoH 3 OTKpUBA jacHy pasnuky y npu-
MapHOj MoTuBaumju 3a nocehuBawe [1-3 npoctopa us-
Mefy pedoBHMX M NOBPEMEHWX KOpuCHUKa. MoBpemeHu
KOPUCHMUM Cy YrMaBHOM HaBOAUNW onyliTakwe u 3abaBy
Kao cBojy rmaBHy moTuaumjy (60%), 3Ha4ajHO BULIE HETO
38,1% wmehy penoBHMM KopucHMUuMMa. HacynpoT Towme,
PEOOBHM KOPUCHULM CY MNOKasanm CHaXKHWjy HakroHe-
HOCT pm3mykoj akTmBHOCTU (28,6%), KOja je Buna pena-
TUBHO Manu M3BOP MOTUBALMje 3a NOBPEMEHE KOPUCHWMKE
(6,7%). Opyxene ca npujatersuma v nopoamuom (14,3%)
N yXuBawe y npupoam n okpyxewy (19%) Takohe cy ce
Yewhe jaBrbanM Kao OArOBOPWU PEOOBHWMX KOPWCHUKA, Y
nopenewy ca noBpeMeHuM kopucHuumma (6,7% un 13,3%,
penom). [darbe, NOBPEMEHU KOPUCHWULUM Cy MoKasusanm
Behy nHTepakuujy ca gorahajuma n aktuHocTuma (6,7%)
Kao LITO je WeTHa naca, WTOo OACIMNKaBa HUX0Be cnopa-
OnYHMje nHTepakumje ca -3 npoctopuma, oKpeHyTe BuLe
Ka cneumdryHMM akTMBHOCTMMA. YONLWTEHO NoCMaTpaHo,
OBe pasfnuKke Cy OCHOB 3a pa3nuyute obpacue ynotpebe,
npy YemMy pedoBHW KOPUCHULM NPEAHOCT Aajy CTanHuMm u
TpajHUM DU3NYKMM U MHTEpPaKumjaMa ca OKpyXXeHeM, 0K
CYy 3a NoBpeMeHEe KOPWUCHWKE NPUOPUTET OnyLUTaHke U op-
raHn3oBaHe aKTMBHOCTM.

4.8%

28.6%

B Humano / Not at all

® Mano / A little bit

® YmepeHo / Moderately
Beowma / Very much

19.0%

Motivation: Chart 3 reveals a clear distinction in the pri-
mary motivations for visiting B-G spaces between Fre-
quent and Occasional users. Occasional users predomi-
nantly cited relaxation and leisure as their main motivation
(60%), markedly higher than the 38.1% reported by Fre-
quent users. Conversely, Frequent users demonstrated a
stronger inclination towards exercise (28.6%), which was
a relatively minor motivation for Occasional users (6.7%).
Socialising with friends and family (14.3%) and engaging
with nature and the environment (19%) also featured more
prominently among Frequent users compared to Occa-
sional users (6.7% and 13.3%, respectively). Further, Oc-
casional users showed greater engagement in events and
activities (6.7%) such as dog walking, reflecting their more
sporadic and activity-specific interactions with B-G spac-
es. Overall, this disparity underpins the differing patterns
of engagement, with Frequent users favouring sustained
physical and environmental interactions and Occasional
users prioritising leisure and organised activities.
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MpadmkoH 3. LLTa je Bawa npumapHa MoTuBaLumja 3a Ko-
puwhense -3 npoctopa?

Chart 3. What is your primary motivation for visiting B-G
spaces?

PenoBHN KOPUCHMLM (CMOSBHU KPYT) HAcnpam NoBPEeMEHUX KOPUCHMKA (YHYTpaLUHbU KPYT)
Frequent (Out) vs Occasional (In) Users

28.6%

14.3%

Bapujepe: pacmkoH 4 faje npernen npumMapHux dak-
TOpa koju cnpeyvasajy nocete [1-3 npoctopuma, ynume ce
OTKpvBa pocnegaH obpasau u mehy pegoBHuM n Mehy
noBpeMeHMM KopucHMUMMa. Hegoctatak BpemeHa ce ja-
BIba Kao rnaeHa npenpeka 3a obe rpyne, a HaBoge je 80%
noBpemMeHnX KOpucHuka u 52,4% pepoBHUX KOPUCHMKA,
LUITO HarnallaBa HeroB yHMBep3anaH 3Hadvaj. CekyHaapHu
hakTopy AOHEKNe Bapupajy, Npu YemMy BPEMEHCKE YCro-
Be yewhe HaBoge penoBHU kopucHuum (23,8%), ook no-
BPEMEHe Mpernpeke, Kao LWTO Cy NOWe OApXKaBake Unu
npeTepaHa ryxea, nommwe 6,7% noBpemMeHnx KopucHuKa.
Kateropuja ,octano” goHocwu gogatHe yBuae, Npu 4emy
PEAOBHM KOPUCHMUM HaBoge buanyka orpaHudena, Kao
WTO Cy HeaaBHe OOnecTu Koje yTudy Ha MOKPEeTIbUBOCT,
a NoBpEeMEHUN KOPUCHWULM HaBode nepuoanyHe npedepeH-
umnje 3a cnobogHe akTMBHOCTW Yy 3aTBOPEHOM — TEHAEH-
umja Koja je Moxga WMHTEeH3MBMpaHa ycreq cneundudHor
KOHTEKCTa paguoHuue, yaumajyhu y o63up ga cy nokarn-
HW CTAHOBHMLUM YMHWUNW HajBehn geo yyecHuka, a ga cy
y Beorpagy, y oktobpy, Temnepartype 6une Heobu4Ho BU-
coke 3a 1o goba rognHe. OBM Hanasu ykasyjy ga, nako cy
BPEMEHCKa OorpaHnyera AOMVHAHTaH 3ajeqHUYKN OrpaHu-
yaBajyhu chakTop, hakTopn OKpyXeH-a/)KUBOTHE cpeanHe
N CUTyaumnoHu bakTopu MMajy KoMnapaTUBHO Maksu, anu un
Jaree 3HadajaH ytuuaj Ha obpacue kopuwhera.

