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Abstract. Given the growing demand for active leisure, and consequently, the increasing emphasis 
placed on recreation, the proper management of recreational facilities and development is becom-
ing particularly important. The authors propose a three-stage assessment of recreational infrastruc-
ture, which takes into account both qualitative and quantitative aspects. The proposed approach 
can be a useful tool for determining directions of development of recreational facilities in areas with 
varied characteristics, and can also help create a decision-making framework regarding changes in 
recreational development in a given area. By analysing strengths and weaknesses, opportunities 
and threats related to the current state of recreational development, as well as local environmental 
and planning conditions, it is possible to identify aspects that require improvement or modification. 
The methodological assumptions described in the article were applied to assess the recreational 
development of Szachty Park in Poznań.
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1. Introduction

Recreation is becoming an integral part of human well-being (Zwart & Ewert, 
2022). In addition to its crucial role in maintaining physical and mental health, 
regular physical activity helps to regulate stress, thus enhancing the quality of life 
(Müller-Riemenschneider et al., 2020). Opportunities for such activities are pro-
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vided by recreational and leisure areas (Carpenter & Harper, 2016; Hartwell et al., 
2018; Cilliers & Ledwon, 2024). Recreational “green infrastructure” is essential not 
only from an environmental perspective but it also makes green spaces more ac-
cessible, thereby supporting people’s quality of life (Lafortezza et al., 2013). Recrea-
tional areas foster social interaction and the creation of interpersonal relationships 
(Azhari et al., 2025). Properly managed recreational areas can also facilitate the de-
velopment of various forms of education (King et al., 2010). However, recreational 
development has not been clearly defined in the literature. It could be analysed in 
the context of tourism development, but, as noted by Kurek (2007), tourism devel-
opment itself does not have a clear definition and is sometimes referred to as the 
process of planning, adapting and equipping areas with elements of tourism and 
recreation infrastructure (Rogalewski 1979; Ravenscroft, 1992) or as the result of 
this process (Warszyńska & Jackowski, 1978; Kowalczyk & Derek, 2010). Tourism 
and recreational space should be distinguished primarily by its natural and cultural 
values, which complement each other (Butler & Pearce, 1995). An attempt to de-
fine forms of recreational development has been made by Pawlikowska-Piechotka 
(2009), who defined recreational infrastructure as elements of tourism infrastruc-
ture that enable the full and safe use of natural and cultural assets located in a given 
destination. Thus, for the purpose of this study, recreational development can be 
defined as the process of planning and managing recreational infrastructure, i.e. 
physical components (facilities) of recreational spaces.

In the following study we propose an approach for a qualitative and quantitative 
assessment of recreational development. In the article we argue that such evalua-
tion should account for various functions of recreational infrastructure, including 
facilities for stationary physical activity and games, education, as well as objects 
known as street furniture. We propose a three-stage assessment of recreational 
infrastructure, which includes qualitative and quantitative aspects. The proposed 
approach can be used to determine directions of recreational or tourism develop-
ment in different kinds of areas (e.g. valuable natural areas, cultural areas, urban 
parks), and can also help to identify potential threats to the natural environment. 
It takes into account social and economic needs of potential stakeholders, the area’s 
biodiversity and geodiversity, and the rational use of the environment. Although 
this is primarily a methodological study, it features an application of the proposed 
approach to assess an urban park in Poznan (Poland).
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2. Literature Review

Recreational facilities enhance the quality of life by providing attractive forms of lei-
sure (Gitau et al., 2023). According to Cortinovis et al. (2018), the availability of 
such facilities enables people to engage in new activities in natural areas. When con-
sidered in terms of ecosystem services, these activities are treated as new cultural 
benefits provided by naturally valuable areas (Haines-Young & Potschin, 2013). The 
value of these recreational ecosystem services can be defined in economic terms 
(Kulczyk et al., 2018). Recreational infrastructure can help promote sports, there-
by contributing to the physical fitness and health of local communities (Herbert 
& Żegleń, 2013; Mitchell et al., 2024). Small-scale facilities (e.g. waste bins, walking 
tracks) help to reduce the negative impact of human presence on the environment 
(Heagney et al., 2017). It should also be noted that recreational infrastructure is not 
only developed with the intention of attracting more tourists but primarily for the 
benefit of local residents (Mandić et al., 2018). Furthermore, recreational develop-
ment stimulates economic development, especially in rural areas, by providing 
employment opportunities outside agriculture (Couto et al., 2020).

The character of recreational development can vary depending on the type of 
area. Recreational management of forests and urban green spaces is important 
for public health, nature conservation and the overall quality of life of local resi-
dents. As such, this topic has received much attention in the literature (Hender-
son & Bialeschki, 2009; Woźnicka & Janeczko, 2014; Gundersen & Vistad, 2016; 
Wajchman-Świtalska et al., 2022, Qviström et al., 2023; Levinger et al., 2024). Rec-
reational development in river valleys provides opportunities not only to enjoy 
natural landscapes, but also towns, historical monuments, museums and other 
tourist attractions located along rivers. River valleys and rivers themselves can 
be valuable assets of the functional and spatial structure of towns and entire re-
gions (Januchta-Szostak & Karaśkiewicz, 2018; Klizentyte et al., 2023; Fu & Wang, 
2025). Thanks to recreational infrastructure along riverbanks, such as cycle paths, 
playgrounds, barbecue areas, visitors can enjoy a variety of activities on the shore, 
while boat harbours, canoe rentals or moorings provide opportunities for water-
based recreation such as canoeing, sailing or cruising (Bernaciak & Cichoń, 2013). 
Similar recreational opportunities are afforded by lake shorelines. However, aquatic 
ecosystems are particularly vulnerable to excessive development along their shores 
(Furgała-Selezniow & Jankun-Woźnicka, 2023) and the associated physical and 
aesthetic degradation of the natural landscape (Meyer-Arendt, 2010).

When planning or inventorying recreational infrastructure, one should consid-
er whether it is located in a protected area. Tourist and recreational activity can take 
place in such areas, although the degree of development will depend on the level of 
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protection associated with different measures of nature conservation (Rogowski, 
2023). Any assessment of recreational development in a given area should start 
by identifying existing recreational infrastructure and be followed by determin-
ing the level of functions provided by these facilities using appropriate methods. 
Since characteristics, like the origin, functions and conditions of socio-political-
economic development, of areas where recreational development is assessed will 
vary, such assessment should be based on qualitative and quantitative criteria.

3. Methods

3.1. The Proposed Approach to Assessing Recreational Development

Our approach includes a quantitative component based on functional multi-cri-
terion assessment (1st stage), a group in-depth interview with stakeholders and 
specialists (2nd stage) and a SWOT analysis (3rd stage) (Fig. 1). While the proposed 
approach employs well-known research methods, they have not yet been applied 
in this way in order to assess recreational development.

To assess the recreational 
infrastructure

To identify and assess the 
public demand, impact on 

bio- and geodiversity, relation 
to sustainable development 

and scientific rationale.

To identify the strengths and 
weaknesses (internal factors) 

and opportunities and 
threats (external factors) of 
recreational development.

Quantitative Qualitative

A functional multicriterial 
assessment Group in-depth interview SWOT analysis

1 2 3

Fig. 1. A three-stage approach for assessing recreational development
Source: Own work

3.2. A Quantitative Functional Assessment of Recreational Infrastructure

The main goal of assessing an area’s recreational development is to determine its 
suitability for active leisure and recreation. This functional approach requires an 
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assessment of recreational infrastructure in geographic space (natural and/or cul-
tural) taking into account different functions relevant to recreation. We propose 
that recreational development should be assessed by considering four groups of 
facilities distinguished by their functionality (e.g. those designed for stationary 
or non-stationary activities), using evaluation criteria developed specifically for 
each group. The four groups include 1) facilities for stationary physical activity 
(e.g. playgrounds, outdoor gyms, swimming areas, toboggan slopes), 2) facilities 
for non-stationary activity (e.g. pedestrian and bicycle paths, alleys, hiking trails), 
3) educational facilities (e.g. educational trails, educational boards), and 4) street 
furniture (e.g. benches, waste bins, tables, shelters, rain shelters, bicycle racks, di-
rectional signs, shrines, pergolas, etc.).

