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Abstract

Climate change adaptation is essential to mitigate risks, such as extreme weather events

triggered by global warming and amplified in dense urban environments. Ecosystem-based

adaptation measures,  such as urban greening,  are promoted in cities because of  their

flexibility and their positive side effects, such as human health benefits, ecological effects,

climate mitigation and a range of social benefits. While individual co-benefits of greening

measures are well studied, often in public green spaces, few studies quantify co-benefits

comprehensively,  leaving  social  benefits  particularly  understudied.  In  this  study,  we

perform biophysical and socio-cultural assessments of co-benefits provided by semi-public,

residential greening in four courtyards with varying green structures. We quantify effects on

thermal comfort, biodiversity, carbon storage and social interaction. We further assess the

importance of these co-benefits to people in the neighbourhood. Subsequently, we weight

the results from the biophysical assessments with the socio-cultural values to evaluate how

even small  differences  in  green structures  result  in  differences  in  the  provision  of  co-

benefits.  Results show that,  despite relatively small  differences in green structures, the

residential courtyards with a higher green volume clearly generate more co-benefits than
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the residential yards with less green, particularly for thermal comfort. Despite differences in

the valuation of co-benefits in the neighbourhood, socio-cultural weights did not change the

outcome  of  the  comparative  assessment.  Our  results  highlight  that  a  deliberate

management strategy, possibly on neighbourhood-scale, could enhance co-benefits and

contribute to a more sustainable urban development.
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Introduction

Global warming and climate change will continue leading to increasing extreme weather

events,  such  as  heat  waves,  drought  and  flooding  (IPCC 2014).  With  almost  75% of

Europe’s  population  living  in  cities  (EUROSTAT  2016),  urban  areas  are  particularly

vulnerable  due to  their  agglomeration  of  people,  economic  activities  and infrastructure

systems (Revi et al. 2014). Poor urban design can amplify the impacts of climate change,

i.e. the prevalence of built structures and the lack of green spaces lead to higher urban

temperatures and the extent of impervious surfaces reduces natural drainage which can

intensify flooding (Revi et al. 2014, EEA 2017). Adaptation is essential to mitigate those

risks and contribute to a more resilient future.

Adaptation  measures  can  be  manifold.  They  can  cover  technical  engineering  (‘hard’)

approaches and information, policy and capacity building (‘soft’) approaches, but, in the

last  decade,  a  third  group,  ecosystem-based  (‘green’)  approaches,  has  rapidly  gained

attention (Jones et al. 2012). Ecosystem-based approaches to climate change adaptation

(EbA) are internationally acclaimed measures that use biodiversity and ecosystem services

to adapt to the adverse effects of climate change and promote sustainable development

(CBD 2009). Measures range from urban farming and gardening, to urban green spaces,

green roofs and facades, urban forests,  trees, rain gardens, retention basins,  retention

ponds and infiltration basins (McVittie et al. 2018). EbA measures are particularly endorsed

in urban environments, because they can be applied at different scales from city-wide to

small  parcels, they are adaptable and can be combined with hard engineering and co-

benefits, such as reduced heating or cooling bills, may encourage uptake (McVittie et al.

2018).  The approach is  further  recognised for  its  capacity  of  social  empowerment and

benefits  for  marginalised,  vulnerable communities (Woroniecki  et  al.  2019).  In addition,

EbA  often  provides  temperature  regulation  benefits  in-  and  outside  of  buildings  by

providing evapotranspiration, shadow/radiation cover and insulation, which, in comparison

to other sectors, is a particular issue in dense urban systems (McVittie et al. 2018).

It  is  widely  acknowledged  that  EbA  measures  provide  additional  benefits  that  make

communities more climate-resilient and concurrently more sustainable, but certain aspects

remain understudied. For instance, green spaces are most frequently studied within the

context  of  urban EbA (Brink et  al.  2016),  with a strong focus on public  green spaces.
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Private and semi-public, residential yards make up a large share of urban green spaces

(Texier et al. 2018, Haase et al. 2019, Texier et al. 2018), but their potential for climate EbA

is rarely  considered.  Further,  while  benefits  of  EbA are widely  recognised,  few studies

provide  a  comprehensive,  evidence-based  quantification  of  co-benefits  (Munroe  et  al. 

2012, McVittie et al. 2018, Ojea 2015, Ojea 2015,). Particularly, social benefits of EbA are

understudied (Brink et al.  2016).The following sections will  review particular benefits of

urban greening.

One of the most studied benefits is thermal regulation. For instance, from public health

research, much is known about the adverse effects that high temperatures have on the

human  body,  such  as  heat  exhaustion,  heat  cramps  and  heat  stroke,  which  lead  to

increased mortality,  especially  in  urban heat  islands (Kovats  and Hajat  2008,  Parsons 

2014). An  increasingly  large  body  of  literature  in  the  interdisciplinary  sciences  (i.e.

landscape science, urban development) now studies the effects of urban design on heat

stress and people’s health (Jamei et al. 2016). Studies often either investigate on the city-

or multi-city-level to gain an understanding of characteristics that have an effect on the

city’s microclimate,  frequently using the widely available land surface temperature (e.g.

Connors et al. 2013, Zhou et al. 2017) or focus on the effects of urban design and green

infrastructure in more detail within one or few case studies within a city (e.g.Zölch et al.

2016).  Studies  in  the  latter  category  often  build  on  knowledge  from  the  field  of

biometeorology and use micro-climatic modelling (e.g.Zölch et al. 2019) or measurements

of meteorological parameters or indices to assess the impact of heat stress for different

urban environments on thermal comfort (e.g. Klemm et al. 2015).

Urban biodiversity, an important sector to profit from EbA measures in cities, has long been

studied in the field of ecology. First records of botanical urban studies date back as far as

the  17  century  focusing  on  single  biotopes  ( Sukopp  2008),  but  socio-ecological

investigations  of  how  urbanisation  affects  biodiversity  has  become  a  central  topic  in

research during the past decades (Wu 2014). Urban biodiversity can be assessed by a

large variety of different metrics, such as the frequently used species richness or structural

elements, but also by indices for evenness, abundance, distribution or variation (Farinha-

Marques et al. 2011). Approaches that incorporate a mix of these methods into an overall

biodiversity  score  enable  an  easier  understanding  for  non-ecologists  and  are  thus

particularly relevant for management and decision-making (Farinha-Marques et al. 2011).

Another co-benefit  of  EbA, mostly studied in forest  science, but  also relevant in urban

areas as municipalities set their  climate migitation targets,  is  carbon storage in above-

ground biomass that is considered a major contributor to the mitigation of global warming

and adaptation to climate change (Vashum 2012). Here, methods estimate carbon stock,

based  on  tree  biomass  estimations,  often  based  on  allometric  equations.  Allometric

equations  for  biomass  estimation  build  on  the  physical  relationships  between  various

parameters of trees, such as the diameter at breast height, height of the tree and tree

species. Though typically designed to assess forest carbon, allometric equations are being

employed in the urban context, mostly to estimate above-ground carbon stored in trees at

city-level (e.g. Hutyra et al. 2011, Strohbach and Haase 2012) or to investigate the effect of

th
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environmental parameters on specific tree species to establish more accurate metrics for

the urban context (Yoon et al. 2013Dahle et al. 2014, Yoon et al. 2013).

With EbAs in urban areas, also social benefits can be achieved. Multiple social benefits of

urban  green  spaces  (Hutyra  et  al.  2011)  are  studied  in  disciplines  like  psychology,

medicine and the social sciences, such as the effects on human health, the provision of

recreational  opportunities,  psychological  well-being,  aesthetic  enjoyment  and  social

cohesion. While the effect of green spaces as a facilitator for social interaction that may

stimulate social cohesion is widely acknowledged (e.g. Peters et al. 2010, Kabisch et al.

2015, Braubach et al. 2017, Kabisch et al. 2015, Peters et al. 2010), the effects are studied

less coherently and less frequently in detail. The majority of studies that investigate the

social  effects  of  urban  parks  frequently  employ  participatory  approaches,  such  as

interviews, focus groups or questionnaires with local residents (Konijnendijk et al. 2013, 

Kabisch et al. 2015, Konijnendijk et al. 2013).

Further, a more socio-ecological research explores people´s values for specific benefits.

Though the general importance of urban greening is recognised in research and policy,

local  assessments have shown that  values differ  considerably in  different  geographical

settings (Haida et al. 2016, Schmidt et al. 2016). Local assessments of socio-cultural value

can  indicate  attitudes,  perceptions  and  preferences  towards  ecosystem  services  and

further  benefits  provided  by  urban  greening  (e.g.  Özgüner  2011,  Zhang  et  al.  2020).

Implementing  knowledge  on  socio-cultural  values  enables  the  targeting  of  land

management or, in our case, urban development, by identifying priorities in the area (Bryan

et al.  2010). Socio-cultural  values of benefits provided by urban greening thus indicate

which benefits are appreciated by people at a particular setting.

In  this  study,  we  examine  differences  in  benefits  of  urban  green  spaces  generated

specifically in residential areas to highlight the potential of EbA by qualifying these green

spaces. In an effort to combine knowledge from health research, ecology, socio-ecological

research and to show the potential to implement EbAs in residential green spaces, we set

out to quantify co-benefits of residential green infrastructure in four courtyards in the city of

Potsdam, Germany. These courtyards feature a similar built structure, but slightly varying

green structures. While the effects of urban greening have been previously studied mostly

individually as illustrated above, we study a comprehensive set of co-benefits and focus on

the  small  differences  within  a  comparable  set  of  study  areas,  i.e.  green  residential

courtyards. Research questions are:

1. How do gradual differences between residential greenspaces impact the provision

of co-benefits to the neighbourhood?

2. How important are co-benefits to residents?

3. How do gradual differences between courtyards make a difference in meeting local

demands?

To ultimately  identify  differences and compare in  the provision of  co-benefits  and how

courtyards  meet  local  demands  for  ecosystem  service,  based  on  the  preferences  of

residents, we use a multi-method approach. We quantify greenness of the courtyards as
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their  primary  characteristics.  Then,  we  conduct  biophysical  assessments  for  four  co-

benefits in each courtyard. Specifically, we:

1. quantify  the  effect  of  urban  green  structures  on  thermal  comfort,  an  important

indicator for thermal comfort,

2. assess structural biodiversity and species richness in the four courtyards,

3. quantify differences in carbon stocks and

4. estimate the potential for social interaction facilitated by design and structure of the

courtyards.