® dusunyka akTuBHoct / Exercise
® OnywTake un 3a6aea / Relaxation and Leisure
H [1pyxeH-e ca nopoauuoM 1 npujarersuma / Socialising with F&F
Elpupoaa u okpyxemwe / Nature and Environment
= florafaju n aktTuBHocTu / Events and Activities
Octano / Other

Barriers: Chart 4 summarises the primary factors pre-
venting visits to B-G spaces, uncovering a consistent pat-
tern across Frequent and Occasional users. Lack of time
emerges as the predominant barrier for both groups, cit-
ed by 80% of Occasional users and 52.4% of Frequent
users, underlining its universal significance. Secondary
factors exhibit modest variation, with weather conditions
being more prominent among Frequent users (23.8%) and
occasional barriers such as poor maintenance and over-
crowding reported by 6.7% of Occasional users. The "Oth-
er" category offers further insights, with Frequent users
referencing physical limitations, such as recent illnesses
that impair mobility, and Occasional users noting periodic
preferences for indoor leisure activities — a tendency that
may have been intensified by the specific context of the
workshop, considering the predominance of local inhab-
itants among the participants and the unseasonably high
temperatures in Belgrade during October. These findings
suggest that while temporal constraints dominate as a
shared limitation, environmental and situational factors ex-
ert a comparatively smaller, albeit noteworthy, influence on
visitation patterns.
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FpadumkoH 4. Koju je rmasHM hakTop Koju Bac cnpeyasa
Aa yewhe nocehyjete -3 npoctope?

Chart 4. What is the main factor that prevents you from
visiting B-G spaces more often?

PenoBHN KOPUCHMLM (CMOSbHY KPYT) HACNpam NOBPEMEHUX KOPUCHMKA (YHYTpaLlkbU KPYT)
Frequent (Out) vs Occasional (In) Users

23.8%

9.5% ’

1.0% — — 9.5%

52.4%

= HepocTatak BpemeHa / Lack of time
= HepocTtartak gpywTBa / Lack of company
= HesrogHa nokauuja / Inconvenient Location
= be36egHocHu acnekTu / Safety concerns
= HepgocTaTtak (pyHKUMOHanNHocTH unu objekata / Lack of facilities or amenities
= Jlowe oapxaBawe / Poor maintenance
= BpemeHcku ycnoBu | Weather conditions
MpeTtepaHa ryxea / Overcrowding

OcTano / Other

YHanpehewa: [pacukoH 5 npeacraBmba yHanpehewa
unn pogatHe dyHkumoHanHoctu -3 npoctopa Koje 6wu
nogcTtakne yyYyecHuke paguoHuue ga ux dewhe nocehyijy,
WK YONLITEHO YHanNpeaune HuxoBo UCKycTBo. MNMoBpeme-
HW KOPUCHMLM CY, Y Hajsehoj Mepun, faBanu NpeaHOCT yHa-
npehewy npocTopHor ypehewa u opgpxaBawa (64,3%).
MeRy penoBHUM KopucHUUMMa, npedepeHunje cy bune
paBHOMepHuje pacnopeheHe, npu yemy je onuuje Beher
Opoja pekpeaTUBHNX aKTUBHOCTW 1 yYHanpehera npocTop-
Hor ypefewa u ogpxaeawa ofgabpano no 23,8%. Karte-
ropuja ,octano” garbe ofcnukasa 3ajedHUYKM Harracak
Ha OOCTYMHOCTU M TpaHCNOpTHUM Be3ama y obe rpyne, ca
28,6% wn 21,4%. OBu pe3yntatu cyrepuwly ga ce nospe-
MEHW KOPUCHULM NpuMapHoO ycpeacpehyjy Ha uanyko
ctawse [1-3 npocTopa, JOK pegoBHU KOpUCHULM Aajy Behu
3Hayaj kOMOMWHaumWju yHanpeheHux YHKLUMOHANHOCTU 1
NMHMPACTPYKTYpe KojuMa ce noapxasa peaoBaH NpucTyn.