Functional assessment (as opposed to structural one) is based on specific cri-
teria to determine the level of benefits that recreational infrastructure in a given 
area offers, e.g. how these facilities can be used, and to make recommendations for 
further development. In order to enable quantitative assessment of different types 
of recreational infrastructure, we decided to use numerical scores. The score for 
each criterion can vary in 0.25 increments from 0 to 1, and the scoring method is 
explained in Table 1. Quantitative assessment should be preceded by a field inven-
tory, field interviews, and a detailed review of publicly available data about the area. 
Since such assessment requires knowledge and experience in the field of tourism, 
recreational development and earth sciences, it should be conducted by qualified 
professionals (for example, members of the research team). In the case of facilities 
for stationary physical activity, the following evaluation criteria were selected: at-
tractiveness, overall condition, safety and accessibility. Facilities for non-stationary 
activity were assessed on the basis of three criteria: integrity, overall condition and 
safety. Educational facilities are evaluated using the following criteria: educational 
value, added value, overall condition, location, accessibility and relevance. Finally, 
street furniture is evaluated based on five criteria: quantity, technical condition, 
location, safety and accessibility.

Table 1. Criteria for assessing recreational infrastructure — the functional approach

Facility category Assessment criterion Description (0 – 0.25 – 0.5 – 0.75 – 1)

Facilities for 
stationary 
physical activity

attractiveness To what extent is the use of the facility attractive: can it be used individually and collectively, is it 
multifunctional, does it affect different senses? (0 — low attractiveness, 0.5 — average attractive-
ness, 1 — high attractiveness).

overall condition Is it damaged, defective, what is its general aesthetic quality? (0 — destroyed, 0.5 — average con-
dition, visible signs of use, 1 — very good condition)

safety Can it be used safely; does it offer any forms of protection when in use, is it resistant to damage? 
(0 — potentially dangerous, 0.5 — relatively safe, 1 — very safe)

accessibility Is it accessible to children, people with disabilities? (0 — difficult access, 0.5 — limited access, 
1 — full access)
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Facility category Assessment criterion Description (0 – 0.25 – 0.5 – 0.75 – 1)

Facilities for 
non- stationary 
physical activity

integrity Is the system of transport connections fully integrated? Does it enable access to the most impor-
tant attractions (natural, cultural), points of interests? (e.g. entrances, parking lots, etc.). (0 — poor-
ly integrated, 1 — highly integrated)

overall condition is it damaged, defective, what is its general aesthetic quality? (0 — destroyed, 0.5 — average con-
dition, visible signs of use, 1 — very good condition)

safety Can it be used safely; does it offer any forms of protection when in use, is it resistant to damage? 
(0 — potentially dangerous, 0.5 — relatively safe, 1 — very safe)

Educational
facilities

educational value Is the educational content factually correct and error-free, is it relevant for formal (school) and/or 
an informal education? (0 — low value, 0.5 — average value, 1 — high value)

added value Are forms of presentation varied? Is it visually engaging? the presence of references to digital data 
(e.g. QR codes), writing in a foreign language or Braille, other features indicative of modernity (0 — 
no forms, 0.5 — presence of some forms, 1 — the existence of various forms)

overall condition Can it be used safely; does it offer any forms of protection when in use, is it resistant to damage? 
(0 — potentially dangerous, 0.5 — relatively safe, 1 — very safe)

location Can it be seen or accessed with the need to change other elements of the infrastructure and with-
out affecting the aesthetics, natural or cultural qualities? (0 — bad location, 0.5 — average loca-
tion, 1 — good location)

accessibility Is it accessible to children, people with disabilities? (0 — difficult access, 0.5 — limited access, 
1 — full access)

relevance Is the presented content relevant to the specific character of the area and the site, its relationship 
with the surrounding environment, social phenomena, heritage? (0 — not very relevant, 0.5 — rel-
atively relevant, 1 — highly relevant)

Street furniture quantity Is there a sufficient number of facilities to maintain a satisfactory level of service, based on regu-
lar observations of the number of users in the area and a subjective assessment of the apparent 
demand? (0 — too few/too many, 0.5 — average number of facilities, 1 — an appropriate number)

overall condition Is it damaged, defective, what is its general aesthetic quality? (0 — destroyed, 0.5 — average con-
dition, visible signs of use, 1 — very good condition)

location Can it be seen or accessed with the need to change other elements of the infrastructure and with-
out affecting the aesthetics, natural or cultural qualities? (0 — bad location, 0.5 — average loca-
tion, 1 — good location)

safety Can it be used safely; does it offer any forms of protection when in use; is it resistant to damage? 
(0 — potentially dangerous, 0.5 — relatively safe, 1 — very safe)

accessibility Is it accessible to children, people with disabilities? (0 — difficult access, 0.5 — limited access, 
1 — full access)

Source: Own work

The proposed quantitative assessment of recreational infrastructure is the start-
ing point for qualitative assessment described in the following section. However, it 
is worth noting that the numerical scores indicate the level of satisfaction with the 
existing recreational infrastructure. The mean score calculated for all facilities or 
equipment available in a given area indicates the overall assessment of its recrea-
tional infrastructure. Given the subjective character of the Likert scale, the mean 
score can serve as an approximate measure of central tendency. A single facility or 
a specific group of facilities can also be rated in this way. Scores of 0.25 and below 
indicate a low quality of recreational infrastructure, scores around 0.5 indicate an 
average quality, while scores above 0.75 indicate a relatively high quality.
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3.3. An Group In-depth Interview as a Tool of Qualitative 
Assessment of Recreational Development

In order to identify determinants of the quantitative assessment obtained in the 
first stage, in the second stage we propose conducting a group in-depth inter-
view (focus group interview) with local stakeholders responsible for manag-
ing recreational development (especially managers, land use planning officials, 
community and business sector representatives) and professionals who conduct 
analytical studies about the tourism and recreational development in the region. 
Given the specific characteristics of each area, the final decision as to who should 
participate in a group in-depth interview should be made by the research project 
coordinator.

For the purpose of qualitative assessment, a group in-depth interview should 
account for a broad scope of impacts of current or future recreational infrastructure 
available in a specific area. We propose the following questions to assess recrea-
tional development:

1. What is the current demand for recreational facilities and what are stake-
holders’ intentions regarding recreational development?

2. How do recreational facilities affect existing biodiversity and geodiversity?
3. How do existing or planned recreational facilities contribute to the goals of 

sustainable development (including sustainable tourism)?
4. What is the scientific rationale for recreational development?