We investigate how important these benefits are to residents in the neighbourhood through

survey-based preference assessment. Ultimately, we compare how courtyards meet social

demands by weighting the outcomes of the biophysical assessment with the socio-cultural

values of the co-benefits.

Study area: Four courtyards in Potsdam-Drewitz, Germany

Located in the south-east of the north-eastern German city of Potsdam, Potsdam-Drewitz,

built in 1988, contains one of the last housing estates in the former GDR. Five-storeyed

large-panel buildings, owned by multiple residential housing companies, characterise the

neighbourhood and host  a total  of  7,600 inhabitants in approx.  3800 apartments (LHP 

2021). Compared to the city’s mean, residents are slightly younger (i.e. 41.2 years old), the

unemployment rate is roughly 3.6% higher (i.e. 8.5%) and the portion of benefit recipients

is 2.8% higher (i.e. 20.2%) (LHP 2021).

The Municipality of Potsdam aims to enhance green structures in Drewitz. Key measures,

partly derived from the garden city movement, include converting a four-lane street with

parking into a two-lane street with less parking, developing an urban park on the spare

area and developing courtyards (Masterplan Drewitz).

To quantify  co-benefits  of  urban green infrastructure,  we compare four  courtyards with

similar built structures, but varying green structures (Fig. 1). While the selected courtyards

slightly differ in size (2609 – 3158 m²), the buildings in courtyards 1 and 3, as well as 2 and

4, are similarly orientated with the opening of the building being located either at the north-

eastern (courtyards 1 and 3) or north-western corner (courtyards 2 and 4). The courtyards

all, yet to a varying extent, predominantly consist of unsealed surfaces, such as soil, grass,

shrubs, plant beds and trees and are managed by different housing associations.

Methods, data resources and analysis

We use a multi-method approach to quantify co-benefits of urban green infrastructure in

the four courtyards (Fig. 2). First,  we quantify tree crown volume to classify courtyards

according to their level of greenness. To address research question 1, we then conduct

biophysical assessments for the benefits ”thermal comfort”, “biodiversity”, “carbon storage”

and “social interaction”, using on-site measurements and satellite image-based mapping.
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To address  research  question  2,  we  further  conduct  an  interview-based survey  in  the

neighbourhood to better understand how important residents perceive different ecosystems

services. Finally, we calculate rank sums and further weight them to understand how the

courtyards meet the local demand for ecosystems services.

Classification of courtyards by tree crown volume

Before  analysing  co-benefits,  we  classified  courtyards  according  to  their  tree  crown

volume. Tree cover has demonstrably been a predictor for various benefits (Palliwoda et al.

2020). Due to their positive mircoclimatic, ecological and social effects (Sandström et al.

2006), we use tree crown volume as a proxy for the “greenness” in the courtyards. We

collected  data  on  extant  trees during  an  on-site  habitat  mapping  in  July  2020  using

TruPulse 360 laser technology for measurements. We used its Height Routine for crown

height  and  the  Missing  Line  Routine  for  crown  diameter measurements  and  recorded

crown shape by visual approximation. We used the allometric formula of Troxel et al. to

estimate crown volume with varying constants to account for the crown shape (Troxel et al.

2013):

CROWN  VOLUME  =  (CROWN  DIAMETER)²  x  (CROWN  HEIGHT)  x  (SHAPE

CONSTANT)

Figure 1. 

Location  of  courtyards  and  meteo  stations;  white  rectangles  indicate  the  study  area

(courtyards 1-4), white crosses indicate meteo stations. Size of courtyards 1: 2609 m², 2: 3158

m², 3: 3114 m², 4: 3141 m²; data: GeoBasis-DE/LGB.
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The  quantification  of  tree  crown  volumes  serves  the  purpose  of  characterising  the

greenness in the four courtyards, but it does not contribute to the actual assessment of co-

benefits.

Thermal comfort

To quantify the impact of green structures on human health, we use a well-established

human-biometeorological  index  that  quantifies  thermal  comfort,  the  physiological

equivalent temperature (PET). PET assesses thermal comfort in a temperature dimension

index measured in degrees Celsius (°C), enabling its interpretation by non-meteorologists

(e.g.  urban  planners).  This  is  an  advocated  approach  for  the  physiologically  relevant

evaluation  of  the  thermal  component  of  urban  climate  in  Germany  (VDI  1999).  PET

transfers the actual bioclimate “to an equivalent fictive indoor environment in which the

same thermal stress can be expected” (Mayer and Höppe 1987). The index indicates the

air temperature at which, in an indoor setting, the human energy budget is sustained by the

same  mean  skin  temperature  and  sweat  rate  as  calculated  for  the  actual  outdoor

conditions (Mayer and Höppe 1987). Heat stress can be characterised according to grades

of physiological stress resulting from experienced PET (Table 1).

Figure 2. 

Multi-method study design.
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PET (°C) Thermal perception Grade of physiological stress 

- 18 Very cold to slightly cool Extreme to slight cold stress

> 18 - 23 Comfortable No thermal stress

> 23 - 29 Slightly warm Slight heat stress

> 29 - 35 Warm Moderate heat stress

> 35 - 41 Hot Strong heat stress

> 41 Very hot Extreme heat stress

Item Unit 

Accessibility

Path length per area m/m²

Amenities

Benches Count 

Clothes lines Count 

Bike racks Count 

Private/community garden Area 

Playground Area 

Safe and clean environment

Lanterns Count 

Waste bins Count 

Accessibility and amenity score Total rank sums 

Item Benefits

Human health Urban green spaces increase physical well-being (human health) (e.g. they provide fresh air,

shadow, they reduce air temperatures, they provide space for physical exercise)

Climate

mitigation

Urban green spaces increase climate protection (e.g. by storing carbon in trees)

Biodiversity Urban green spaces increase biodiversity (e.g. by providing habitats for plants and animals)

Social

interaction

Urban green spaces provide an area to enhance social cohesion (e.g. as a venue for social

gatherings, for collective gardening)

Table 1. 

Ranges of physiological equivalent temperature (PET) for different grades of thermal perception,

adapted from Matzarakis et al. (1999).

Table 2. 

Items for the assessment of social interaction opportunities.

Table 3. 

Benefits subject to valuation
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Courtyard 1 2 3 4

Area (m²) 2609 3158 3114 3141

Tree crown volume (m³) 4003 7272 1646 1425

Tree crown volume (m³/m²) 1.53 2.3 0.53 0.45 

Table 4. 

Tree crown volume in the four courtyards.

Figure 3. 

Location of meteorological stations in the courtyards
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We measured air temperature (Ta), relative humidity (rH), horizontal wind velocity (v) and

global radiation (G) as microclimatic parameters at four stationary meteo stations in the

four courtyards on 97 days from 12 June to 17 September 2020 (Fig. 3). We used Onset’s

HOBO USB Micro  Station  data  logger  with  digital  sensors  (i.e.  S-THB-M002,  S-WSB-

M003, S-LIB-M003), including solar radiation shields for Ta and rH sensors (i.e. RS3-B) for

the respective parameters, logging measurements every 10 minutes. The meteo stations

were sited, based on recommendations of the World Meteorological Organisation to obtain

measurements that are "approximately representative of the locality" (Oke 2006). Sitings

did not intend to create similar conditions within the courtyards (e.g. similar distance from

trees/shading), but rather represent the courtyard's individual interior. On-site, experts of

the German National Meteorological Service advised us regarding the siting and assisted

with the correct installation of the meteo stations. Stations were positioned in agreement

with the different housing associations in areas where they least interfered with the public

use of the courtyard, yet all surrounded by buildings to avoid additional drafts caused by

the open passages (see Fig. 1). They were mounted at approx. 2m height at pre-existing

poles for clothes lines and, in court yard 1, installed solitarily outside the footpath.

To obtain an overview of  microclimatic conditions in the four courtyards,  we calculated

mean values of Ta, rH, v and G over all  measured values between 9am and 9pm, the

assumed daytime at which the courtyards are mostly used by inhabitants. We used these

calculated means to model the PET using the radiation and human-bioclimate Rayman

model  (Matzarakis  et  al.  2007,  Matzarakis  et  al.  2010) for  each  courtyard.  To  test  if

microclimatic parameters differed significantly between the courtyards, we used the non-

parametric Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test (Kruskal and Wallis 1952) and post-hoc Dunn’s

test to reveal which courtyards differed significantly by pairwise comparisons (Dunn 1964).

Biodiversity

We based the biodiversity assessment on data we have collected in July 2020 during an

on-site habitat mapping in the four study areas. For the biodiversity assessment, we used

an  approach  developed  by  Tzoulas  and  James  (2010) for  urban  systems,  based  on

species richness and structural diversity. First, we detected different habitats, based on

aerial photos of the courtyards. We measured land cover of different vegetation structures

and collected additional data on the diversity of vascular plants (i.e. species) within these

habitats. While Tzoulas and James (2010) advise to use their approach for sites about 1 ha

or larger and conduct the biodiversity assessment for at least 10% of the site area, we

used their approach for the entire area of the four courtyards (approx. 0.3 ha per study site,

total of 1.2 ha).

To assess urban biodiversity, we combined structural elements and diversity of vascular

plants  into  an  overall  biodiversity  score  (Tzoulas  and  James  2010,  Table  2)  The

biodiversity  score  is  based  on  the  diversity  of  vegetation  structures  (i.e.  for  every

vegetation  structure  that  was  mapped within  one  habitat,  we  allocate  one  point),  rare

occurrence  of  built  surfaces  (i.e.  >  25%  of  built  structures  within  a  habitat  led  to  a

progressive deduction of  points,  < 25% led to a progressive gain)  and the diversity  of

10 Schmidt K, Walz A



vascular plants (i.e. one point extra for every six different vascular plant genera present).

Land cover was additionally recorded, based on a checklist in combination with the Domin

cover scale to better compare sites (Tzoulas and James 2010, Table 1). Domin values

indicate the proportions of land cover of different vegetation structures for each habitat and

were visually estimated.