Improvements: Chart 5 presents the improvements or ad-
ditional features to B-G spaces that would encourage work-
shop participants to visit more frequently or enhance their
overall experience. Occasional users predominantly priori-
tised improved landscaping and maintenance (64.3%). For
Frequent users, preferences were more evenly distributed,
with more recreational activities and improved landscap-
ing and maintenance each selected by 23.8%. The "Other"
category further reflects the shared emphasis on accessi-
bility and transport connections across both groups, with
28.6% and 21.4%. These results suggest that Occasion-
al users focus primarily on the physical condition of B-G
spaces, whereas Frequent users place importance on a
combination of enhanced amenities and infrastructure to
support regular access.
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MpadmkoH 5. Koje yHanpehewe unu gogatHa gyHKUU-
oHarnHocT 6u Bac oxpabpuna ga 4ewhe nocehyjete oBe
npocTope unu 6u yHanpeauna Balle UCKYCTBO?

Chart 5. Which improvement or additional feature would
encourage you to visit more often or enhance your expe-
rience?

PenoBHM KOPUCHMULM (CMOSBbHU KPYT) HAcnpamMm NOBPEMEHNX KOPUCHUKA (YHYTPaLLHbU KPYT)
Frequent (Out) vs Occasional (In) Users

28.6%

'/ 4.8%

23.8%

23.8%

Octano / Other

YTuuaj Ha 3gpasrbe: [padukoH 6 nokasyje ga U pegos-
HU U NOBPEMEHU KOPUCHULM M3aBajajy CMakbere cTpeca
1 nobosbllake MEHTANHOr 34paBrba Kao HajBaxkHuje Oo-
npuHoce [1-3 npoctopa wuxoBoM bnaroctawy, ca 57,1%
n 73,3% oprosopa, pegoM. 3a pedoBHe KOPUCHMKE, MO-
ryhHOCT (hr3nyKe akTMBHOCTM paHrMpaHa je kao apyru Haj-
BaXkHUju cpaktop (23,8%), WITO HarnawaBa HMUXOB aKTUB-
HW ogHoC ca oBuM cTpykTypama. Ocehaj noBe3aHoCTU ca
npvpogom Takohe ce U3aBojuo Kao BaXkaH acnekT 3a obe
rpyne, jep ra je HaBeno 14,3% penoBHux n 13,3% nospe-
MeHMX KopucHuka. OBW Hanasn oAacrnvkaeajy BMLIECIOjHE
nobpobutn of -3 npocTopa, Koje ncnywaeajy norpede
Kako MEHTarHOr Tako 1 pm3nykor 3gpaerba, Npy Yemy no-
BpeMeHN KopucHULM Aajy Behn 3Hayaj yHanpehewy MeH-
TanHor 3gpasrba.

MpadmkoH 6. Ha koju HaumH -3 npocTopun HajBuwe fo-
npuHOCe BalleM 34paBiby U OOpoCTaky?

= YHanpeheHe 6e36enHocHe mepe /| Enhanced Security Measures

= borse ocBeTibewe / Better lightning

= Buwe pekpeatnBHux aktuBHoctn / More Recreational Activities

= YHanpeheH nejsaxHun ausajH n ogpxaBawe / Improved Landscaping & Maintenance
= Buwe porafaja n aktuBHoctu / More Events and Activities

Health Impact: Chart 6 demonstrates that both Frequent
and Occasional users identify stress reduction and mental
health improvement as the most significant contributions
of B-G spaces to their well-being, with 57.1% and 73.3%
of responses, respectively. For Frequent users, opportu-
nities for physical exercise rank as the second most im-
portant factor (23.8%), signifying their active engagement
with these structures. A sense of connection to nature also
emerged as a notable aspect for both groups, expressed
by 14.3% of Frequent users and 13.3% of Occasional us-
ers. These findings reflect the multifaceted benefits of B-G
spaces, catering to both mental and physical health needs,
with Occasional users attributing more weight to mental
health improvements.

Chart 6. In what way do B-G spaces most contribute to
your health and well-being?

PenoBHM KOPUCHMLM (CMOSBbHM KPYT) Hacnpam noBPEMEHUX KOPUCHUKA (YHYTpaLLHbKU KPyT)
t) vs Occasional (In) Users

23.8% E 4.8%
l 6.7% : 14.3%

6.7%

13.3%

57.1%

Octano / Other

= Cmameme cTpeca U yHanpeherwe MeHTanHor 3gpasrba / Reducing Stress & Improving MH
= MoryhHocTu 3a hu3nuKy aktuBHocT / Opportunities for P. Exercise
= [lpyluTBEHE MHTepakKLUuje n usrpaamwa sajeaHuue / Social Interactions & Community Building

= YHanpehewe kBanuTeTa Basgyxa U cMawete 3arahemwa
Enchaning Air Quality & Reducing Pollution