The first question concerns the demand for recreational development expressed 
by the local community and the local authority (Dahmann et al., 2010). Planning 
and strategic land-use documents are the basis for decisions regarding such de-
velopment (Maliszewski, 2014; Bielska et al., 2023). From the governance point 
of view, autonomous decisions by managers to adapt urban land, including for 
recreational purposes, play an important role (Saarinen, 2014). Public interest can 
also be expressed through modern management styles, including the introduction 
of co-governance practices (Jansson et al., 2019), for example in the form of par-
ticipatory budgets, whereby residents can suggest projects that are to be financed 
from the municipal budget (Ikeda et al., 2012; Kozłowski & Bernaciak, 2022). 
As examples from many countries show, public participation in the management 
of public space often involves recreational green space initiatives (Gulsrud et al., 
2017; Falanga et al., 2021). In this context, the identification of public demand 
for recreational development is the starting point for a group in-depth interview 
(Czepkiewicz et al., 2018; Cichoń et al., 2021).
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As for the second question, we recognise that potential impacts of recreational 
development should be assessed from the point of view of environmental interest, 
with emphasis on actual or predicted damage to biodiversity and geodiversity, 
which are the main determinants of how natural systems function (Tukiainen et 
al., 2023). During the interview attention should therefore focus on damage that 
can result from the transformation of natural habitats, threats to flora and fauna, 
as well as impacts on the geological structure, relief or hydrographic system. Any 
activities that may enhance or impair the provision of ecosystem services should 
also be assessed (Maron et al., 2017; Schröter et al., 2017). In this case, emphasis 
should be placed on regulatory (RES) and provisioning (PES) ecosystem services, 
followed by cultural ecosystem services (CES), which reflect benefits resulting from 
the presence of recreational facilities. Regardless of what kind of impacts of recrea-
tional development are assessed, they should be considered in the local context, 
since their regional implications are usually marginal.

By determining the demand for recreational development and its impact on the 
natural environment one can further assess to what extent recreational facilities 
in an given area are consistent with the concept of sustainability (Krippendorf, 
1986). Especially important in this case is the socio-economic-natural integrity 
determined by recreational development.

The third question is designed to find out how recreational development can 
help to involve all social groups in development processes by stimulate economic 
activity, for example by creating employment opportunities, without damaging the 
natural environment (Mandić et al., 2018). It is also important to identify areas of 
cooperation between stakeholders and determine whether objectives of such coop-
eration are compatible with sustainable development. Another aspect to consider 
is whether recreational development aligns with sustainable tourism in terms of 
adequacy and type of development suitable for current or projected tourism flows 
(Leisinger, 1998; Khan et al., 2021).

The purpose of the last question is to identify relevant scientific findings and rec-
ommendations, contained in published works and research reports on recreational 
development, and compare them with the observed state of existing recreational fa-
cilities, stakeholders’ expectations and planned recreational development activities.

3.4. SWOT Analysis

The third step of the proposed approach involves a SWOT analysis, a tool typically 
used in processes and management studies (Vlados, 2019).

In the field of tourism and recreation, SWOT analysis has been applied to assess 
the development of tourism development strategies (Goranczewski & Puciato, 2011). 
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For example, it has been used to determine the impact of tourism on the local econ-
omy (Nezha et al., 2021), the functioning of tourism during the COVID-19 pandemic 
(Fernando, 2021), and the feasibility of creating forms of forest recreation (Juang, 
2022). SWOT analysis has also been used to determine the potential of geotourism and 
geoeducation (Kubalíková & Kirchner, 2016; Kubalíková, 2017, 2019). In the case of 
recreational development, the SWOT analysis can be used for the purpose of strategic 
planning, i.e. priority setting, the implementation of new initiatives, and its results 
should be the basis for recommendations regarding the management of the area.

4. Case Study Results: An Assessment of Recreational 
Development in Poznań’s Szachty Park

The proposed three-stage approach was applied to assess recreational development 
of an urban park called Szachty (Fig. 2). The park has an area of roughly 114 ha 
and is located in Poznań — Poland’s fifth largest city (approx. 540,000 inhabit-

Fig. 2: A map of Szachty Park
Source: Own work
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ants). This park is part of the green urban infrastructure of the Junikowski Stream 
Valley and is an example of a revitalised area, which from the second half of the 
19th century to the 1960s was used for the purpose of clay extraction (Stępniewska 
& Abramowicz, 2016). There are about 20 post-mining reservoirs of varying size 
(from about 0.2 to 13 ha), as well as a private fishery (excluded from the study). 
On account of the area’s natural values and recreational potential, in 2010, the local 
community initiated measures to develop the park for recreational purposes (Ma-
zurek & Abramowicz, 2022). Various forms of recreational infrastructure created 
in the park since then were assessed during our study.

In the first stage of the assessment process, we used data from many years 
of observations, inventories (the latest made in March 2024) and photographic 
documentation, to conduct a functional multi-criterion assessment of the park’s 
recreational infrastructure (Table 2).

Table 2. Assessment of Recreational Infrastructure in Szachty Park

Type of facilities Assessment criteria

Facilities for stationary physical activity

condition safety attractiveness accessibility Total avg score

fireplace 0.75 1 0.75 1 0.88

lake jetty 1 1 1 0.75 1 0.94

lake jetty 2 1 1 0.75 1 0.94

Average score 0.92 1 0.75 1 0.92

Facilities for non-stationary physical activity

condition safety integrity Total avg score

pedestrian and bicycle paths 0.5 0.75 1 0.75

Average score 0.5 0.75 1 0.75

Educational facilities

educational 
value added value condition location accessibility relevance Total avg 

score

nature educational trail 1 1 0.5 1 1 1 0.92

geographical educational trail 1 1 0.5 1 1 0.75 0.86

observation tower 0.5 0.5 1 1 0.75 1 0.79

Average score 0.75 0.67 0.67 1 0.92 0.92 0.86

Street furniture

condition location safety quantity accessibility Total avg score

benches 0.75 1 1 1 1 0.95

waste baskets 0.5 1 0.75 1 1 0.85

outdoor tables 0.25 1 0.5 0.25 1 0.6

bicycle stand 1 1 1 0.5 1 0.9

directional signs 1 1 1 1 1 1

baby changing station 1 1 1 0.25 1 0.85

Average score 0.75 1 0.88 0.67 1 0.86

Source: Own work

After averaging scores for each category of facilities across all criteria, the overall 
score of the park’s recreational infrastructure was 0.85, which represents a relatively 
high quality. Physical activity facilities (jetties, fireplace) are accessible to the public, 
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located along pedestrian and bicycle paths, in places with a high volume of visi-
tor traffic. The facilities are new (3–4 years old), made of good quality materials 
and safe to use. Their overall score is very high (0.92). In addition, the jetties are 
located in places where there were previously unprotected slopes, which is an ad-
ditional benefit. However, observation of visitor traffic shows that many people do 
not use the facilities. The fireplace bears traces of use, minor defects are noticed, 
but these do not affect its safe use. The network of pedestrian and bicycle paths 
received a relatively high score of 0.75, since it is integrated with other elements 
of the transport system, it is properly signed, and the path surface is sufficiently 
good to be used even by visitors on wheelchairs. However, in the process of field 
evaluation, some alley sections were partly damaged, especially on the eastern side 
of the Rozlany Pond, which may be due to the inappropriate adaptation of the al-
ley substructure in relation to the type of subsoil and lack of ground protection, 
especially in places where the alley runs close to the pond bank. The high score 
for educational facilities can be attributed to the high quality of the nature trails 

Fig. 3: Positive and negative examples of recreational infrastructure in Szachty Park
A — an observation tower, B — a lake jetty and an educational board, C — street furniture and a lake 

jetty, D — a pavement at risk of sliding, E — poor aesthetics in the alley, F — a devastated bench.
Source: Own work

 A

 D

 B

 E

 C

 F

(educational value, content, applicability to school education as part of geographic 
education), which are directly related to the area’s biodiversity and geodiversity and 
the attractive and modern observation tower equipped with information panels 
and video monitoring (0.82). These facilities are located along the main walking 
and cycling routes, which are visually attractive in their own right. The signage 
of the paths, however, was found to be undergoing deterioration — some of the 
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signs were taped off, vandalised and heavily soiled. The park’s street furniture was 
also evaluated highly (0.86) because it is easily accessible, suitably located (directly 
along the paths and other physical activity and educational facilities) and is avail-
able in sufficient numbers, especially when it comes to benches (55) and waste bas-
kets (40). Some of them bear evident signs of use or are slightly damaged. Examples 
of the park’s recreational infrastructure are presented in Figure 3. In conclusion, 
the overall high scores given to the different elements of the park’s recreational 
infrastructure are probably the result of the high standards of park management 
and the fact that most of the facilities are still relatively new.