To better fit our study design, we slightly adapted Tzoulas' and James' approach. To utlise

the biodiversity assessment in our small-scale study areas, we created habitat types for

better fit, avoiding a general classification (i.e. residential area with/without gardens). We

identified habitat  types as lawn, flowerbed, path,  private allotment and playground. For

each habitat,  we identified habitat  type,  the Domin value of  cover  for  each vegetation

structure (see Tzoulas and James 2010, Table 1), the number of different vascular plant

genera and calculated the sums of the biodiversity scores. To account for the different

habitat  sizes, we weighted biodiversity scores by multiplying the habitat  fraction by the

biodiversity score and dividing by the total area of the courtyard. We divided the weighted

biodiversity  score  by  the  total  area  of  each  courtyard  in  order  to  compare  courtyards

despite their different sizes. We assessed biodiversity scores for a total of 112 habitats in

the four courtyards.

Carbon storage

To estimate tree carbon stocks per courtyard, we used above-ground biomass as a proxy.

We,  therefore,  applied  allometric  equations  specified  by  mapped tree  parameters.  We

mapped tree species and diameter at breast height (dbh) for all trees located in the four

courtyards  in  July  2020.  Then, we  employed  allometric  equations  for  above-ground

biomass taking into account the physiological relationships amongst tree volume, dbh and

wood density. The allometric equations are based on large-scale inventory measurements

in North America that specifiy forest carbon budgets for different tree species (Chojnacky et

al. 2014), but have been found suitable in other geographical contexts (e.g. Strohbach and

Haase 2012). Following a common procedure to account for uncertainties concerning tree

growth in an urban environment, we reduced above-ground biomass by 20% (Strohbach

and Haase 2012). As carbon content is reportedly about 50% of the dry weight biomass of

trees (Jo 2002, Strohbach and Haase 2012), we converted the above-ground biomass to a

carbon estimate by multiplying by 0.5.

Following Chojnacky et al. (2014), the allometric formula is:

ln(biomass)= β0 + β1 ln(dbh)

where β0 and β1= coefficients specific  to tree taxa,  dbh= diameter at  breast  height  at

130cm in cm. β0 and β1 were retrieved from Chojnacky et al. (2014), Table 5), specific

gravity was retrieved from Miles and Smith (Miles and Smith 2009), dbh is based on our

own measurements. For one tree species, the formula required diameter measurements at

root collar (drc).
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Microclimatic parameters p-Value Chi² Courtyard

1 2 3 4

Daily mean air temperature (Ta) 0.63 1.7

Max daily mean 32.8 32.3 32.9 33.5

Min daily mean 15.9 15.8 16.1 16.1

Mean 22.9 22.6 22.9 23.2

Daily mean relative humidity (rh) 0.55 2.1

Maximum 92.0 92.3 89.8 90.8

Minimum 30.5 31.6 31.2 29.7

Mean 55.0 56.2 55.1 53.6

Daily mean wind velocity (v) < 2.2e 153.2

Max daily mean 1.2 0.7 1.4 1.8

Min daily mean 0.008 0.002 0.007 0.1

Mean 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.7

Daily mean global radiation (G) < 2.2e 234.1

Max daily mean 119.0 248.8 471.0 544.6

Min daily mean 23.0 44.7 62.1 63.9

Mean 80.3 135.8 230.5 301.3

Physiological Equivalent Temperature (PET) 1.1e 58.7

Max daily mean 34.7 36.8 42.3 45.5 

Min daily mean 13.3 15.3 16 14.3 

Mean 23.2 26.2 28.7 29.4 

If we encountered multi-stemmed trees (≤6 stems), we measured each stem individually at

breast  height  and calculated their  quadratic  sum,  following a  common procedure  (Vaz

Monteiro  et  al.  2016,  Magarik  et  al.  2020,  Vaz  Monteiro  et  al.  2016).  If  multi-stems

exceeded  six  stems,  we  measured  dbh  at  30  cm  above  ground,  in  accordance  with

Magarik et al. (2020). Dead trees were excluded from our analysis.

Social interaction

Structural  and  natural  assets  facilitate  social  interaction  within  urban  green  spaces.

Previous studies have shown that green space design affects the level of social interaction

(Rasidi et al. 2012,Krellenberg et al. 2014, Rasidi et al. 2012). These studies show that

accessibility, as well as existing amenities, such as playgrounds and benches, facilitate

social  contact.  To assess the opportunities for social  interaction arising from residential

urban green, we review accessibility and green space quality, based on availablity and

-16

-16

-12

Table 5. 

Differences of microclimatic parameters and PET between courtyards, based on daily means and

Kruskal-Wallis-Test results.
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quality of items in the four courtyards (Table 2). We count path length as an indicator for

accessibility and frequency (benches, clothes lines, bike racks, lanterns, waste bins) or

respectively area (private/community garden, playground), all  relative to area to assess

amenities per  area in each courtyard.  As the quality  of  the items was the same in all

courtyards  (i.e.  intact),  we  consider  these  amenities  to  equally  enable  social  contact.

Lanterns and waste bins are included as they are thought to contribute to a clean and safe

environment, as maintenance of infrastructure and facilities is found to encourage public

use (Wen et al. 2018). We subsequently rank courtyards for each item in ascending order,

equal values receiving equal scores. The sum of all items builds the final accessibility and

amenity score.

Socio-cultural assessment

To assess the use and perception of urban green spaces, specifically the importance of

individual co-benefits to residents in the neighbourhood, we conducted an on-site, tablet-

based face-to-face  survey  during  four  days  in  August  2020.  We selected  respondents

randomly and approached them on a green crossing in the urban park in the centre of the

neighbourhood (n=100).  Additionally,  an  online  survey  was available  in  August  (n=  4),

whose  link  was  distributed  on-site  (for  non-responders)  and  across  two  community  e-

mailing lists (Suppl. material 1, Question 7). The respondents were asked to indicate how

important  various  benefits  (Table  3)  provided  by  urban  green  spaces  (not  limited  to

residential green spaces) are for them personally, by allocating a total of 100 points across

these benefits (Schmidt et al. 2017; Suppl. material 1, Question 7). We used the mean of

allocated points across all  respondents  as a percentage to  weight  the performance of

individual co-benefits in each court yard.

Comparative assessment of co-benefits

To evaluate the complex information from the previous assessments, we ranked courtyards

for every co-benefit and weight them subsequently according to socio-cultural preferences.

For the ranking, we attributed points (maximum 4 points) in ascending order, starting with

the  most  favourable  outcome,  i.e.  lowest  physiological  equivalent  temperature,  highest

biodiversity  score,  highest  total  carbon storage,  highest  potential  for  social  interaction.

Hence, the most favourable assessment results will generate the highest number of points.

Equal values will receive equal scores. We weight these ranks, based on the socio-cultural

preferences of residents for these co-benefits derived in the survey. All data analysis were

performed with the software R version 3.5.2.

Results

Classification of courtyards by tree crown volume

The estimation of tree crown volume showed that our sample compares two courtyards

with more (CY 1 = 1.53 m³/m², CY 2 = 2.3 m³/m²) and two courtyards with less tree crown

volume per area (CY 3 = 0.53 m³/m², CY 4 = 0.45 m³/m²; Table 4).
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Courtyard 2 by far has the highest tree crown volume, which can likely be explained with its

high number of trees and their comparably high mean crown height (Suppl. material 2).

The crown volume in courtyard 1 is second highest and higher than in court yard 3 despite

accommodating fewer trees, as trees are, on average, higher (10.2 m height compared to

7.7 m height).

From here on, we refer to courtyards 1 and 2 to those study areas with "higher tree crown

volume" and to courtyards 3 and 4 to study areas with "less tree crown volume". We colour

code our subsequent graphs according to their ranked tree crown volume with light green

(courtyard 1), dark green (courtyard 2), orange (courtyard 3) and red (courtyard 4).

Thermal comfort

Results from the microclimatic measurements in the four courtyards (CY) with varying tree

crown volume on 97 days reveal first differences (Table 5, Suppl. material 3). Mean daily

(9am – 9pm) air temperature and relative humidity vary considerably between courtyards,

for  mean  daily  air  temperature  between  22.6°C  and  23.2°C  and  for  relative  humidity

between 56.2 and 53.6%, but without statistical significance. Courtyard 2 with the highest

crown volume is the one with the overall lowest mean air temperature (CY 1: 22.6°C) and

highest relative humidity (CY 2: 56.2%). In contrast, we measured significant differences in

wind velocity and global radiation between courtyards. Mean daily wind velocity and mean

daily global radiation are much higher in courtyards with less tree crown volume (wind: CY

4: 0.7 m/s, CY 3: 0.4; global radiation: CY 4: 301.3 W/m², CY 3: 230.5 W/m²) than in those

with higher crown volume (wind: CY 2: 0.1, CY 1: 0.2, global radiation: CY 1: 80.3 W/m²,

CY 2: 135.8 W/m²).

We used the microclimatic measurements to feed into the modelling of the PET (Fig. 4).

Here,  we  observe  significant  differences  amongst  the  four  courtyards,  where  all  but

courtyards 3 and 4 vary significantly. Highest differences in daily mean temperature were

found on 8 August, with the maximum value reached in courtyard 4 with the lowest tree

crown volume at 45°C (“extreme heat stress”, see Table 1) and minimum value in courtyard

1 with the second highest tree crown volume, at 34.7°C (“moderate heat stress”).

Biodiversity

The courtyards cover five habitat types that vary with regard to their internal vegetation

structures and genera (Suppl. materials 4, 5). Regarding habitat types, courtyard 3 has a

slightly  smaller  fraction of  lawn and higher  fraction of playground and private  gardens

compared to the rest. Path area is very similar amongst courtyards, approximately 20%

and fractions of flower beds vary to a smaller degree (4-11%).

Domin  values  for  vegetation  structures  vary  between  courtyards.  Despite  not

accommodating the highest amount of  trees,  courtyard 3,  on average, has the highest

domin  values  for  low  and  high  trees,  meaning  it  either  has  most  habitats  that  are

dominated by low and high trees or domination values are higher than in the other study

areas.
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The biodiversity  assessment  considers  structural  and genera diversity  for  each habitat

individually (Fig. 5). Courtyard 4 shows the lowest score of the weighted biodiversity index

per m², but scores generally show little differences (Table 6). Maximum overall biodiversity

scores in courtyards 2 and 3 exceed maximum scores in courtyards 2 and 4 by 3 and 2

points, respectively.