= Ocehaj noBe3saHocTu ca npupogom / Offering a Sense of Conncetion to Nature
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Kopuwhewe 3gpaBcTBeHOr cuctema: [padukoH 7 uny-
CTpyje jacHo pasnu4dnTe obpacue Kopuwhewa 3gpaBcTse-
HUX ycryra mehy peaoBHUM 1 MOBPEMEHUM KOPUCHULMMA
y nocrnegwux OBaHaecT Meceuu. 3HadajaH Oeo noBspe-
MeHMX KopucHuka (73,3%) npujaBuo je Aa je KopucTuo
3gpascTBeHe ycnyre 1-3 nyTa, y nopehemny ca 38,1% pe-
OOBHUX KopucHuka. [logatHo, 38,1% penoBHMX KOPUCHMKA
je Ha3Ha4Mmno Aa Huje KOpUCTUIOo ycryre 30paBCcTBEHe 3a-
LUTUTE TOKOM OBOI NEPUOAA, LUTO je Y CHaXKHOM KOHTpacTy
ca camo 6,7% noBpemMeHux kopucHuka. OBO ykasyje ga
NMOBPEMEHMN KOPUCHULM JOCMefHuje Jona3e y KOHTakT ca
30paBCTBEHNM Yycryrama, [OK 3HayajHuju Oe0 penoBHUX
KOpPMCHUKA NMokasyje orpaHu4eHy Ui HUKakBy MHTepaKLum-
jy Y NICTOM BPEMEHCKOM MEPUOAY.

MpadomkoH 7. Konuko nyta cte nocetnnu 6uno Kor 3agpas-
CTBEHOI pagHuKa (ykiby4dyjyhu npumapHy, cekyHOapHy K
crneumvjann3oBaHy 30paBCTBEHY 3alTUTY) Yy MOCneaHux
JBaHaecT meceumn?

Healthcare Utilisation: Chart 7 illustrates distinct patterns
in healthcare service utilisation between Frequent and Oc-
casional users over the past twelve months. A substantial
proportion of Occasional users (73.3%) reported access-
ing healthcare services 1-3 times, compared to 38.1% of
Frequent users. Further, 38.1% of Frequent users indicat-
ed no utilisation of healthcare services during this period,
contrasting sharply with only 6.7% of Occasional users.
These observations indicate that Occasional users main-
tain a more consistent interaction with healthcare servic-
es, whereas a considerable segment of Frequent users
demonstrates limited or no engagement within the same
timeframe.

Chart 7. How many times have you visited any healthcare
professional (including primary, secondary and specialised
care) over the past twelve months?

PenoBHM KOPUCHMLM (CMOSBHU KPYT) HACNpaMm NOBPEeMEHUX KOPUCHUKA (YHYTpaLlHbU KPYT)
Frequent (Out) vs Occasional (In) Users

38.1%

73.30%

Ouckycunja

BnarotBopHM yTuuaj nnaso-3eneHux (I1-3) npocTtopa Ha
3apaBrbe U Gnaroctamwe fbyau HaLWMPOKO je NpenosHaTt u
[OKYMEHTOBaH TOKOM BuLLUE AeleHnja MehyHapogHor uc-
TpaxuBamwa [3, 4, 5].

Pesyntat pagmoHuue yrnasHOM NOTBPhYjy LUMPOKM CKyn
AoKasa o BuLwecTpykum gobpobuTtnma og M-3 npoctopa,
KOje ce NpOoCTUPY KPO3 30paBCTBEHE, eKOHOMCKE U COLU-
janHe gnmeHsuje.

Hanasu paguoHuue ykasyjy oa peaoBHU KOPUCHULN NOKa-
3yjy MapruHarnHy CKIMoHOCT Ka CTaHOBawy yHyTap pasfa-
IbUHE KpaTke WeTwe (Mcnog net muHyTa) of -3 npocto-
pa. /inak, 3Ha4ajaH yaeo noBpeMeHNX KOpUCHMKa Takohe
je npujaBno Aa XuBK YHyTap npedHuka og 15 MuHyTa xoaa,

19.0%

‘- 4.8%

= HujeaHom / None
= 1-3 nyTta/ Times
= 4-6 nyta/ Times
= 7-10 nyta / Times
> 10 nyTta/ Times

38.1%

Discussion

The beneficial influence of Blue-Green (B-G) spaces on
human health and well-being is broadly recognised and
documented by decades of international research [3, 4, 5].

The findings of the workshop largely reinforce the wide
body of evidence on the multifaceted benefits of B-G spac-
es, encompassing health, economic and social dimen-
sions.