During the second stage of the assessment, a group in-depth interview was 
conducted with 6 respondents (3 representatives of science, 1 representative of the 
local government, 1 representative of the community council, 1 representative of 
an NGO concerned with the protection of the natural environment). The interview 
was conducted by the moderator and focused on the topics related to the 4 ques-
tions listed earlier.

Given the current demand and stakeholders’ intentions for recreational facilities, 
the interviewees’ assessment of recreational development was generally positive. 
They appreciated the creation of walking and cycling paths, which they considered 
to be essential for the development of recreation in the area was. In their opinion, 
the observation tower was the highest rated element of the park’s recreational infra-
structure. However, some respondents questioned the appropriateness of the mate-
rial used for the paths, arguing that asphalt paths changed the area’s character, and 
it would have been better solution if they had been made of mineral aggregate. The 
respondents also discussed the pros and cons of creating a swimming area, an idea 
that was being considered by the local community. Concerns were voiced regarding 
potential impacts of such a project on the local fauna. Given the characteristics of 
the bottom of the post-mining reservoirs (steep banks, an irregular bottom), such 
a bathing area could be dangerous and, therefore, was not recommended. This was 
followed by a discussion concerning the inadequate maintenance of the educational 
boards (some of which are dirty and damaged), the lack of a public toilet in the 
proximity of the park, and a safe car park. Among the suggestions for potential new 
development, the installation of an outdoor gym was suggested.

The discussion about the impact of recreational development on the park’s bio-
diversity and geodiversity returned to the subject of the negative impact of asphalt 
alleys, which have transformed the land between the ponds and attract increased 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic. This traffic can disturb animals (especially birds), 
including those under legal protection, potentially causing a decline in their lo-
cal populations. The interviewees also talked about the wooded area, where some 
paths cross migration routes that amphibian species (frogs, newts) use to move 
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between the ponds, which also pose a threat. It was concluded that the recreational 
infrastructure did not contribute to the loss of geological and geomorphological 
diversity, and actually fosters the potential development of geotourism.

Faced with anthropogenic pressure caused by recreational infrastructure the re-
spondents found it necessary to protect the park’s natural values. Although the 
cultural needs of the local community have been met and the park has become 
more attractive for housing development, steps need to be taken to maintain the 
ecosystem balance. The interviewees believed that the alley network in the park 
should not be expanded. Instead, decision-makers should focus on maintaining 
the quality of the current infrastructure. The wooded area surrounding the park 
ponds, despite its potential for alley expansion, should only be tidied up without 
any further development. With regard to sustainable tourism, it was suggested 
that future efforts should concentrate on updating educational trails, adding an 
information board about the sustainable use of the environment and forms of 
environmental protection.

In response to the last question, the interviewees referred to the work of 
Kaniecki (1995), who emphasised the area’s high potential for educational use 
and the need to counteract development that would adversely affect the local flora 
and fauna and water relations. Mention was also made of a recommendation made 
by Abramowicz et al. (2022) to create a geosite highlighting the area’s geotour-
ism values. Studies by Stępniewska and Abramowicz (2016) and Abramowicz and 
Stępniewska (2020) draw attention to the negative impact of pedestrian and bicy-
cle paths on nursery populations and habitats, and, consequently, regulation and 
maintenance ecosystem services. On the other hand, according to Markuszewska 
(2024), the presence of pedestrian and bicycle paths makes some residents reluctant 
to visit the park, which was previously perceived as a sanctuary of peace and wild 
nature; the changes brought about by recreational development have caused the 
sense of loss (solastalgia). Prompted by research and scientific recommendations, 
the interviewees were also opposed to any investments that could exert pressure on 
the natural environment and supported measures to ensure proper management 
of water resources, land use, the monitoring of ecosystem services, and the protec-
tion of the natural environment by introducing legal forms of nature protection 
(Abramowicz et al., 2022; Graf et al., 2022; Stępniewska & Pieczka, 2022).

The quantitative assessment and findings from the group in-depth interview 
were used to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the park’s current recrea-
tional infrastructure as well as opportunities and threats regarding future develop-
ment (Table 3). The park’s relatively new facilities received generally high scores, 
which confirms its important role in enabling recreational activities of the local 
community. Thanks to facilities created as part of the rehabilitation programme of 
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the degraded area (such as the observation tower and nature trails), and observed 
instances of public participation, the area has become the focus of numerous scien-
tific studies. Future development should focus on weaknesses and threats identified 
in the SWOT analysis, such as examples of damage or devastation of some facilities or 
the impact on of anthropogenic pressure associated with increasing visitor traffic. It 
seems that the most intrusive changes to the park’s natural environment have already 
been made, and possible future recreational development, such as an outdoor gym, 
toilets or car parking, should not have a negative effect on the ecosystem balance.

Table 3. SWOT analysis of the park’s recreational development

Positive factors Negative factors

Internal 
factors

Strengths
■ An overall high score for recreational infrastructure,
■ the observation tower is a distinctive element of Szachty Park 
in the region,
■ a high level of interest exhibited by the local authorities in the 
recreational development of Szachty Park,
■ evidence of social participation on the part of the local commu-
nity in the development of recreational infrastructure,
■ numerous references in scientific studies to the recreational de-
velopment of Szachty Park.

Weaknesses
■ Examples of neglect (damage to infrastructure) with respect to 
the upkeep of recreational facilities,
■ devastation of some educational boards,
■ lack of parking spaces, toilets, outdoor gym equipment,
anthropopressure associated with the use of recreational infra 
■ structure that can affect biodiversity,
■ a sense of loss felt by some people following the creation of pe-
destrian and bicycle paths.

External 
factors

Opportunities
■ The implementation of legal forms of nature conservation, 
which could foster the park’s future recreational development,
■ the current state of recreational development enables the cre-
ation of a geosite,
■ securing funds to improve the educational infrastructure in or-
der to popularise knowledge of nature protection and sustain-
able tourism.

Threats
■ Residential development may lead to the creation of new recre-
ational infrastructure, which could be detrimental to biodiversity,
■ failure to repair damaged infrastructure (pedestrian and bicy-
cle paths, educational boards) will result in further devastation.

Source: Own work

5. Discussion

Recreational infrastructure is generally treated as part of tourism infrastructure, 
which can be divided into four basic groups (Panasiuk, 2007): 1) facilities that en-
able tourists to experience attractions available in a given area; 2) facilities that 
enable tourism; 3) cultural and entertainment facilities; and 4) service facilities 
that enable tourists to meet their daily needs. According to this classification, 
recreational infrastructure mainly serves the needs of tourists. But recreational 
facilities can also improve the quality of life, so they should be accessible to not 
only to visitors but to local residents as well (Mandić et al., 2018). Recreational 
infrastructure is also a broad term, which includes facilities like hiking, trek-
king and thematic trails, or sports arenas, water parks and swimming pools, to 
name just a few. Recreational facilities in urban parks and forests are described in 
slightly different terms. Wajchman (2013) proposes dividing recreational infra-
structure located in urban greenery into three groups: areal recreational facilities, 
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recreational devices and linear recreational facilities. The first group includes rec-
reational clearings, playgrounds, recreational and ecological meadows, toboggan 
slopes, dog runs and parking lots. The category of recreational devices includes 
stairways, campfire sites, viewpoints, tables, benches, trash garbage cans, and 
small refreshment points. Among examples of linear facilities Wajchman lists 
nature and forest trails, horse paths, and recreational roads and paths.