Courtyard 1 2 3 4

Total area in m² 2609 3158 3114 3141

Number of habitats 24 31 29 28

Area fraction per habitat type lawn 0.61 0.6 0.5 0.7

flowerbed 0.11 0.1 0.04 0.05

path 0.17 0.2 0.2 0.2

playground 0 0.04 0.07 0.02

private allotments 0.1 0.04 0.16 0

Vegetation structures Mean Domin values

High trees 0.5 0.7 1.1 0.7

Figure 4. 

PET values in °C, based on microclimatic measurements between 9am and 9pm in the four

courtyards.

Table 6. 

Results of biodiversity assessment, based on Tzoulas and James (2010).
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Low trees 1.2 0.7 1.7 0.5

Bushes 6.6 3.7 3.2 1.9

High grass forbs 2.3 2.8 2.8 1

Low grass forbs 3.9 4 4.7 1.6

Ground flora 0.1 2 1.5 1.7

Built 2.1 1.8 2.0 2.2

Genera diversity Number of vascular plants genera

Min 0 0 0 0

Max 9 9 11 7

Mean 3.1 3.1 3.1 2.1

Biodiversity score

Min -4 -4 -4 -4

Max 10 13 13 11

Mean 6.79 6.84 7.3 5.2

Mean weighted biodiversity index (Habitat size*biodiv score/Total

area)

6.36 6.92 6.29 5.72

Weighted biodiversity index per 100 m² 0.24 0.22 0.20 0.18 

Figure 5. 

Biotopes and biodiversity scores, based on habitat mapping and biodiversity assessment.
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Carbon storage

The  assessment  of  above-ground  biomass  and  respective  carbon  storage  in  between

courtyards shows more foreseeable results. Most trees are located in courtyards 2 and 3,

but trees, on average, are more than 5m higher in courtyard 2 (Fig. 6, Table 7). Taking into

account  the  varying  area  of  the  courtyards,  courtyard  2  with  highest  crown  volumes

provides the largest capacity to store carbon. Courtyards 1 and 4 have fewer trees and

mostly smaller trees. Most carbon is stored in larger trees (Fig. 6). The comparatively high

value of above-ground biomass in courtyard 4 is due to an individual locust tree (Suppl.

material 6). This explains the high average carbon stock per tree in courtyard 4.

Courtyard 1 2 3 4

Number of trees 19 27 31 12

Mean stem diameter 19.3 27.8 17.6 24.6

Mean tree height in m 10.2 12.8 7.5 9.5

Total carbon stock in kg 1518 5426 2188 1571

Total carbon stock per tree in kg 79.9 201 70.6 130.9

Carbon in Mg ha  5.8 17.2 7.0 5.0 -1

Table 7. 

Results of the assessment of carbon stocks, based on allometric equations after Chojnacky et al.

(2014).

Figure 6. 

Frequency and observed carbon of trees in the courtyards.
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Social interaction

The total opportunities for social interactions enabled by accessibility of amenities, i.e. the

accessibility  and  amenities  score,  in  each  courtyard  are  rather  similar  (Table  8).

Accessibility varies between courtsyards with courtyard 1 measuring the longest paths,

also  the  provison  of  amenities  is  different  in  all  four  courtyards  (Fig.  7).  Private  and

community  gardens  only  exist  in  three  of  the  four  courtyards.  Playground  size  varies

between courtyards, with one courtyard not providing one at all. Urban furniture, such as

benches, waste bins, clothes lines, bike racks and lanterns are distributed rather unevenly

(Suppl. material 7).

Courtyard 1 2 3 4

Accessibility 

path length 4 3 2 1

Amenities 

garden 3 2 4 1

playground 1 3 4 2

benches 4 3 1 2

clothes lines 1 2 4 3

bike racks 1 3 1 2

Safe and clean environment 

waste bins 3 2 1 2

lanterns 3 2 1 2

Total Accessibility and Amenity Score 20 20 18 15 

Preferences of residents from socio-cultural valuation

Socio-cultural valuation of the four co-benefits reveals that the capacity to improve human

health and for carbon storage provided by urban green spaces are more important to the

residents  of  the  neighbourhood  than  their  capacity  to  increase  biodiversity  or  provide

opportunities for social interaction. While carbon storage on average was assigned almost

29 out of the available 100 points (SD: 18), closely followed by benefits for human health

(28 points, SD: 15), biodiversity (23 points, SD: 13) and social interaction (20 points, SD:

15) were awarded considerably less. While all of the listed benefits were being perceived

to be of value, human health and carbon storage were attributed point scores that were

above average. More people assigned points of 10 and lower for social interaction than for

any of the other benefits (Fig. 8).

Table 8. 

Results from the accessibility and amenity assessment, based on each item’s rank score (data see

Annex 6).
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Comparative assessment of co-benefits

Similar to the biophysical assessments, the rank sums indicate that the courtyards with

more tree crown volume clearly generate more co-benefits than the ones with less (Table

9). It is courtyard 1 that ranks first in three out of four benefits, although tree crown volume

is higher in courtyard 2 (2.3 m³/m² compared to 1.53 m³/m² in courtyard 1). Tree crown

volume in courtyards 3 and 4 are much lower with 0.53 and 0.45 m³/m², respectively and

both feature large areas of grassland. Courtyard 4 performs lowest in all benefits.

Courtyard 1 2 3 4

Biophysical assessment

Rank scores

Socio-cultural weight

Human health 4 3 2 1 0.28

Biodiversity 4 3 2 1 0.23

Carbon storage 2 4 3 1 0.29

Social interaction 3 3 2 1 0.20

Total ranks sums 13 13 9 4 

Weighted score 3.2 3.3 2.3 1.0 

Figure 7. 

Accessibility and amenities in the fourcourtyards.

Table 9. 

Results of comparative assessment of co-benefits (higher rank scores indicate more favourable

outcome of the assessment).

Ecosystem-based adaptation to climate change through residential urban ... 19

https://arpha.pensoft.net/zoomed_fig/6774699
https://arpha.pensoft.net/zoomed_fig/6774699
https://arpha.pensoft.net/zoomed_fig/6774699


Weighting the rank sums with socio-cultural preferences only slightly changes the outcome

of the ranking in the presented case study. With the highest socio-cultural value assigned

to  carbon  storage  and  the  lowest  value  to  social  interaction,  the  difference  between

courtyard 1 and 2 increases. At the same time, the difference between courtyard 2 and 3

increases with the weighting, mainly because social interaction has been assigned a lower

weight than biodiversity.

Discussion

The capacity of ecosystem-based adaptation to provide additional benefits that increase

the  climate  resilience,  as  well  as  sustainability  of  communities,  has  been  widely

acknowledged in literature (Wamsler et  al.  2016, Raymond et al.  2017, Wamsler et  al. 

2016). Individual benefits have long been studied in various academic fields, for example,

health effects of heat waves in public health research, biodiversity in urban green spaces in

ecology, above-ground carbon storage in forest science and social benefits of urban green

spaces in social sciences. Yet, to the best of our knowledge, there are no empirical studies

that comprehensively evaluate the potential of EbA measures. This research contributed to

fill  this  gap  by  focusing  on  urban  green  structures  within  residential  courtyards  and

identifying differences in the provision of various co-benefits. Our work highlights how even

small differences in green structures and tree crown volume result in differences in the

provision of co-benefits and gives a coherent overview of the effects in multiple fields.

Figure 8. 

Mean standard deviation and distribution of assigned weights per benefit
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Thermal comfort

The positive effect of green structures on thermal comfort is increasingly studied in human

biometeorology and urban development studies (Sodoudi et al. 2018, Hami et al. 2019, 

Sodoudi et al. 2018). Our results indicate that the courtyards with more tree crown volume

have significantly lower physiological equivalent temperatures than the courtyards with less

tree crown volume. This highlights the ability of trees to cool down the environment and

increase thermal comfort,  which is in line with similar findings in literature (Aram et al. 

2019). Courtyard 1, which indicates the highest cooling effect, in our assessment only has

the second highest tree crown volume. Our quantification of green structures is limited to

tree crown volume and foregoes bushes and shrubs because we found those more difficult

to assess due to the varying trimming measures in the courtyards. Courtyard 1, however,

accommodates, in addition to trees, also a high number of shrubs (Table 6). These are

likely to show beneficial effects on its cooling capacity and explain the higher cooling effect.

Zhang (Zhang 2020) has demonstrated the cooling effect of shrubs that, like the cooling

effect of trees, is enabled by the transpiration process, as well as by the shading effect of

the leaves. However, their cooling capacity is highly dependent on maintenance measures

(e.g.  trimming)  which  is  especially  relevant  in  a  highly  managed  environment  like

residential housing.

Our study highlights the cooling effect of residential green structures, whose presence may

determine whether  you feel  very  hot  (“extreme heat  stress”)  or  warm (“moderate  heat

stress”). Considering the ageing demographic and the likely increase of heat waves in the

area (DWD 2019), this may lead to increasing health implications in the coming years. We

show that  density  of  urban green structures within residential  courtyards is  decisive to

mitigate heat stress for residents.

Biodiversity

Next to microclimatic effects, urban green infrastructure has a vital role for the conservation

of urban biodiversity. Past studies found that urban green spaces have the potential to

conserve and restore native vegetation (Aronson et al. 2014) and threatened species (Ives

et  al.  2016).  However,  several  studies  point  out  challenges  arising  from  the  close

interaction of urban nature and people, such as urban growth, management conflicts and

trade-offs arising from social and ecological needs (Shwartz et al. 2014, Aronson et al.

2017).