The workshop findings indicate that Frequent users display
a marginal propensity to reside within immediate walking
distance (below 5 minutes) to B-G spaces. Nevertheless, a
considerable proportion of Occasional users also reported
living within a 15-minute walking radius, suggesting that
determinants beyond mere spatial proximity may shape
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LWITO yKasyje Oa NocToje AojaTHe AeTepMUHaHTe Koje 6u
Morne ga obnukyjy obpacue kopuwhera, OCMM came
6nnsuHe. OBO je reHeparnHo y cknagy ca nNpeTxogHuM uc-
TpakuBarMMa, Koja Cy ycTaHOBMMa Aa je MpocTopHa go-
CTYMHOCT UeHTpanHu (GakTop Kako Y4YecTanocTu Tako U
npupoae HadmHa kopuwhera oBux npoctopa [5, 6]. Cty-
auvje Beh Heko BpemMe noTBphyjy Te3y Aa je 3a nojeguHue
KOjW XMBE Ha pasfarbvHu KpaTtke weTkwe og [1-3 npocto-
pa ganeko BepoBaTHuje oa he Te npocTope uHTerpmucatu
y CBOje CBaKOgHEeBHe akTUBHOCTW, Buno 3a notpebe du-
3M4Ke aKTUBHOCTW UNKN Kao NacusBHy pekpeauujy [5, 6]. MNa
unak, Hanasu aHkeTe ykasyjy ga, Mefy rpynama yrnopHumx
KOpUCHMKA, Mako HenocpegHa GnuavHa omoryhasa npu-
CTyM, OHa Huje jeanHun hakTop Koju amkTupa obpacue yno-
Tpebe. Hanpotus, 4iHKu ce aa ynotpeby mogynvpa Kom-
OuHaLuMja NUYHKUX CKMOHOCTM, BPEMEHCKUX OrpaHnyeHa u
crneundmryHmMx ocobuHa cammx npocTopa.

Kaga je pey o 3gpaBcTBEHUM MCXOQuMma, OArOBOpU ca pa-
anoHuue (rpadukoH 6) cy MCTaknM CMareHe cTpeca U’
yHanpehewe 3apaBrba kao Hajuyelhe HaBoheHe, camoyo-
YeHe [OOpo6UTU MHTepakumje ca INM-3 npocTopmma, noceb-
HO Mefy NOBpeMeHUM KoprcHULMMa. PegoBHM KopucHUUN,
C Opyre cTpaHe, Harnaluasajy 4o4aTHY yrnory oBuX NpocTo-
pa y nogctuuarwy usnyke akTMBHOCTU. 3HayajHo je aa je
TOKOM paguMoOHULE OTKPMBEHO Aa MOBPEMEHMU KOPUCHMULM
npuvjaerbyjy Behy ydyectanoct kopuwhera 3apaBCTBEHUX
ycnyra y nopehewy ca peaoBHVM KOPUCHULMMA, YuMe ce
oTBapa MoryhHocT ga crtanHa wmHTepakumja ca I1-3 npo-
cTopMMa Moxaa AOMNPUHOCK CManseny notpebe 3a 3apas-
ctBeHOM 3awTutom. OBM Hanasu cy obpo ycknaheHu
ca HanasuMa 13 npojekta Nnaso 3gpasree (BlueHealth),
duHaHcupaHor yHytap nporpama XopusoH 2020, koju je
OTKPUO CHaXXHY Kopernauujy nsmehy yecte nHtepakumje ca
NPUPOOHMM OKpYXXeHEM U1 yHanpeherwa MeHTanHor onaro-
ctawa. CTyauja je npoueHuna aa 6w, yHyTap 3ajegHuua ca
[oBOrbHUM Npuctynom -3 npoctopuma, Yak go 1000 cTa-
HoBHMKa Ha 100.000 morno aa ce He oanyyu 3a hapmako-
MNOLLKO fnevere aHKCMO3HOCTU U Aenpecuje, WTo 4OBOAM
[0 NoTeHuwmjanHe roguwke ywtege og suwe og 182.000
€eBpa rognilHke camo 3a fiekoBe, npema npoueHama EHMA
[7]. CnuyHO TOMe, cManeHOo Kopuwhewe 34paBCTBEHOr
cucTemMa Koje cy npujaBunun peaoBHW KOPUCHWLM Y CKna-
ay je ca pesyntatuma Seniors-Enrica |l koxopTHe cTyauje,
Y KOjOj Cy UCMMTaHULUM Koju xuBe Yy ypbaHum 3oHama ca
BYLLE 3eneHunna nokasveanm cMakerwe brnomapkepa Koju
yKasyjy Ha KapaunOmnoLLKn CTpecC U 3anarbewe [8].

PagvoHuua je Takohe pasnyyuna eKoHOMCKe nocneguue
IM1-3 npocTtopa, rge cy pegoBHU KopucHUUM Aasanu Behu
3Ha4aj 4OCTYMHOCTM TakBUX CTPYKTypa npunnkom opabu-
pa nokauuja 3a ctaHoBawe. OBaj TpeHA oAcnvKaBsa Lnpy
OMHaMKKy TpXKuLTa, Kao LWTo ce BMAW U U3 cTyguja npo-

patterns of utilisation. This is broadly consistent with prior
research, which has established spatial accessibility as a
central factor of both frequency and nature of engagement
[5, 6]. Studies have long substantiated that individuals liv-
ing within a short walking distance of B-G spaces are far
more likely to integrate them into daily routines, whether
for physical activity or passive recreation [5, 6]. Notwith-
standing this, poll findings suggest that, among clusters
of steadfast users, while immediate proximity enables
access, it does not singularly dictate utilisation patterns.
Rather, engagement appears to be modulated by a com-
bination of personal inclinations, temporal constraints and
the specific attributes of the spaces themselves.