The literature contains other classifications of recreational infrastructure, which 
depend on the approach of a given study and its objectives (e.g. Gobster, 2002; 
Kaczynski & Henderson, 2007; Ries et al., 2008). The simplest classification cri-
terion is activity type. According to this criterion, recreational infrastructure can 
be divided into facilities and equipment for various physical activities, such as 
running, cycling, swimming, playground games, team games, etc. If recreational 
infrastructure is classified based on its location, it can be classified into urban, 
rural, coastal, mountain or forest facilities, with further subdivisions according to 
specific environmental and geographic features.

Tourism infrastructure can also be designed for different target groups, depend-
ing on age (children, young people, adults, older people), or other factors (disabled 
individuals, families, athletes). Another classification is based on physical charac-
teristics, such as size, shape, level of difficulty, availability, safety. Recreation facili-
ties can also serve different functions, like sports, play, outdoor recreation. From 
a practical point of view, i.e. in the case of the study described in this article, the 
functional criterion is the most useful one for assessing recreational infrastructure, 
which represents the current state of recreational development (Table 4).

Table 4. Classifications of recreational facilities

Source Criterion Categories

Gobster (2002) Activity Passive: Facilities for sitting, relaxing, watching sports, etc.
Active-individual: Running and walking paths, exercise facilities, roller/skateboarding facilities, etc.
Active-group: Playing fields, playgrounds, etc.
Water sports: Bathing areas, fishing piers, marinas, etc.
Other

Wajchman (2013) Spatial 
dimansion

Areal facilities: recreational clearings, farm clearings, playgrounds, 50+ exercise area, car parking ar-
eas, toboggan slopes, recreational meadows, ecological meadows, dog runs.
Linear facilities: nature and forest trails, horse roads, roads and recreational paths.
Recreational facilities: stairs, rain shelters, fire pits, viewpoints, existing tables, existing baskets, ex-
isting benches, food kiosks.

Cavnar et al. (2004) No classification 
criteria

Playgrounds, football fields, soccer fields, baseball/softball diamonds, tennis courts, outdoor bas-
ketball courts, aquatic facilities, recreation facilities

Bedimo Rung 
et al. (2006)

Benches, bike racks, shelters, restrooms, concession stands, buildings, drinking fountains, picnic ta-
bles, water features, art and monuments, car parks

Jalinik & Selwesiuk 
(2023)

Recreational facilities in the accompanying base of tourism development: swimming pools, swim-
ming baths, aqua parks, cable cars, cable parks, ski lifts and ski runs, hiking trails, marinas, stadi-
ums, golf courses, bowling alleys, tennis courts, observation towers, etc.

Source: Own work based on Gobster (2002), Cavnar et al. (2004), Bendimo 
Rung et al. (2006), Wajchman (2013), Jalinik & Selwesiuk (2023)
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Recreational infrastructure can be assessed in terms of its suitability for physical 
activity. Bedimo-Rung et al. (2006) attempted to develop audit tools to assess spe-
cific features of park environments for physical activity. Lee et al. (2013) developed 
an extensive audit tool to assess features of recreational facilities in 10 domains, 
including accessibility of sports facilities, facility accessibility, the accessibility of 
ancillary facilities, locker room conditions, restroom conditions, management, 
policies, environmental safety, aesthetics and social environment. With an em-
phasis on the development of physical activity in urban systems, among others, 
Cavnar et al. (2004) developed a tool to assess the quality of amenities of public 
recreational facilities. They suggested three specific categories that were included 
in the assessment questionnaire: condition, safety, and maintenance (condition, 
safety, and maintenance).

The above approaches to classifying recreational facilities have so far been based 
on physical characteristics of recreational infrastructure (Wajchman, 2013), pos-
sible forms of activity (Gobster, 2002) or have not been ordered according to any 
criterion. This is why we argue that recreational development should be assessed 
from a functional perspective, which provides a comprehensive picture of the at-
tractiveness, legitimacy and quality of recreational development of a given area.

The proposed approach for assessing recreational development is comprehen-
sive but has certain limitations or weaknesses. Despite the use of tools such as SWOT 
analysis and group in-depth interviews, the assessment of recreational develop-
ment may be affected by subjective interpretations and opinions of experts and 
stakeholders. In addition, this approach may not take into account dynamic chang-
es in the environment, such as changing recreational trends, population growth or 
decline and climate or infrastructure changes. The complexity of implementation 
may also be a disadvantage of the approach, as a comprehensive SWOT analysis and 
group interviews are usually time-consuming and require the involvement of many 
people. As a result of changes in land use, as well as progressive damage to infra-
structure, a quantitative assessment made some time in the past may no longer be 
valid, as things tend to change over time. Given the limitations of our approach, its 
functional character may be useful from the point of view of institutions involved 
in the development and maintenance of urban parks and other green spaces with 
recreational infrastructure. It also meets the demand for recreation in green areas, 
while considering the needs of the natural environment.
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6. Conclusions

Despite a large body of research on tourism development, no methodical approach 
has been proposed to assessing and classifying recreational development in its 
broadest sense. New urban planning concepts give rise to new recreational spaces, 
and public space is becoming an important element of the cityscape and the sub-
urbs (Mokras-Grabowska, 2019). Such developments motivate efforts to define 
a method of measuring the use value of recreational public spaces and determine 
the relationship between the use value of a space and its users or to develop a model 
of recreational ecosystem services (Heagney et al., 2017; Kulczyk et al., 2018).

The main aim of the paper was to bridge the gap described above. The approach 
proposed in the article creates a frame of reference for decisions regarding changes 
in recreational development of a specific area. By analysing strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and threats of current recreational development, the approach can 
be used to identify problems that need improvement or change. The focus on the 
functionality and quality of existing recreational infrastructure and on social and 
environmental needs makes it possible to determine what new facilities or services 
might be beneficial to an area. The approach can also help to assess whether new 
facilities meet the principles of sustainability and to what extent they can meet 
expectations of the local community and other stakeholders. The proposed ap-
proach is a comprehensive tool enabling comparisons of different areas in terms 
of their suitability for active leisure and recreation. It can facilitate the planning 
and management of recreational areas and improve their tourist attractiveness, 
ultimately enhancing the quality of life of local residents.

Acknowledgements

The authors are grateful to the anonymous reviewers for helpful criticism and for their comments, 
which allowed to improve the final version of the manuscript.

CRediT Authorship Contribution Statement

Conceptualization: D.A., R.T.; data curation: G.B.; formal analysis: R.T., G.B.; methodology: D.A.; 
resources: D.A., R.T., G.B.; visualization: R.T.; supervision: D.A., validation: R.T.; writing: D.A., R.T., 
G.B.; review & editing: D.A.

Declaration of Competing Interest

None.



18 Dawid Abramowicz, Remigiusz Tritt, Grzegorz Borkowski 2060

References

Abramowicz, D. & Stępniewska M. (2020). Public investment policy as a driver of changes in ecosys-
tem services delivery by an urban green infrastructure. Quaestiones. Geographicae, 39(1), 5–18. 
https://doi.org/10.2478/quageo-2020-0001

Abramowicz, D., Mazurek, M., Graf, R., Stępniewska, M., & Wrońska-Pilarek, D. (2022). Współczesne 
i przyszłe wyzwania w zlewni Junikowskiego Strumienia. In M. Mazurek, & D. Abramowicz 
(Eds.), Środowisko geograficzne zlewni Junikowskiego Strumienia (pp. 419–425). Bogucki 
Wydawnictwo Naukowe.