Assessing biodiversity in a highly cultivated environment, such as residential courtyards,

brings challenges, but also opportunities. In the case of Potsdam-Drewitz, courtyards are

individually managed by the adjacent housing companies. Thus, our assessment arguably

indicates  to  what  extent  structural  diversity  and  plant  diversity  fit  into  design  and

management  stipulations  of  the  respective  housing  companies.  The  results show little

differences in between courtyards as the basic construction (e.g. paths, lawn, flowerbeds)

is  similar  and  structural  differences  (e.g.  regarding  trees,  shrubs)  are  balanced  with

species and habitat diversity.  A joint management strategy, possibly on neighbourhood-

scale, could support the conservation of biodiversity while also preserving social interests.
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Goddard et al. (Goddard et al. 2010, Goddard et al. 2017), for instance, highlight the role of

gardens and residential  yards for  species conservation and connectivity,  but  also their

explicit  value  for  wildlife  experience in  urban environments.  Given the  willingness  and

facility  to  cooperate  in  its  strategic  management,  residential  green  structures  offer  an

opportunity  to  coordinate  interests  to  conserve biodiversity,  as  well  as  social  concerns

equally.

Carbon storage

Urban green spaces are of utmost importance for carbon storage as urban soils and trees

have the capacity to act as a sink for atmospheric carbon dioxide. Urban trees play an

important  role  in  reducing  carbon  dioxide  by  fixing  carbon  during  photosynthesis  and

subsequently storing it as biomass (Nowak et al. 2013, Richter et al. 2020). Though urban

green spaces are a rather small contributor to the global carbon stock, municipalities are

aware and interested in  carbon sinks.  In  Potsdam,  for  instance,  the  municipal  climate

mitigation plan (LHP 2017) explicitly  includes carbon sinks in green spaces to achieve

climate neutrality by 2050.

In line with Stephenson et al. (2014), our results reveal that more carbon is stored in those

residential yards with more and larger trees. While the value of urban trees for carbon

storage is undisputed, studies highlight the effect of maintenance practices to impact tree

growth and mortality (Nowak et al. 2002, Strohbach et al. 2012).

Residential yard management can increase tree health and longevity through maintenance

activities that positively affect the facility for carbon storage. Nowak et al. (2002) identify

several  measures  to  maximise  net  benefits  of  urban  forestry  on  atmospheric  carbon

dioxide,  such  as  planting  long-lived,  low-maintenance  and  moderate  to  fast-growing

species  that  grow  large  and  are  suitable  to  site  conditions,  employing  maintenance

activities to increase tree survival and longevity, minimising fossil fuel-based management

activities,  using  wood  from  removed  trees  and  planting  trees  in  energy-conserving

locations. Several of these measures can be implemented in residential yard management,

such as the targeted planting of suitable species, applying low-maintenance activities (e.g.

watering,  tree-cut)  and  planting  trees  in  energy-conserving  locations  around  buildings.

They may even generate synergies, for instance, if activities are low-maintenance, they

can be carried out by residents, which may result in social bonding, as well as financial

savings.

Social interaction

Finally, urban green spaces have the potential to serve as a venue for social interaction to

foster social bonds. Studies detail the positive and negative impact of access and quality

for social interaction. For instance, certain design characteristics, such as fields and open

space, playgrounds, pathways, shelters and seats are found to facilitate social interaction

(Rasidi et al. 2012). Aram et al. (2019) investigate the effect of green spaces on periodic

markets in Iran and show that attendance and social interactions are significantly higher in

those neighbourhoods with green spaces close-by the market  sites.  They highlight  the
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importance of the aesthetic quality of green spaces and the sufficiency of urban furniture

as factors for increased attendance and social interactions. Troy et al. (2016) associate

residential yard quality with crime; they find that crime negatively correlates with yard trees,

garden hoses/sprinklers and pervious areas. Positive correlations were found with litter and

desiccated or uncut lawns. Residential yards have the potential to amplify the positive and

reduce the negative social effects by effective management.

Our  results  reveal  little,  but  perceivable  differences in  the total  amount  of  access and

amenities between residential yards; a more detailed analysis, including a systematic user

observation and/or user interviews, could improve our knowledge in terms of actual social

interaction. Despite accommodating a large percentage of gardens in courtyard 3, these

are private. This means occupants are likely to be more enticed to spend time outside

which may lead to encountering neighbours, but, on the other hand, may also be motivated

by connecting with nature or retreat or relaxation purposes, which would not necessarily

lead to more interaction with others (Dunnett and Qasim 2000, Gross and Lane 2007). The

majority of studies on social cohesion employ participatory approaches, such as interviews,

focus groups or questionnaires with local residents to investigate the social effects of urban

parks  (Konijnendijk  et  al.  2013,  Kabisch  et  al.  2015).  Though our  analysis  provides  a

reference  point  for  the  potential  of  social  interaction,  it  can  clearly  be  expanded  by

interviews  with  residents  and  observations  of  use  and  interaction  to  reveal  the  actual

effects of residential green structures and amenities for social cohesion.

Social weighting and assessment of co-benefits

One  of  the  great  advantages  of  EbA  measures  is  the  generally  high  agreement  that

qualified  residential  green  structures  are  an  asset  and  enhance  quality  of  life  in  the

neighbourhood.  The  socio-cultural valuation  is  important  to  understand  better  the

preferences and potential conflicts that residents might encounter with the qualification of

residential  green  structures.  The  neighbourhood  survey  shows  that  the  co-benefits  of

urban  green structures,  in  general,  are  not  equally  important  to  residents.  While  the

benefits  for  health  and  well-being  and  climatological  benefits  have  been  widely

acknowledged, biodiversity benefits and the role of urban green structures as a venue for

social  interaction  were  more  contested.  Little  is  known about  the  perceived vs.  actual

importance of urban green spaces for biodiversity of city dwellers. Hand et al. (2016) show

that socially more deprived neighbourhoods hold less perceptible biodiversity, making it

more difficult for people to connect to nature. Nature relatedness and eco-centricity are

important influences on the valuation of biodiversity as an ecosystem benefit (Lin et al.

2017, Southon et al. 2018). Regarding the critical outlook on green spaces fostering social

interaction, a possible explanation could be that residents’ feelings of personal safety are

challenged by groups that meet at urban green spaces (Jansson et al. 2013). This can be

reinforced by littering and vandalism, both issues which have come up during the survey.

While the ecological and social benefits of urban green spaces are well documented (e.g.

Kabisch et al. 2015, Lepczyk et al. 2017), our survey enables us to understand local public

preferences, as well  as reservations. It  informs planners and housing companies about

challenges that design and management of EbAs need to address.
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The comparative assessment of co-benefits shows that the residential courtyards with a

higher green volume clearly generate more co-benefits than the residential yards with less

green. The differences are too large that socio-cultural weights do not change the outcome

of the assessment. So far, little research has assessed the multiple benefits of residential

green  structures,  based  on  comparative  empirical  data.  Our  results  empirically

demonstrate the multiple advantages of urban residential green structures and highlight

their importance for a sustainable urban development.

Methodological approach

We adopt a multi-method approach that enables us to see how even small differences in

the  green  structure  affects  the  provision  of  different  co-benefits.  Our  approach  is  not

intended  to  reward  or  demote  the  management  in  the  residential  courtyards  and  the

ranking is not meant to discourage adjacent housing companies or disqualify their work.

The comparative assessment solely serves the purpose to trace the effects of residential

green structures and highlight the potential of co-benefits.

Further, we need to point out limitations of the methods we used and aspects that could be

improved  in  future  endeavours.  In  our  analysis  of  thermal  comfort,  we  recorded

microclimatic data at one representative spot in each courtyard over a time period of three

months.  Using spatially-explicit  microclimatic  data  instead could  give us insight  on the

spatial variability (Hart and Sailor 2009, Grilo et al. 2020) which, on the local scale, is not

sufficiently  studied.  Of  course,  this  requires  more  or  different  equipment,  i.e.  more

measuring  stations  and  depends  on  the  availability  of  suitable  sites.  An  alternative

approach could be the selective use of an airborne thermal camera to record land surface

temperatures, which could possibly lead to very different results (Schwarz et al.  2012).

Additionally, analysing the potential of residential green structures for night-time cooling

could be an important issue to explore in further studies. As measurements need to be

interpreted differently than day values, night values were omitted in this study to keep the

assessment unambigious.

Our scoring system for the potential for social interaction has a few limitations on its own.

The  ranking  does  not  consider  differences  in  certain  amenities  for  the  potential  to

encourage social interaction. It equally assesses benches and lanterns, the latter of which

may  enhance  the  feeling  of  safety  during  the  dark  hours  and  encourage  a  visit,  but

probably  has a less obvious effect  on whether  people interact  with  each other  than a

bench. In addition, with the same of amount of items (e.g. lanterns), small differences in

courtyard sizes make the difference in the assessment and must, therefore, be interpreted

with caution. An evidence-based rating could serve as a basis for applying weights in the

scoring. Secondly, assessing amenities only in the very inside of the courtyard leads to

misrepresentations; courtyard 1 has a large playground located on the other side of the

building  pointing  north-west  that  is  not  considered  in  the  ranking.  Lastly  and  most

importantly,  our  approach  should  not  be  mistaken  for  an  analysis  of  actual  social

interaction  and  as  a  first  indication  of  the  potential  of  the  residential  courtyards.  As

mentioned  above,  actual  social  interaction  needs  to  be  established  by  observing  and
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interviewing residents, as it can be affected by several other reasons than green space

(Mehta 2009, Enssle and Kabisch 2020, Mehta 2009Mehta 2009, a task that unfortunately

was not feasible during this study.

Condensing the findings of  the biophysical  assessment  down to rank scores and rank

sums across  all  four  benefits,  leads to  a  considerable  loss  of  detail  by  spreading the

different value ranges of all benefits equally between 1 and 4. This pragmatic approach,

however, allows us to overcome different units between benefits and generate a basis to

incorporate  socio-cultural  weights.  It  further  enables  us  to  identify  differences between

courtyards with similar green endowment.

Opportunities of residential green for ecosystem-based adaptation

Urban residential green structures give rise to multiple benefits, which have the potential to

increase sustainable urban development and must not to be overlooked in urban climate

adaptation  action.  Texier  et  al.  (2018) point  out  that,  due  to  residential  green spaces'

substantial share in the total amount of urban green structures, much of the policy that

could alter urban green structures is actually not in the hands of public decision-makers.