In terms of health outcomes, the workshop’s responses
(Chart 6) showcased stress reduction and mental health
improvement as the most frequently referenced, self-per-
ceived benefits of B-G space engagement, particularly
among Occasional users. Frequent users, meanwhile, em-
phasised the additional role of these spaces in promoting
physical activity. Notably, the workshop revealed that Oc-
casional users reported a higher utilisation of healthcare
services compared to their Frequent counterparts, raising
the possibility that sustained engagement with B-G envi-
ronments may contribute to reduced healthcare demand.
These observations resonate with findings from the Hori-
zon 2020-funded BlueHealth project, which brought forth
the robust correlation between frequent engagement with
natural settings and improved mental well-being. The
study estimated that within communities with sufficient
access to B-G spaces, as many as 1,000 residents per
100,000 could forgo pharmacological treatments for anx-
iety and depression, yielding prospective annual savings
exceeding €182,000 in drug expenditures alone, accord-
ing to EHMA estimates [7]. Similarly, the lower healthcare
utilisation reported by Frequent users in the workshop cor-
responds with findings from the Seniors-Enrica 1l Cohort
study, where subjects dwelling in urban zones with higher
vegetative cover exhibited reductions in biomarkers indic-
ative of cardiac stress and inflammation [8].

The workshop also elucidated the economic ramifica-
tions of B-G spaces, with Frequent users placing great-
er importance on the availability of such structures when
selecting residential locations. This trend reflects broader
market dynamics, as evidenced in valuation studies. The
case of Magdeburg, Germany, for instance, demonstrat-
ed that properties in neighbourhoods with higher tree
density experienced substantial appreciation between
2016 and 2020, with Standard Land Reference Values in-
creasing by 50-70%, from €2,000 to €2,400 per square
metre, in contrast to a comparatively modest 5.2% rise in
mixed-use zones [9]. The workshop discussions echoed
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LueHe BpegHocTu. Ha npumep, cnyyaj Margebypra y He-
MauyKoj NMokasyje Aa HEKPETHMHE y AernoBuma rpaga ca Be-
hom ryctnHom gpseha nokasyjy Behu nopacTt BpegHoOCTU
y nepuogy oa 2016. go 2020. roauHe, rae je cTaHgapgHa
pedepeHTHa BpeaHOCT 3eMrbuliTa nopacna 3a 50-70%,
y nopehewy ca penatuBHO CKPOMHUM nopactoM of 5,2%
y 30Hama MewoBuTe ynotpebe [9]. [uckycuja Tokom pa-
OVOHULE je Tekna y CMYHOM CMEepy Kao OBW Hanasu, jep
Cy OAroBOPY yKa3uBanu Ha MpomeHy y npedepeHumnjama
npunmkom ogabupa mecta CTaHOBawa yHyTap €BpPOMCKMX
rMaBHWX rpajoBa, rge noTpaxkwa cBe Buwe daBopuay-
je nsrpagty HOBMX CTaMBEHUX YETBPTU KOje MHTErpuvLly
Onun3nHy napkoBa, aBeHWja ca gpeopenuma, 1 obana Boa-
HMX Tera. ExoHoMcko BpegHoBate [1-3 npoctopa, koje je
moryhe npukasaTu, Harnawasa notpedy aa ypbaHuctu u
KpeaTopu jaBHUX MONUTKMKa NOMUPE LUIbEBE 3a O4YyBah-e
XMBOTHE CpeavHe U UurbaHe MHBECTULM|E Y MHAPACTPYK-

Typy.