Azhari, M.I., Yusof, M.K., Aznan, E.A.M., & Yazid, S.A.M. (2025). The Effectiveness of Outdoor 
Recreation Programs in Fostering Interpersonal Communication Skills and Group Cohesive-
ness. Jurnal Intelek, 20(1).

Bedimo-Rung, A.L., Gustat, J., Tompkins, B.J., Rice, J., & Thomson, J. (2006). Development of a Direct 
Observation Instrument to Measure Environmental Characteristics of Parks for Physical Activ-
ity. Journal of Physical Activity and Health, 3(1), 176–189. https://doi.org/10.1123/jpah.3.s1.s176

Bernaciak, A., & Cichoń, M. (2013). Wartość przyrodnicza ekosystemów a wycena wartości ekonom-
icznej na przykładzie jezior Pomorza Środkowego. Prace Naukowe Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego 
we Wrocławiu, 317, 240–249.

Bielska, A., Borkowski, A.S., Czarnecka, A., Delnicki, M., Kwiatkowska–Malina, J., & Piotrkowska, 
M. (2023). The Designation of Recreational and Tourist Areas in the Sustainable Management 
of Rural and Suburban Areas. Geotechnical and Environmental Engineering, 17(3), 5–27. https://
doi.org/10.7494/geom.2023.17.3.5

Butler, R., & Pearce, D. (1995) (Ed.). Change in Tourism: People, Places, Processes. Routledge.
Carpenter, C., & Harper, N.J. (2016). Health and wellbeing benefits of activities in the outdoors. In B. 

Humberstone, H. Prince, & K.A. Henderson (Eds.), International Handbook of Outdoor Studies 
(pp. 59–68). Routledge.

Cavnar, M.M., Kirtland, K.A., Evans, M.H., Wilson, D.K., Williams, J.E., Mixon, G.M., & Henderson, 
K.A. (2004). Evaluating the Quality of Recreation Facilities: Development of an Assessment Tool. 
Journal of Park and Recreation Administration, 22(1), 96–114.

Cichoń, M., Warachowska, W., & Łowicki, D. (2021). Attitudes of Young People Towards Lakes as 
a Premise for Their Public Participation in Environmental Management. Frontiers in Environ-
mental Sciences, 9, 683808. https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2021.683808

Cilliers, J., & Ledwon, S. (2024). Towards healthier, enabling environments for all: positioning the 
‘runnability of cities’ as a spatial planning approach. Cities & Health, 8(4), 556–565. https://doi.
org/10.1080/23748834.2024.2360817

Cortinovis, C., Zulian, G., & Geneletti, D. (2018). Assessing Nature–Based Recreation to Support 
Urban Green Infrastructure Planning in Trento (Italy). Land, 7(4), 112. https://doi.org/10.3390/
land7040112

Couto, G., Castanho, R.A., Pimentel, P., Carvalho, C.B., & Sousa, Á. (2020). The potential of adventure 
tourism in the Azores: focusing on the regional strategic planning. International Conference on Tour-
ism, Technology and Systems (pp. 15–25). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-4260-6_2

Czepkiewicz, M., Jankowski, P., & Zwoliński, Z. (2018). Geo–Questionnaire: A Spatially Explicit 
Method for Eliciting Public Preferences, Behavioural Patterns, and Local Knowledge — An 
Overview. Quaestiones Geographicae, 37(3), 177–190. https://doi.org/10.2478/quageo-2018-0033

Dahmann, N., Wolch, J., Joassart–Marcelli, P., Reynolds, K., & Jerrett, M. (2010). The active city? 
Disparities in provision of urban public recreation resources. Health & Place, 16(3), 431–445. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2009.11.005

Falanga, R., Verheij, J., & Bina, O. (2021). Green(er) Cities and Their Citizens: Insights from the 
Participatory Budget of Lisbon. Sustainability, 13(15), 8243. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13158243

https://doi.org/10.2478/quageo-2020-0001
https://doi.org/10.1123/jpah.3.s1.s176
https://doi.org/10.7494/geom.2023.17.3.5
https://doi.org/10.7494/geom.2023.17.3.5
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2021.683808
https://doi.org/10.1080/23748834.2024.2360817
https://doi.org/10.1080/23748834.2024.2360817
https://doi.org/10.3390/land7040112
https://doi.org/10.3390/land7040112
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-4260-6_2
https://doi.org/10.2478/quageo-2018-0033 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2009.11.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13158243


2060 Qualitative and Quantitative Assessment of Recreational Development 19

Fernando, I. (2021). Tourism in the COVID–19 pandemic: A perspective with SWOT analysis. Journal 
of Management, 15(2), 14–21. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3772537

Fu, Y., & Wang, S. (2025). Constructing an evaluation framework for child-friendly city: a case study 
of outdoor recreation spaces in Shenyang City, China. Journal of Asian Architecture and Building 
Engineering, 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1080/13467581.2025.2467250

Furgała-Selezniow, G., & Jankun-Woźnicka, M. (2023). Obciążenie strefy brzegowej jezior 
infrastrukturą turystyczną i rekreacyjną na przykładzie Pojezierza Olsztyńskiego. Prace Geogra-
ficzne, 171, 51–68. https://doi.org/10.4467/20833113PG.23.008.18108

Gitau, B.N., Misiko, A.J., & Ndivo, R.M. (2023). Contribution of Adventure Recreation Infrastruc-
ture to Sustainable Rural Livelihood in Nyeri, Kenya. African Journal of Tourism and Hospitality 
Management, 2(1), 35–43. https://doi.org/10.37284/ajthm.2.1.1655

Gobster, P.H. (2002). Managing urban parks for a racially and ethnically diverse clientele. Leisure 
Sciences, 24(2), 143–159. https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400252900121

Goranczewski, B., & Puciato, D. (2011). SWOT analysis in the formulation of tourism development 
strategies for destinations. Tourism, 20(2), 45–53. https://doi.org/10.2478/v10106-010-0008-7

Graf, R., Jawgiel, K., & Mazurek, M. (2022). Wpływ antropopresji na sieć rzeczną zlewni Junikowsk-
iego Strumienia. In M. Mazurek, & D. Abramowicz (Eds.), Środowisko geograficzne zlewni 
Junikowskiego Strumienia (pp. 77–101). Bogucki Wydawnictwo Naukowe.

Gulsrud, N.M., Ostoić, S.K., Faehnle, M., Maric, B., Paloniemi, R., Pearlmutter, D., & Simson, A.J. 
(2017). Challenges to Governing Urban Green Infrastructure in Europe–The Case of the Euro-
pean Green Capital Award. In D. Pearlmutter, C. Calfapietra, L. O’Brien, R. Samson, G. Sanesi, 
S.K. Ostoic, & R.A. del Amo (Eds.), The Urban Forest–Cultivating Green Infrastructure for People 
and the Environment. Springer International Publishing.

Gundersen, V., & Vistad, O. (2016). Public Opinions and Use of Various Types of Recreational Infra-
structure in Boreal Forest Settings. Forests, 7(6), 113. https://doi.org/10.3390/f7060113

Haines-Young, R. & Potschin, M. (2013). Common International Classification of Ecosystem Ser-
vices (CICES): Consultation on Version 4. August–December 2012, EEA Framework Contract No 
EEA/IEA/09/003.

Hartwell, H., Fyall, A., Willis, C., Page, S., Ladkin, A., & Hemingway, A. (2018). Progress in tourism 
and destination wellbeing research. Current Issues in Tourism, 21(16), 1830–1892. https://doi.or
g/10.1080/13683500.2016.1223609

Heagney, E., Rose, J.M., Ardeshiri, A., & Kovac, M. (2017). Optimising recreation services from 
protected areas — Understanding the role of natural values, built infrastructure and contextual 
factors. Ecosystem Services, 31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.10.007

Henderson, K.A., & Bialeschki, M.D. (2009). People and Nature–Based Recreation. Leisure Sciences, 
32(1), 1–2. https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400903430574

Herbert, J., & Żegleń, P. (2013). The assessment of tourist and recreational infrastructure influence on 
after school physical, tourist and recreational activity of youth form colleges in Radomyśl Wielki 
and Rzeszów. Scientific Review of Physical Culture, 3(4), 272–279.