This highlights the importance of providing incentives to land owners and leaseholders to

commit  to  climate  adaptation  and is  in  line  with  the  findings  of  McNamara  et  al.  that

adaptation  is  best  when  its  locally  led  (McNamara  et  al.  2020).  The  German Federal

Institute for Research on Building, Spatial  Development and Urban Affairs (BBSR) lists

climate adaptation and mitigation, health protection, biodiversity and social interaction and

cohesion amongst those functions provided by urban green spaces that qualify for funding

within urban development schemes (BBSR 2019). In the corresponding white paper, the

German  Environmental  Ministry  encourages  the  strengthening of  green  spaces  in

residential areas (BMUB 2018). While the greening of cities is promoted in national politics

and supported with funding, a successful implementation of green measures depends on

several  aspects;  it  requires  a  strong internal  leadership  to  promote  the  advances,  the

formulation of sustainability targets and effective communication with ecological and social

experts  (Richardson  and  Lynes  2007).  Additionally,  in  the  case  of  multiple  housing

companies sharing an area, joint objectives need to be agreed and the effort needs to be

shared amongst all companies. Involvement of residents in planning and construction can

have positive impact on satisfaction and social cohesion (Sommer et al. 1994). Changing

the green structure in residential courtyards may require a lot of effort, but, as our study

shows, can lead the way towards more sustainable urban development.

Conclusions

Despite comparatively small differences in between green structures within the courtyards,

our analysis enables us to see, partly vast, differences amongst co-benefits of residential

green structures in the courtyards. Especially, its cooling capacity and significant impact on

human thermal comfort (i.e. heat stress) are noteworthy and make it an effective measure

for ecosystem-based adaption. Though the differences in biodiversity, carbon storage and

potential for social interaction reveal fewer, possibly more predictable results, our analysis
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highlights that a deliberate management strategy, possibly on neighbourhood-scale, could

enhance co-benefits and contribute to a more sustainable urban development.

Acknowledgements 

The  authors  would  like  to  thank  Peter  Stanislawsky  and  his  team  from  the  German

National  Meteorological  Service (DWD) for  their  support  in setting up the microclimatic

measurements  as  well  as  the  housing  companies  that  permitted  the  installation  of

measuring stations and the students who assisted with  the biotope mapping and data

retrieval.  This  research  was  conducted  within  the  research  project  “Urban  resilience

against extreme weather events - typologies and transfer of adaptation strategies in small

metropolises and medium-sized cities” (ExTrass) funded by the German Federal Ministry of

Education and Research (BMBF, FKZ 01LR1709A-E).

References

• Aram F, Solgi E, Holden G (2019) The role of green spaces in increasing social

interactions in neighborhoods with periodic markets. Habitat International 84 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2018.12.004

• Aronson MJ, La Sorte F, Nilon C, Katti M, Goddard M, Lepczyk C, Warren P, Williams

NG, Cilliers S, Clarkson B, Dobbs C, Dolan R, Hedblom M, Klotz S, Kooijmans JL, Kühn

I, Macgregor-Fors I, McDonnell M, Mörtberg U, Pysek P, Siebert S, Sushinsky J, Werner

P, Winter M (2014) A global analysis of the impacts of urbanization on bird and plant

diversity reveals key anthropogenic drivers. Proceedings. Biological Sciences 

https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.3330

• Aronson MJ, Lepczyk C, Evans K, Goddard M, Lerman S, MacIvor JS, Nilon C, Vargo T

(2017) Biodiversity in the city: key challenges for urban green space management.

Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1480

• BBSR (2019) Grün in der Stadt – Maßnahmen zur Grün- und Freiraumentwicklung im

Rahmen der Städtebauförderung. URL: https://www.bbsr.bund.de/BBSR/DE/vero

effentlichungen/bbsr-online/2019/bbsr-online-12-2019.html

• BMUB (2018) White Paper: Green Spaces in the City. URL: https://www.bmi.bund.de/

SharedDocs/downloads/DE/publikationen/themen/bauen/wohnen/weissbuch-stad

tgruen-en.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=4

• Braubach M, Egorov A, Mudu P, Wolf T, Ward Thompson C, Martuzzi M (2017) Effects

of Urban Green Space on Environmental Health, Equity and Resilience. https://doi.org/

10.1007/978-3-319-56091-5_11

• Brink E, Aalders T, Ádám D, Feller R, Henselek Y, Hoffmann A, Ibe K, Matthey-Doret A,

Meyer M, Negrut NL, Rau A, Riewerts B, von Schuckmann L, Törnros S, von Wehrden

H, Abson D, Wamsler C (2016) Cascades of green: A review of ecosystem-based

adaptation in urban areas. Global Environmental Change 36 https://doi.org/10.1016/

j.gloenvcha.2015.11.003

• Bryan B, Raymond C, Crossman N, Macdonald DH (2010) Targeting the management

of ecosystem services based on social values: Where, what, and how? Landscape and

Urban Planning https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2010.05.002

26 Schmidt K, Walz A

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2018.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.3330
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1480
https://www.bbsr.bund.de/BBSR/DE/veroeffentlichungen/bbsr-online/2019/bbsr-online-12-2019.html
https://www.bbsr.bund.de/BBSR/DE/veroeffentlichungen/bbsr-online/2019/bbsr-online-12-2019.html
https://www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDocs/downloads/DE/publikationen/themen/bauen/wohnen/weissbuch-stadtgruen-en.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=4
https://www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDocs/downloads/DE/publikationen/themen/bauen/wohnen/weissbuch-stadtgruen-en.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=4
https://www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDocs/downloads/DE/publikationen/themen/bauen/wohnen/weissbuch-stadtgruen-en.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56091-5_11
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56091-5_11
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2015.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2015.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2010.05.002


• CBD (2009) Connecting Biodiversity and Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation:

Report of the Second Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Biodiversity and Climate

Change. Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity.

• Chojnacky DC, Heath LS, Jenkins JC (2014) Updated generalized biomass equations

for North American tree species. Forestry: An International Journal of Forest Research 

https://doi.org/10.1093/forestry/cpt053

• Connors JP, Galletti C, Chow WL (2013) Landscape configuration and urban heat island

effects: assessing the relationship between landscape characteristics and land surface

temperature in Phoenix, Arizona. Landscape Ecology https://doi.org/10.1007/

s10980-012-9833-1

• Dahle G, Gallagher F, Gershensond D, Schäfer KR, Grabosky J (2014) Allometric and

mass relationships of Betula populifolia in a naturally assembled urban brownfield:

implications for carbon modeling. Urban Ecosystems https://doi.org/10.1007/

s11252-014-0377-9

• Dunnett N, Qasim M (2000) Perceived Benefits to Human Well-being of Urban

Gardens. HortTechnology https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTTECH.10.1.40

• Dunn OJ (1964) Multiple Comparisons Using Rank Sums. Technometrics 

URL: https://amstat.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00401706.1964.10490181

• DWD (2019) Klimareport Brandenburg. Deutscher Wetterdienst. 

URL: https://lfu.brandenburg.de/sixcms/media.php/9/Klimareport_Brandenburg_

2019.3992071.pdf

• EEA (2017) Climate change, impacts and vulnerability in Europe 2016. European

Environment Agency, Copenhagen, Denmark. URL: https://www.eea.europa.eu/

publications/climate-change-impacts-and-vulnerability-2016

• Enssle F, Kabisch N (2020) Urban green spaces for the social interaction, health and

well-being of older people— An integrated view of urban ecosystem services and socio-

environmental justice. Environmental Science & Policy 109: 36‑44. https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.envsci.2020.04.008

• EUROSTAT (2016) Urban Europe: Statistics on cities, towns and suburbs. Eurostat.

URL: http://www.gbv.de/dms/zbw/870322052.pdf

• Farinha-Marques P, Lameiras JM, Fernandes C, Silva S, Guilherme F (2011) Urban

biodiversity: a review of current concepts and contributions to multidisciplinary

approaches. Innovation: The European Journal of Social Science Research 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610.2011.592062

• Goddard M, Dougill A, Benton T (2010) Scaling up from gardens: biodiversity

conservation in urban environments. Trends in Ecology & Evolution https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.tree.2009.07.016

• Goddard M, Ikin K, Lerman S (2017) Ecological and Social Factors Determining the

Diversity of Birds in Residential Yards and Gardens. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-

3-319-43314-1_18

• Grilo F, Pinho P, Aleixo C, Catita C, Silva P, Lopes N, Freitas C, Santos-Reis M,

McPhearson T, Branquinho C (2020) Using green to cool the grey: Modelling the

cooling effect of green spaces with a high spatial resolution. The Science of the Total

Environment 724 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.138182

• Gross H, Lane N (2007) Landscapes of the lifespan: Exploring accounts of own gardens

and gardening. Journal of Environmental Psychology https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.

2007.04.003

Ecosystem-based adaptation to climate change through residential urban ... 27

https://doi.org/10.1093/forestry/cpt053
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-012-9833-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-012-9833-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-014-0377-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-014-0377-9
https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTTECH.10.1.40
https://amstat.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00401706.1964.10490181
https://lfu.brandenburg.de/sixcms/media.php/9/Klimareport_Brandenburg_2019.3992071.pdf
https://lfu.brandenburg.de/sixcms/media.php/9/Klimareport_Brandenburg_2019.3992071.pdf
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/climate-change-impacts-and-vulnerability-2016
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/climate-change-impacts-and-vulnerability-2016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.04.008
http://www.gbv.de/dms/zbw/870322052.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610.2011.592062
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-43314-1_18
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-43314-1_18
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.138182
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.04.003


• Haase D, Jänicke C, Wellmann T (2019) Front and back yard green analysis with

subpixel vegetation fractions from earth observation data in a city. Landscape and

Urban Planning 182 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.10.010

• Haida C, Rüdisser J, Tappeiner U (2016) Ecosystem services in mountain regions:

experts’ perceptions and research intensity. Regional Environmental Change 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-015-0759-4

• Hami A, Abdi B, Zarehaghi D, Maulan SB (2019) Assessing the thermal comfort effects

of green spaces: A systematic review of methods, parameters, and plants’ attributes.