Ha wwupem gpyliTBeHOM nnaHy, paguvoHuua je ucrakna
3Ha4aj -3 npocTopa y noacTuLamwy OpyLUTBEHE KOXe3u-
je, KaKko pedoBHU KOPUCHMLM BULLE CTyNajy Yy ApYyLUTBEHE
WHTEepakuuje 1 y4ecTByjy Y akTMUBHOCTUMA Y 3ajeOHuuM Y
nopehewy ca noBpemeHVM KopucHuuuma. OBaj pesynrat
je y cknagy ca noctojehom nutepaTypoM Koja AOKYMEHTYje
Kanauutete ypbaHor 3eneHuna 3a obnmkoBare gUHaM1Ke
ofHoca y 3ajeaHuun. JloHrutyanHanHa aHanusa 301 rpaga
y CjeamreHnm Amepudknm p>kaBama, Koja je Tpajana tpu
JeueHuje, ngeHTndukoBana je oOpHyTy Kopenauujy name-
Ay ryctuHe Beretauuje n CTone KpumMuHana, npu Yyemy cy
HacuIHa KpuBMYHa gerna buna 3a 26,7% a UMOBUHCKa Kpu-
BMYHa gena 3a 39,9% peha y 3oHama ca BuLe 3eneHunna
[10]. OBu edhbekTu cy ocTajanm NPUCYTHU N HAKOH yBohera
KopeKuuja 3a couMoeKkoHOMCKe, Aaemorpadcke U Bapuja-
6ne cnpoBohera 3akoHa. TOKOM NOTOHMX AUCKYCKja, y4e-
CHULM cy 0Baj (heHoMeH npunucanu sehem HedbopManHoMm
Hag3opy, Behoj coumjanHoj KOXesnju N CMakbery arpecuje
y 3eneHunjuM okpyxewnma. OBu pesyntaTtu ykasyjy Ha 1-3
NPOCTOpPE Kao MpaKkTUYHE U EKOHOMWYHE HavMHe 3a cMa-
HeHe ypbaHOr KpMMUHana n OCHaXmBake APYLUTBEHMWX
Be3a, Kao 1 3a yHanpehene onwTer bnaroctawa.

Ynpkoc ToMe WTo genyjy Beoma obehasajyhe, npaeu crte-
MeH 30paBCTBEHUX, APYLUTBEHNX U €KOHOMCKUX A06pobu-
TW Of, NraBo-3eNeHnX NpocTopa 1 Jarbe je OrpHyT BENOM
HEeM3BECHOCTH, ycrea pasnuynTux ja3osa y NcTpaknsaru-
ma. OgpefuBare fa Ny oBakBa OKPYXeHa ONPEKTHO yHa-
npenyjy ncxoge unu camo npuenade oHe koju Beh umajy
npeaucnosnuujy Ka 3gpasujuM XMBOTHUM CTUNIOBMMA Of-
TepeheHo je noTelwwkohama ycnen cBenpucyTHUX edeka-
Ta NPUCTPacHOCTU camocerekuumje. PasnydmBamwe Hunxo-
BOr yTuuaja of pasnuumtux omeTajyhux dakrtopa (eHrn.
confounding factors, cakTopu Koju Mmackupajy, Tj. oMeTajy

these findings, with responses indicating a shift in housing
preferences within European capitals, where demand in-
creasingly favours developments that integrate proximity
to parks, tree-lined avenues and waterfronts. The demon-
strable economic valuation of B-G spaces underlines the
necessity for urban planners and policymakers to reconcile
conservation objectives with targeted infrastructure invest-
ments.

On a broader social scale, the workshop conveyed the sig-
nificance of B-G spaces in promoting social cohesion, with
Frequent users engaging more extensively in social inter-
actions and community-based activities compared to their
Occasional counterparts. This observation aligns with ex-
isting literature documenting the capacity of urban green-
ery to shape community dynamics. A longitudinal analysis
of 301 U.S. cities spanning three decades identified an
inverse correlation between vegetation density and crime
rates, with violent crime declining by 26.7% and property
crime by 39.9% in areas with greater greenery [10]. These
effects persisted even after controlling for socio-econom-
ic, demographic and law enforcement variables. During
subsequent discussions, participants attributed this phe-
nomenon to enhanced informal surveillance, greater social
cohesion and diminished aggression within greener envi-
ronments. These findings point to B-G spaces as a prag-
matic and low-cost means of curbing urban crime while
strengthening social ties and improving overall well-being.