Ikeda, K., Kobayashi, T., & Richey, S. (2012). Recreation and Participation: Testing the Political Impact 
of Social Interaction. Social Sciences Quarterly, 93(2), 464–481. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6237.2012.00849.x

Jalinik, M., & Selwesiuk, P. (2023). Analysis of the development of tourism and recreation infrastruc-
ture in the forest districts of the regional directorate of state forests in Białystok. Economy and 
Environment, 3(86), 334–351. https://doi.org/10.34659/eis.2023.86.3.506

Jansson, M., Vogel, N., Fors, H., & Randrup, T. (2019). The governance of landscape management: 
new approaches to urban open space development. Landscape Research, 44(8), 952–965. https://
doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2018.1536199

Januchta-Szostak, A. & Karaśkiewicz, A. (2018). Zagospodarowanie rekreacyjne doliny Warty w mia-
stach Wielkopolski. Turyzm, 28, 1. https://doi.org/10.18778/0867-5856.28.1.02

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3772537
https://doi.org/10.1080/13467581.2025.2467250
https://doi.org/10.4467/20833113PG.23.008.18108
https://doi.org/10.37284/ajthm.2.1.1655
https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400252900121
https://doi.org/10.2478/v10106-010-0008-7
https://doi.org/10.3390/f7060113
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2016.1223609
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2016.1223609
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400903430574
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2012.00849.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2012.00849.x
https://doi.org/10.34659/eis.2023.86.3.506
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2018.1536199
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2018.1536199
https://doi.org/10.18778/0867-5856.28.1.02


20 Dawid Abramowicz, Remigiusz Tritt, Grzegorz Borkowski 2060

Juang, W. (2022). Digital forest recreation in the metaverse: Opportunities and challenges. Technologi-
cal Forecasting and Social Change, 185, 122090. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.122090

Kaczynski, A.T., & Henderson, K.A. (2007). Environmental correlates of physical activity: 
A review of evidence about parks and recreation. Leisure Sciences, 29(4), 315–354. https://doi.
org/10.1080/01490400701394865

Kaniecki, A. (1995) (Ed.). Dorzecze Strumienia Junikowskiego. Stan obecny i perspektywy. Wydawnict-
wo Sorus.

Khan, M.R., Khan, H.U.R., Lim, C.K., Tan, K.L., & Ahmed, M.F. (2021). Sustainable Tourism Policy, 
Destination Management and Sustainable Tourism Development: A Moderated–Mediation 
Model. Sustainability, 13, 12156. https://doi.org/10.3390/su132112156

King, G., Law, M., Hurley, P., Petrenchik, T., & Schwellnus, H. (2010). A Developmental Comparison 
of the Out‐of‐school Recreation and Leisure Activity Participation of Boys and Girls With and 
Without Physical Disabilities. International Journal of Disability, Development and Education, 
57(1), 77–107. https://doi.org/10.1080/10349120903537988

Klizentyte, K., Susaeta, A., Adams, D.C., & Stein, T.V. (2023). Recreation Area Characteristics and 
Their Impact on Property Values within Florida’s Wekiva River System. Society & Natural Re-
sources, 37(1), 48–72. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2023.2254730

Kowalczyk, A., & Derek, M. (2010) (Eds.). Zagospodarowanie turystyczne. Wydawnictwo Naukowe 
PWN.

Kozłowski, A.R., & Bernaciak A. (2022). Participatory Budgeting in Poland. In M.S. De Vries, J. Ne-
mec, & D. Špaček (Eds.), International Trends. In Participatory Budgeting. Governance and Public 
Management. Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-79930-4_9

Krippendorf, J. (1986). Tourism In the system of industrial society. Annals of Tourism Resources, 
13(4), 517–532. https://doi.org/10.1177/004728758702500429

Kubalíková, L. (2017). Mining Landforms: An Integrated Approach for Assessing the Geotourism 
and Geoeducational Potential. Czech Journal of Tourism, 6(2), 131–154. https://doi.org/10.1515/
cjot-2017-0007

Kubalíková, L. (2019). Assessing Geotourism Resources on a Local Level: A Case Study from South-
ern Moravia (Czech Republic). Resources, 8, 150. https://doi.org/10.3390/resources8030150

Kubalíková, L., & Kirchner, K. (2016). Geosite and Geomorphosite Assessment as a Tool for Geocon-
servation and Geotourism Purposes: a Case Study from Vizovická vrchovina Highland (Eastern 
Part of the Czech Republic). Geoheritage, 8, 5–14. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-015-0143-2

Kulczyk, S., Woźniak, E., & Derek, M. (2018). Landscape, facilities and visitors: An integrated model 
of recreational ecosystem services. Ecosystem Services, 31(C), 491–501. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecoser.2018.02.016

Kurek, W. (2007) (Ed.). Turystyka. Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN.
Lafortezza, R., Davies, C., Sanesi, G., & Konijnendijk van den Bosch, C. (2013). Green Infrastructure 

as a tool to support spatial planning in European urban regions. iForest — Biogeosciences and 
Forestry, 6, 102–108. https://doi.org/10.3832/ifor0723-006

Lee, K.Y., Macfarlane, D., & Cerin, E. (2013). Objective Evaluation of Recreational Facilities: Devel-
opment and Reliability of the Recreational Facility Audit Tool. Journal of Park and Recreation 
Administration, 31(4), 92–109.

Leisinger, K.M. (1998). Sustainable Development at the Turn of the Century: Perceptions and Out-
look. International Journal of Sustainable Development, 1(1), 73–98.

Levinger, P., Dreher, B.L., Dow, B., Batchelor, F., & Hill, K.D. (2024). Older people’s views and usage of 
recreational spaces in parks with age-friendly outdoor exercise equipment. International Journal 
of Environmental Health Research, 35(1), 81–93. https://doi.org/10.1080/09603123.2024.2342021

Mandić, A., Mrnjavac, Ž., & Kordić, L. (2018). Tourism infrastructure, recreational facilities, and tour-
ism development. Tourism and Hospitality Management, 24(1), 41–62. https://doi.org/10.20867/
thm.24.1.12

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.122090
https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400701394865
https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400701394865
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132112156
https://doi.org/10.1080/10349120903537988
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2023.2254730
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-79930-4_9
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728758702500429
https://doi.org/10.1515/cjot-2017-0007
https://doi.org/10.1515/cjot-2017-0007
https://doi.org/10.3390/resources8030150
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-015-0143-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.02.016
https://doi.org/10.3832/ifor0723-006
https://doi.org/10.1080/09603123.2024.2342021
https://doi.org/10.20867/thm.24.1.12
https://doi.org/10.20867/thm.24.1.12


2060 Qualitative and Quantitative Assessment of Recreational Development 21

Maliszewski, C. (2014). Planowanie przestrzenne obszarów turystycznych i rekreacyjnych w świetle 
obowiązujących regulacji prawnych. Człowiek i Środowisko, 38(3–4), 69–90.

Markuszewska, I. (2024). Landscape in change — place in uncertainty. A case study of detachment. 
Quaestiones Geographicae, 43(1), 45–61. https://doi.org/10.14746/quageo-2024-0003

Maron, M., Mitchell, M., Runting, R., Rhodes, J., Mace, G., Keith, D., & Watson, J. (2017). Towards 
a Threat Assessment Framework for Ecosystem Services. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 32(4), 
240–248. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2016.12.011

Mazurek, M., & Abramowicz, D. (2022) (Eds.). Środowisko geograficzne zlewni Junikowskiego Strum-
ienia. Bogucki Wydawnictwo Naukowe.