Sustainable Cities and Society 49 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2019.101634

• Hand KL, Freeman C, Seddon PJ, Stein A, van Heezik Y (2016) A novel method for

fine-scale biodiversity assessment and prediction across diverse urban landscapes

reveals social deprivation-related inequalities in private, not public spaces. Landscape

and Urban Planning 151 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.03.002

• Hart M, Sailor D (2009) Quantifying the influence of land-use and surface

characteristics on spatial variability in the urban heat island. Theoretical and Applied

Climatology https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-008-0017-5

• Hutyra L, Yoon B, Alberti M (2011) Terrestrial carbon stocks across a gradient of

urbanization: a study of the Seattle, WA region. Global Change Biology https://doi.org/

10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02238.x

• IPCC (2014) Climate Change 2014: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups

I, II and III to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate

Change. IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland.

• Ives C, Lentini P, Threlfall C, Ikin K, Shanahan D, Garrard G, Bekessy S, Fuller R,

Mumaw L, Rayner L, Rowe R, Valentine L, Kendal D (2016) Cities are hotspots for

threatened species. Global Ecology and Biogeography https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.

12404

• Jamei E, Rajagopalan P, Seyedmahmoudian M, Jamei Y (2016) Review on the impact

of urban geometry and pedestrian level greening on outdoor thermal comfort.

Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 54 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.

2015.10.104

• Jansson M, Fors H, Lindgren T, Wiström B (2013) Perceived personal safety in relation

to urban woodland vegetation – A review. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2013.01.005

• Jo H (2002) Impacts of urban greenspace on offsetting carbon emissions for middle

Korea. Journal of Environmental Management https://doi.org/10.1006/jema.2001.0491

• Jones H, Hole D, Zavaleta E (2012) Harnessing nature to help people adapt to climate

change. Nature Climate Change https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1463

• Kabisch N, Qureshi S, Haase D (2015) Human–environment interactions in urban green

spaces — A systematic review of contemporary issues and prospects for future

research. Environmental Impact Assessment Review 50 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eiar.

2014.08.007

• Klemm W, Heusinkveld B, Lenzholzer S, Jacobs M, van Hove B (2015) Psychological

and physical impact of urban green spaces on outdoor thermal comfort during

summertime in The Netherlands. Building and Environment 83 https://doi.org/10.1016/

j.buildenv.2014.05.013

28 Schmidt K, Walz A

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-015-0759-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2019.101634
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-008-0017-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02238.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02238.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12404
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12404
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.10.104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.10.104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2013.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1006/jema.2001.0491
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1463
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eiar.2014.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eiar.2014.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2014.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2014.05.013


• Konijnendijk CC, Annerstedt M, Nielsen AB, Maruthaveeran S (2013) Benefits of urban

parks: a systematic review. IPFRA URL: http://www.academia.edu/download/31392618/

ifpra_report.pdf

• Kovats RS, Hajat S (2008) Heat stress and public health: a critical review. Annual

review of public health 29 https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.29.020907.090843

• Krellenberg K, Welz J, Reyes-Päcke S (2014) Urban green areas and their potential for

social interaction – A case study of a socio-economically mixed neighbourhood in

Santiago de Chile. Habitat International 44 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.

2014.04.004

• Kruskal WH, Wallis WA (1952) Use of Ranks in One-Criterion Variance Analysis.

Journal of the American Statistical Association https://doi.org/10.1080/0162

1459.1952.10483441

• Lepczyk C, Aronson MJ, Evans K, Goddard M, Lerman S, MacIvor JS (2017)

Biodiversity in the City: Fundamental Questions for Understanding the Ecology of Urban

Green Spaces for Biodiversity Conservation. BioScience https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/

bix079

• LHP (Ed.) (2017) Gutachten zum Masterplan 100% Klimaschutz Potsdam 2050. 

URL: https://www.potsdam.de/sites/default/files/documents/170904_masterplan.pdf

• LHP (2021) Stadtteile im Blick 2020. Landeshauptstadt Potsdam, Potsdam. 

URL: https://www.potsdam.de/stadtteile-im-blick

• Lin BB, Gaston KJ, Fuller RA, Wu D, Bush R, Shanahan DF (2017) How green is your

garden? Urban form and socio-demographic factors influence yard vegetation,

visitation, and ecosystem service benefits. Landscape and Urban Planning 157 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.07.007

• Magarik YS, Roman L, Henning J (2020) How should we measure the DBH of multi-

stemmed urban trees? Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 47 https://doi.org/10.1016/

j.ufug.2019.126481

• Matzarakis A, Mayer H, Iziomon MG (1999) Applications of a universal thermal index:

physiological equivalent temperature. International Journal of Biometeorology 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s004840050119

• Matzarakis A, Rutz F, Mayer H (2007) Modelling radiation fluxes in simple and complex

environments--application of the RayMan model. International Journal of

Biometeorology https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-006-0061-8

• Matzarakis A, Rutz F, Mayer H (2010) Modelling radiation fluxes in simple and complex

environments: basics of the RayMan model. International Journal of Biometeorology 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-009-0261-0

• Mayer H, Höppe P (1987) Thermal comfort of man in different urban environments.

Theoretical and Applied Climatology https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00866252

• McNamara K, Clissold R, Westoby R, Piggott-McKellar A, et al. (2020) An assessment

of community-based adaptation initiatives in the Pacific Islands. Nature Climate Change

10: 628‑639. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-020-0813-1

• McVittie A, Cole L, Wreford A, Sgobbi A, Yordi B (2018) Ecosystem-based solutions for

disaster risk reduction: Lessons from European applications of ecosystem-based

adaptation measures. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction 32 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2017.12.014

Ecosystem-based adaptation to climate change through residential urban ... 29

http://www.academia.edu/download/31392618/ifpra_report.pdf
http://www.academia.edu/download/31392618/ifpra_report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.29.020907.090843
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2014.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2014.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1952.10483441
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1952.10483441
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix079
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix079
https://www.potsdam.de/sites/default/files/documents/170904_masterplan.pdf
https://www.potsdam.de/stadtteile-im-blick
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2019.126481
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2019.126481
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004840050119
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-006-0061-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00484-009-0261-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00866252
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-020-0813-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2017.12.014


• Mehta V (2009) Look Closely and You Will See, Listen Carefully and You Will Hear:

Urban Design and Social Interaction on Streets. Journal of Urban Design https://doi.org/

10.1080/13574800802452658

• Miles P, Smith WB (2009) Specific Gravity and Other Properties of Wood and Bark for

156 Tree Species Found in North America. US Forest Service, Newtown Sqaure

Pennsylvania. https://doi.org/10.2737/NRS-RN-38

• Munroe R, Roe D, Doswald N, Spencer T, Möller I, Vira B, Reid H, Kontoleon A, Giuliani

A, Castelli I, Stephens J (2012) Review of the evidence base for ecosystem-based

approaches for adaptation to climate change. Environmental Evidence https://doi.org/

10.1186/2047-2382-1-13

• Nowak D, Jack C. Stevens, Susan M. Sisinni, Christopher J. Luley (2002) Effects of

urban tree management and species selection on atmospheric carbon dioxide. Journal

of Arboriculture. 28(3): 113-122. URL: https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/18815

• Nowak D, Greenfield E, Hoehn R, Lapoint E (2013) Carbon storage and sequestration

by trees in urban and community areas of the United States. Environmental pollution

(Barking, Essex : 1987) 178 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2013.03.019

• Ojea E (2015) Challenges for mainstreaming Ecosystem-based Adaptation into the

international climate agenda. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 14 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2015.03.006

• Oke T (2006) INITIAL GUIDANCE TO OBTAIN REPRESENTATIVE

METEOROLOGICAL OBSERVATIONS AT URBAN SITES. World Meteorological

Organization. URL: https://library.wmo.int/index.php?

lvl=notice_display&id=9262#.YX6k_Rwxnb0

• Özgüner H (2011) Cultural Differences in Attitudes towards Urban Parks and Green

Spaces. Landscape Research https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2011.560474

• Palliwoda J, Banzhaf E, Priess J, et al. (2020) How do the green components of urban

green infrastructure influence the use of ecosystem services? Examples from Leipzig,

Germany. Landscape Ecology 35: 1127‑1142. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-

020-01004-w

• Parsons K (2014) Human thermal environments: the effects of hot, moderate, and cold

environments on human health, comfort, and performance. Third Edition. CRC Press,

Boca Raton, Florida. https://doi.org/10.1201/b16750

• Peters K, Elands B, Buijs A (2010) Social interactions in urban parks: Stimulating social

cohesion? Urban Forestry & Urban Greening https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2009.11.003

• Rasidi MH, Jamirsah N, Said I (2012) Urban Green Space Design Affects Urban

Residents’ Social Interaction. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 68 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.12.242

• Raymond C, Frantzeskaki N, Kabisch N, Berry P, Breil M, Nita MR, Geneletti D,

Calfapietra C (2017) A framework for assessing and implementing the co-benefits of

nature-based solutions in urban areas. Environmental Science & Policy 77 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.07.008

• Revi A, Satterthwaite DE, Aragón-Durand F, Corfee-Morlot J, Kiunsi R, Pelling M,

Roberts DC, Solecki W (Eds) (2014) Urban areas: In: Climate Change 2014: Impacts,

Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Part A: Global and Sectoral Aspects. Contribution of

Working Group II to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on

Climate Change. Cambridge University Press.