Despite the apparent promise, the true extent of the health,
societal and economic benefits of Blue-Green spaces re-
main shrouded in uncertainty, hindered by various research
gaps. Determining whether these environments directly
improve outcomes or merely attract those predisposed to
healthier lifestyles is fraught with difficulty, owning to the
pervasive effects of self-selection bias. The disentangle-
ment of their impact from confounding factors — ranging
from socio-economic disparities to variations in healthcare
access — poses a persistent challenge. Additionally, while
the immediate or short-term effects of such spaces are
increasingly acknowledged, their long-term health impli-
cations, particularly over decades, remain majorly under-
explored. Equally ambiguous is the ideal configuration of
these spaces, as certain designs raise questions about the
optimal balance of vegetation, water features, and spatial
layout while simultaneously introducing potential risks.
Poorly conceived Blue-Green spaces may exacerbate
hazards such as flooding or the spread of disease-carrying
insects, while design flaws like inadequate lighting, limited
visibility, or isolated layouts can heighten safety concerns
[11, 12]. Adding yet another layer of complexity, the influ-
ence of seasonal and climatic variability further compli-
cates the understanding of their full potential.
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yTBphrBare y3po4HO-NoCcneanyHnx Besa, Npum. Npes..) —
o4 ApYLUTBEHOEKOHOMCKUX HejedHakocTV OO0 Bapujauuja
y NPUCTYNy 340paBCTBEHOj 3alITUTW — NpeacTaBrba cran-
HW 1M3a30B. Y3 TO, MaKko Ce HeMocCpeaHu UM KPaTKOPOYHU
edeKTn TakBMX NpocTopa CBE BuLle MPU3Hajy n npeno-
3Hajy, HUXOBE OYropoyHe MMNnvKauuje, nocebHo y TOKy
BYLWIE [eleHunja, YrnaBHOM Cy HEeOOBOJbHO WUCTPaXeHe.
lMopjeaHako je HejacHa M vaeanHa KoHdurypauuja oBux
npocTopa, jep Heke BpCTe npojekara oTeapajy nuTakwa o
ONTMMarHoj ypaBHOTEXEHOCTN BereTaumje, BOgHUX obje-
Karta 1 NpoCTOpHOr pacrnopeaa y3 UCTOBPEMEHO yBohene
noTeHuujanHux pusuka. Jlowe ocMmurbeHn nnaso-3erne-
HW NPOCTOPM MOry Aa MnoropLuajy onacHOCTU Kao LUTO CY
nonnaee WnM LUMPeHe MHCeKaTa Koju npeHoce GomnecTw,
OOK HegocTauu y MpojekToBaky kao LITO Cy Heageksart-
HO OCBETIbEHE, OrpaHMYeHa BUOBMBOCT MM U30II0BaHN
NPOCTOpPHM pacnoped mory Aa noropluajy 6es3beaHocHe
napametpe [11, 12]. JogatHM crnoj KOMNIEKCHOCTM Aonasu
W OA yTuLaja CE30HCKUX U KNMMAaTCKMX BapujabumHocTy,
LUITO 0AATHO KOMMIINKYje pasyMeBaHe H1XO0BOT MyHOr Mo-
TeHuujana.

3akrby4vak

[uckycuja koja ce pasBuia TOKOM paguvoHuue, oap)KaHe
y okBupy MehyHapogHor koHrpeca ,JaBHo 3apaBrbe — [o-
cturHyha 1 n3asoBun”, NOHOBO je NOTBpAUa cBeobyxBaTHU
KOHCeH3yc: nnaeo-3eneHun (IM1-3) npocTtopu ce cee Bulle
cmatpajy yHOoameHTanHuM 3a oppXaBawe ypbaHux
OKpyXena Koja nogctuyy sapasrbe. OOroBopu yyecHuka
Cy UnycTpoBanu Kako 6rnmanHa nogctnye UHTepakumjy, npu
YeMy Cy pedoBHU KOPUCHMLM OBE MPOCTOPE MHTErpucanm
y CBOje CBaKOOHEBHE XMBOTE Kako 3a notpebe dusuny-
Ke aKTMBHOCTW Tako M 3a MeHTanHOo GnarocTtawe, AOK CY
NMOBPEMEHM KOPUCHMLM OBE MPOCTOPE BULLE BUAENU Kao
MecTa 3a onywTawe. lMogaum ykasyjy Aa nocToju Besa
namehy cucrtematnyHe ynotpebe n mMamer ocrnawana Ha
30paBCTBEHY 3alUTUTY, WITO AO4Aje 3Ha4yaj] aprymeHTuma
3a yrpaamwy npupoge y ypbaHusam. U3 guckycuje cy npou-
CTeKra u eKoHOMCKa pa3maTpama, jep -3 npoctopu yTu-
4y Ha npedepeHuje y CTaHOBawy M y cknagy cy ca -
pvM TpeHaoBMMa y oapefuBarby BPELHOCTU HEKPETHMHA.
Kako ce koxopTa y4ecHuKa cacTojana yrinaBHOM o YnaHo-
Ba HayyHe 3ajegHuLe, Oujanor je NpoLMpeH U3BaH MyKor
notephuBara noctojehnx Aokasa, ucrtpaxyjyhu nutama
Koja ce oHOCe Ha AyropoyvHe yTuuaje Ha 3apaBribe, OnTu-
MariHO NMPOCTOPHO MPOjEKTOBakE, MOTEHUMjANIHE OMETajy-
he cbakTope 1 cesoHcke Bapujauuje.

SERBIAN JOURNAL OF PUBLIC HEALTH

Conclusion

The deliberations that unfolded during the workshop, held
within the framework of the International Congress “Pub-
lic Health — Achievements and Challenges”, reaffirmed an
overarching consensus: Blue-Green (B-G) spaces are in-
creasingly regarded as fundamental to fostering health-pro-
moting urban environments. Participants’ responses illus-
trated how proximity drives engagement, with frequent
users integrating these spaces into their routines for both
physical activity and mental well-being, while occasional
users viewed them more as places of relaxation. The data
suggested a link between systematic use and lower health-
care reliance, adding weight to arguments for embedding
nature into urban planning. Economic considerations also
surfaced, with B-G spaces influencing residential prefer-
ences and aligning with broader trends in property valua-
tion. With the participant cohort comprising predominantly
members of the scientific community, the dialogue extend-
ed beyond affirming existing evidence, probing questions
concerning long-term health impacts, optimal spatial de-
signs, potential confounders and seasonal variations.
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