Meyer-Arendt, K.J. (2010). Recreational development and shoreline modification along 
the north coast of Yucatán, Mexico. Tourism Geographies, 3(1), 87–104. https://doi.
org/10.1080/14616680010008720

Mitchell, F.R., Mulcaster, A., Horton, S., Scharoun Benson, S., Mogyorody, V., & van Wyk, P.M. (2024). 
Accessibility, usability and universal design across fitness and recreational facilities: a rapid re-
view. Leisure/Loisir, 1–31. https://doi.org/10.1080/14927713.2024.2437414

Mokras-Grabowska, J. (2019). Recreational Space — Forms, Transformations and Innovative Trends 
in Development. Geography and Tourism, 7(1), 7–16. https://doi.org/10.36122/GAT20190701

Müller-Riemenschneider, F., Petrunoff, N., Yao, J., Alwyn, Ng., Sia, N., Ramiah, A., Wong, M., Han, 
J., Tai, B.C., & Uijtdewilligen, L. (2020). Effectiveness of prescribing physical activity in parks to 
improve health and wellbeing — the park prescription randomized controlled trial. International 
Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 17(42). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-
020-00941-8

Nezha, M., Rossi, A., Khalidi, K., Pavel, A., Cherif, K., Ouaty, O., & Fekri, A. (2021). A SWOT Analysis 
to understand the impact of tourism industry on the Three pillars social Economy and Environment. 
SHS Web of Conferences, 119, 04004. https://doi.org/10.1051/shsconf/202111904004

Panasiuk, A. (2007) (Ed.). Ekonomika turystyki. Wydawnictwo PWN.
Pawlikowska-Piechotka, A. (2009) (Ed.). Zagospodarowanie turystyczne i rekreacyjne. Novae Res — 

Wydawnictwo Innowacyjne.
Qviström, M., Normark, D., & Luka, N. (2023). Introduction to the Special Section: Recreational 

mobilities in (and beyond) the compact city. Mobilities, 18(5), 691–699. https://doi.org/10.1080
/17450101.2023.2235088

Ravenscroft, N. (1992) (Ed.). Recreation Planning and Development. Red Globe Press.
Ries, A.V., Gittelsohn, J., Voorhees, C.C., Roche, K.M., Clifton, K.J., & Astone, N.M. (2008). The en-

vironment and urban adolescents’ use of recreational facilities for physical activity: A qualitative 
study. American Journal of Health Promotion, 23(1), 43–50. https://doi.org/10.4278/ajhp.07043042

Rogalewski, O. (1979) (Ed.). Zagospodarowanie turystyczne. Wydawnictwa Szkolne i Pedagogiczne.
Rogowski, M. (2023). Uwarunkowania rozwoju rekreacji jeziornej na obszarach chronionych 

w Polsce. In G. Borkowski, & R. Tritt (Eds.), Uwarunkowania rozwoju rekreacji jeziornej. Bogu-
cki Wydawnictwo Naukowe.

Saarinen, J. (2014). Integrating tourism to rural development and planning in the developing world. 
Development Southern Africa, 31(3), 363–372. https://doi.org/10.1080/0376835X.2014.888334

Schröter, M., Kraemer, R., Ceauşu, S., & Rusch, G.M. (2017). Incorporating threat in hotspots and 
coldspots of biodiversity and ecosystem services. Ambio, 46, 756–768. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s13280-017-0922-x

Stępniewska, M., & Abramowicz, D. (2016). Social perception and the use of ecosystem services 
on municipal post–mining lands. An example of Szachty in Poznań. Ekonomia i Środowisko, 4, 
252–262.

Stępniewska, M., & Pieczka, D. (2022). Społeczna percepcja i zarządzanie usługami ekosystemowymi 
Szacht. In M. Mazurek, & D. Abramowicz (Eds.), Środowisko geograficzne zlewni Junikowskiego 
Strumienia (pp. 405–418). Bogucki Wydawnictwo Naukowe.

https://doi.org/10.14746/quageo-2024-0003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2016.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616680010008720
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616680010008720
https://doi.org/10.1080/14927713.2024.2437414
https://doi.org/10.36122/GAT20190701
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-020-00941-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-020-00941-8
https://doi.org/10.1051/shsconf/202111904004
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2023.2235088
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2023.2235088
https://doi.org/10.4278/ajhp.07043042
https://doi.org/10.1080/0376835X.2014.888334
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-017-0922-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-017-0922-x


22 Dawid Abramowicz, Remigiusz Tritt, Grzegorz Borkowski 2060

Tukiainen, H., Toivanen, M., & Maliniemi, T. (2023). Geodiversity and Biodiversity. Geological Soci-
ety. London, Special Publications, 530, 31–47. https://doi.org/10.1144/SP530-2022-107

Vlados, Ch. (2019). On a Correlative and Evolutionary SWOT Analysis. Journal of Strategy and Man-
agement, 12(3), 347–363. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSMA-02-2019-0026

Wajchman, S. (2013). Rekreacyjne zagospodarowanie lasów miejskich miasta Poznania. Studia 
i Materiały CEPL w Rogowie, 15, 34.

Wajchman-Świtalska, S., Zajadacz, A., Woźniak, M., Jaszczak, R., & Beker, C. (2022). Recreational 
Evaluation of Forests in Urban Environments: Methodological and Practical Aspects. Sustain-
ability, 14, 15177. https://doi.org/10.3390/su142215177

Warszyńska, J., & Jackowski, A. (1978) (Eds.). Podstawy geografii turyzmu. Wydawnictwo Naukowe 
PWN.

Woźnicka, M., & Janeczko, E. (2014). Społeczne aspekty udostępniania lasów miejskich. Studia 
i Materiały CEPL w Rogowie, 16, 39, 2B.

Zwart, R. & Ewert, A. (2022). Human Health and Outdoor Adventure Recreation: Perceived Health 
Outcomes. Forests, 13, 869. https://doi.org/10.3390/f13060869

Jakościowa i ilościowa ocena zagospodarowania 
rekreacyjnego na przykładzie parku Szachty w Poznaniu

Streszczenie. W związku z rosnącą potrzebą aktywnego spędzania wolnego czasu, a co za tym idzie, 
coraz większą wagą, jaką ludzie przywiązują do rekreacji, szczególnego znaczenia nabiera kwestia 
właściwego zarządzania zapleczem i zagospodarowaniem rekreacyjnym. Autorzy proponują trójeta-
pową ocenę infrastruktury rekreacyjnej, która uwzględnia zarówno aspekt jakościowy, jak i ilościowy. 
Zaproponowane podejście może stanowić użyteczne narzędzie do wyznaczania kierunków rozwoju 
zaplecza rekreacyjnego na terenach o zróżnicowanym charakterze, a także pomóc w tworzeniu ram 
decyzyjnych dotyczących zmian w zagospodarowaniu rekreacyjnym na danym obszarze. Analiza 
mocnych i słabych stron, szans oraz zagrożeń związanych z aktualnym stanem zagospodarowania 
rekreacyjnego, a także lokalnych uwarunkowań środowiskowych i planistycznych umożliwia iden-
tyfikację cech wymagających ulepszenia lub modyfikacji. Przedstawione założenia metodologiczne 
zostały zastosowane do oceny zagospodarowania rekreacyjnego w parku miejskim w Poznaniu.

Słowa kluczowe: zagospodarowanie rekreacyjne, metody oceny zagospodarowania rekreacyjnego, 
infrastruktura rekreacyjna, analiza SWOT, rekreacja
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