30 Schmidt K, Walz A

https://doi.org/10.1080/13574800802452658
https://doi.org/10.1080/13574800802452658
https://doi.org/10.2737/NRS-RN-38
https://doi.org/10.1186/2047-2382-1-13
https://doi.org/10.1186/2047-2382-1-13
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/18815
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2013.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2015.03.006
https://library.wmo.int/index.php?lvl=notice_display&id=9262#.YX6k_Rwxnb0
https://library.wmo.int/index.php?lvl=notice_display&id=9262#.YX6k_Rwxnb0
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2011.560474
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-020-01004-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-020-01004-w
https://doi.org/10.1201/b16750
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2009.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.12.242
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.07.008


• Richardson GA, Lynes J (2007) Institutional motivations and barriers to the construction

of green buildings on campus. International Journal of Sustainability in Higher

Education https://doi.org/10.1108/14676370710817183

• Richter S, Haase D, Thestorf K, Makki M (2020) Carbon Pools of Berlin, Germany:

Organic Carbon in Soils and Aboveground in Trees. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening

54 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126777

• Sandström UG, Angelstam P, Mikusiński G (2006) Ecological diversity of birds in

relation to the structure of urban green space. Landscape and Urban Planning 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2005.01.004

• Schmidt K, Walz A, Jones I, Metzger M (2016) The Sociocultural Value of Upland

Regions in the Vicinity of Cities in Comparison With Urban Green Spaces. Mountain

Research and Development https://doi.org/10.1659/MRD-JOURNAL-D-16-00044.1

• Schmidt K, Walz A, Martín-López B, Sachse R (2017) Testing socio-cultural valuation

methods of ecosystem services to explain land use preferences. Ecosystem Services 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.07.001

• Schwarz N, Schlink U, Franck U, Großmann K (2012) Relationship of land surface and

air temperatures and its implications for quantifying urban heat island indicators—An

application for the city of Leipzig (Germany). Ecological Indicators 18 https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.ecolind.2012.01.001

• Shwartz A, Turbé A, Julliard R, Simon L, Prévot A (2014) Outstanding challenges for

urban conservation research and action. Global Environmental Change 28 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.06.002

• Sodoudi S, Zhang H, Chi X, Müller F, Li H (2018) The influence of spatial configuration

of green areas on microclimate and thermal comfort. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening

34 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2018.06.002

• Sommer R, Learey F, Summit J, Tirrell M (1994) Social benefits of resident involvement

in tree planting: Comparison with developer-planted trees. Journal of Arboriculture 20(6)

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2013.01.005.

• Southon G, Jorgensen A, Dunnett N, Hoyle H, Evans K (2018) Perceived species-

richness in urban green spaces: Cues, accuracy and well-being impacts. Landscape

and Urban Planning 172 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2017.12.002

• Stephenson NL, Das AJ, Condit R, Russo SE, Baker PJ, Beckman NG, Coomes DA,

Lines ER, Morris WK, Rüger N, Alvarez E, Blundo C, Bunyavejchewin S, Chuyong G,

Davies SJ, Duque A, Ewango CN, Flores O, Franklin JF, Grau HR, Hao Z, Harmon ME,

Hubbell SP, Kenfack D, Lin Y, Makana J, Malizia A, Malizia LR, Pabst RJ,

Pongpattananurak N, Su S, Sun I, Tan S, Thomas D, van Mantgem PJ, Wang X, Wiser

SK, Zavala MA (2014) Rate of tree carbon accumulation increases continuously with

tree size. Nature https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12914

• Strohbach M, Haase D (2012) Above-ground carbon storage by urban trees in Leipzig,

Germany: Analysis of patterns in a European city. Landscape and Urban Planning 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.10.001

• Strohbach M, Arnold E, Haase D (2012) The carbon footprint of urban green space—A

life cycle approach. Landscape and Urban Planning https://doi.org/10.1016/

j.landurbplan.2011.10.013

• Sukopp H (2008) On the Early History of Urban Ecology in Europe. https://doi.org/

10.1007/978-0-387-73412-5_6

Ecosystem-based adaptation to climate change through residential urban ... 31

https://doi.org/10.1108/14676370710817183
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126777
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2005.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1659/MRD-JOURNAL-D-16-00044.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2012.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2012.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2018.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2013.01.005.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2017.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12914
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-73412-5_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-73412-5_6


• Texier ML, Schiel K, Caruso G (2018) The provision of urban green space and its

accessibility: Spatial data effects in Brussels. PLOS ONE 13 (10). https://doi.org/

10.1371/journal.pone.0204684

• Troxel B, Piana M, Ashton M, Murphy-Dunning C (2013) Relationships between bole

and crown size for young urban trees in the northeastern USA. Urban Forestry & Urban

Greening https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2013.02.006

• Troy A, Nunery A, Grove JM (2016) The relationship between residential yard

management and neighborhood crime: An analysis from Baltimore City and County.

Landscape and Urban Planning 147 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2015.11.004

• Tzoulas K, James P (2010) Making biodiversity measures accessible to non-specialists:

an innovative method for rapid assessment of urban biodiversity. Urban Ecosystems 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-009-0107-x

• Vashum K (2012) Methods to Estimate Above-Ground Biomass and Carbon Stock in

Natural Forests - A Review. Journal of Ecosystem & Ecography https://doi.org/

10.4172/2157-7625.1000116

• Vaz Monteiro M, Doick K, Handley P (2016) Allometric relationships for urban trees in

Great Britain. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 19 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.

2016.07.009

• VDI (1999) VDI 3787: Environmental meteorology - Climate and air pollution maps for

cities and regions.

• Wamsler C, Niven L, Beery T, Bramryd T, Ekelund N, Jönsson KI, Osmani A, Palo T,

Stålhammar S (2016) Operationalizing ecosystem-based adaptation: harnessing

ecosystem services to buffer communities against climate change. Ecology and Society

https://doi.org/10.5751/es-08266-210131

• Wen C, Albert C, von Haaren C (2018) The elderly in green spaces: Exploring

requirements and preferences concerning nature-based recreation. Sustainable Cities

and Society 38 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2018.01.023

• Woroniecki S, Wamsler C, Boyd E (2019) The promises and pitfalls of ecosystem-based

adaptation to climate change as a vehicle for social empowerment. Ecology and Society

https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10854-240204

• Wu J (2014) Urban ecology and sustainability: The state-of-the-science and future

directions. Landscape and Urban Planning 125 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.

2014.01.018

• Yoon TK, Park C, Lee SJ, Ko S, Kim KN, Son Y, Lee KH, Oh S, Lee W, Son Y (2013)

Allometric equations for estimating the aboveground volume of five common urban

street tree species in Daegu, Korea. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.ufug.2013.03.006

• Zhang R (2020) Cooling effect and control factors of common shrubs on the urban heat

island effect in a southern city in China. Scientific Reports https://doi.org/10.1038/

s41598-020-74559-y

• Zhang X, Ni Z, Wang Y, Chen S, Xia B (2020) Public perception and preferences of

small urban green infrastructures: A case study in Guangzhou, China. Urban Forestry &

Urban Greening 53 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126700

• Zhou B, Rybski D, Kropp J (2017) The role of city size and urban form in the surface

urban heat island. Scientific Reports https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-04242-2

32 Schmidt K, Walz A

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204684
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204684
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2013.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2015.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-009-0107-x
https://doi.org/10.4172/2157-7625.1000116
https://doi.org/10.4172/2157-7625.1000116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.07.009
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-08266-210131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2018.01.023
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10854-240204
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2013.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2013.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-74559-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-74559-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126700
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-04242-2


• Zölch T, Maderspacher J, Wamsler C, Pauleit S (2016) Using green infrastructure for

urban climate-proofing: An evaluation of heat mitigation measures at the micro-scale.

Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 20 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.09.011

• Zölch T, Rahman M, Pfleiderer E, Wagner G, Pauleit S (2019) Designing public squares

with green infrastructure to optimize human thermal comfort. Building and Environment

149 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2018.12.051

Supplementary materials

Suppl. material 1: Questionnaire User Survey Potsdam Drewitz, August 2020

Authors:  Katja Schmidt

Data type:  textfile

Download file (411.13 kb) 

Suppl. material 2: Tree height in the four courtyards 

Authors:  Katja Schmidt

Data type:  occurences

Download file (2.85 MB) 

Suppl. material 3: Mean values of microclimatic parameters between 9am and 9pm,

based on measurements in the four courtyards (CY): CY 1: light green, CY 2: dark

green, CY 3: orange, CY 4: red

Authors:  Katja Schmidt

Data type:  microclimatic measurements

Download file (50.81 kb) 

Suppl. material 4: Habitat types in the four courtyards

Authors:  Katja Schmidt

Data type:  occurrences

Brief description:  Habitat types in the four courtyards

Download file (2.86 MB) 

Suppl. material 5: Results from habitat mapping and biodiversity scores. Domin values

= 1: < 4% cover with few individuals; 2: < 4% with several individuals; 3: < 4% with

many individuals; 4: 4–10%; 5: 11–25%; 6: 26–33%; 7: 34–50%; 8: 51–75%; 9: 76–90%;

10: 91–100% cover 

Authors:  Katja Schmidt

Data type:  occurrences

Download file (20.28 kb) 

 

 

 

 

 

Ecosystem-based adaptation to climate change through residential urban ... 33

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2018.12.051
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl1
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl1
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl1
https://arpha.pensoft.net/getfile.php?filename=oo_605792.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl2
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl2
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl2
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl2
https://arpha.pensoft.net/getfile.php?filename=oo_517866.png
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl3
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl3
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl3
https://arpha.pensoft.net/getfile.php?filename=oo_517867.png
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl4
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl4
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl4
https://arpha.pensoft.net/getfile.php?filename=oo_606029.png
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl5
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl5
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl5
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl5
https://arpha.pensoft.net/getfile.php?filename=oo_607037.xlsx


Suppl. material 6: Results from tree mapping and allometric equations, indicating

above-ground biomass and carbon stocks

Authors:  Katja Schmidt

Data type:  occurences

Download file (16.18 kb) 

Suppl. material 7: Accessibility and amenities assessment

Authors:  Katja Schmidt

Data type:  assessment

Download file (11.83 kb) 

 

 

34 Schmidt K, Walz A

https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl6
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl6
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl6
https://arpha.pensoft.net/getfile.php?filename=oo_517871.xlsx
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl7
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl7
https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.6.e65706.suppl7
https://arpha.pensoft.net/getfile.php?filename=oo_607052.xlsx

	Abstract
	Keywords
	Introduction
	Study area: Four courtyards in Potsdam-Drewitz, Germany
	Methods, data resources and analysis
	Classification of courtyards by tree crown volume
	Thermal comfort
	Biodiversity
	Carbon storage
	Social interaction
	Socio-cultural assessment
	Comparative assessment of co-benefits

	Results
	Classification of courtyards by tree crown volume
	Thermal comfort
	Biodiversity
	Carbon storage
	Social interaction
	Preferences of residents from socio-cultural valuation
	Comparative assessment of co-benefits

	Discussion
	Thermal comfort
	Biodiversity
	Carbon storage
	Social interaction
	Social weighting and assessment of co-benefits
	Methodological approach
	Opportunities of residential green for ecosystem-based adaptation

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References
	Supplementary materials

