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Abstract: Urbanization occurs now more rapidly than before, due to the development of compact
cities or urban sprawl, threatening quasi-natural areas, especially those protected within/near built-
up ones. Europe lacks laws dedicated to natural protected areas within built-up areas, which are
subject to the same provisions as natural protected ones, or a legislative vacuum. This research
aimed to find the best planning approach for resiliently conserving and developing these areas and
establishing grounds for a new tool used for planning the proximity of natural areas within cities.
The methodology involved selecting two groups of countries, Nordic and eastern European, and
treating these areas differently. The choice was based on specific political history. The study analyzed
the legislative and planning framework and compared the approaches of 11 analyzed countries
to pinpoint the basic aspects accounted for and applied to other European territories, in order to
preserve the characteristics of urban morpho-typology and the particularities of local landscapes. The
comparison results suggest solutions such as adopting specific regulations for urban protected areas
and their adjacent zones through legal documents, completing/detailing environmental legislation
in Nordic countries, adopting laws dedicated to protected natural areas within and/or close to built
areas, and changing the approach to protecting natural areas with urban planning or land use tools.

Keywords: urban protected areas; environmental legislation; urban planning; biodiversity conservation;
Nordic countries; eastern European countries

1. Introduction

The conflict between the morpho-typology of urban tissue and quasi- or semi-natural
areas is becoming more and more acute. This conflict is stronger in old human settlements
that have developed organically, and in the current context, in ever faster urban sprawl
and the development of systems, relationships, and specific connections at the territorial
level. The most frequent conflicts of this type are found in rural-urban areas, located at
the confluence between the urban tissue and its neighboring agricultural lands, but also
in areas placed between the urban tissue and green spaces inside the cities. The second
category is more problematic, considering the generally insular morphological layout
of green spaces in relation to urban fabric. Protected urban areas are sometimes called
“protected islands” due to their isolation from their surrounding environments [1]. All the
borders and separation areas between these two types of tissues are most often areas of
conflict that require careful management from the point of view of urban planning.
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Unplanned urban development failing to preserve local character, without a coher-
ent eco-sustainable and resilient strategy, represents a real threat to the conservation of
biodiversity worldwide [2]. This statement is valid in particular in areas valuable from
this point of view, such as natural protected ones [3]. Biodiversity conservation can have a
considerable impact in terms of increasing ecosystem services [4]. Currently, urbanization
follows two main trends: increases in building density (to create compact cities) and the
expansion of peripheral areas through urban sprawl [5]. In this context, the ability to
support the persistence of species in natural areas within cities becomes a conclusive and, at
the same time, a difficult objective for maintaining long-term conservation [6]. Additionally,
the competition for occupying space that occurs between activities such as agriculture and
nature protection is one of the most obvious human imprints [7]. A major problem from
this standpoint, evident especially in Europe, is the fragmentation of ecosystems [8], a
major threat to nature conservation [9].

The urban planning process should also take into account natural protected areas,
and land use regulations should complement and strengthen these natural protected areas
and even be a pillar of biodiversity conservation, especially for land without a protection
regime, but representing a special landscape feature with a high conservation value [10].
A common misconception sometimes also addressed by urban planning is that the term
“protected area” designates a wild area devoid of human influence [11], but in reality,
ecological systems (especially urban ones) are in an intense interaction with urban and
social ones, thus facilitating an interdisciplinary research and planning framework, with
the aim of ensuring the maintenance of biodiversity in urban areas [12]. These are so-called
socio-ecological systems (SES), complex systems that take into account social and ecological
variables [13].

Urban planners and political decision makers have experienced solutions that take
into account both social and economic concerns, as well as environmental concerns, inter-
connected in a complex trans-disciplinary sense [14] to reduce environmental impacts [15].
Ecosystem services are crucial, especially those of urban green infrastructure [16]. In
order to safeguard the values and natural resources of their territory, municipalities are
mandated by European urban planning laws to draft “municipal green infrastructure
plans” [17]. Urban planners are challenged to understand, temporally and spatially, ecosys-
tem services [18]. Unfortunately, they are often underestimated and difficult to quantify;
considering the lack of a complex integration of systems for monitoring the biodiversity and
values of ecosystem services in natural protected areas [19]. Therefore, urban planning in
accordance with the augmentation of ecosystem services becomes very difficult, especially
given the limited guidance on how ecosystem services should be used in the context of
land use and environmental planning [20]. Additionally, very few of the many publications
have provided a structured analysis of the contribution and use of this concept in urban
planning [21].

Therefore, the literature review highlights limited knowledge of urban planning
in terms of developing multi-disciplinary or even trans-disciplinary approaches with
ecology. It is important to consider that the creativity in the urban landscape stems from
the ability to sensitively perceive space and surrounding landscapes, influenced by the
unique perspectives and perceptions of each specialist [22]. Moreover, the analysis of
previous studies identified no urban planning tools with the role of valorizing ecosystem
services from the viewpoint of spatial relations. No tools were identified even for just
analyzing /quantifying the compatibility between built urban tissue and the quasi-natural
one. Additionally, no clear and specific recommendations were identified regarding what
exactly this tool should analyze.

This research originated from the problem of lacking specific theoretical information
about areas adjacent to natural protected ones in cities, from the viewpoint of urban
development. Against the background of this theoretical void, the absence of planning
guidelines is also noticeable. These guidelines could direct the planning process to support
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the interdependence between quasi-natural fabric, specific to natural protected areas, and
its adjacent built fabric.

The purpose of this study is to provide a set of recommendations for urban planning
in accordance with the needs of urban areas close to natural protected ones. These rec-
ommendations refer to quasi-natural areas in urban environments, with the most urgent
need for correlation with their proximities. Such recommendations can substantiate an
urban planning instrument aimed at reducing urban pressures on natural protected areas
by adopting appropriate planning methods for the areas adjacent to sensitive natural ones
lacking a conservation value.

In this sense, a comparative analysis of some urban planning models, selected for
being as different as possible, can pinpoint the different approaches to the urban planning
of areas close to protected urban natural areas. Therefore, we compared two types of
approaches to urban planning and legislation dedicated to natural protected areas in cities
and their adjacent areas. The evaluated models are the approaches of Nordic and eastern
European countries, which represent particular situations from a historical-evolutionary
point of view, but also from a morpho-urban typology standpoint. The aim is to discover
the optimal planning attitude for ensuring resilient conservation and the development of
these areas, and create a new instrument used in the vicinity of natural areas within cities.
The purpose of this study is not to create the tool itself, which can take different forms
(guidelines, urban indicators, and framework structure of urban plans for these areas, etc.),
but to phrase a set of recommendations substantiating the development of this tool.



Land 2023, 12,1279 24 of 27

References

1. Ioja, C.; Breuste, J. Urban Protected Areas and Urban Biodiversity. In Making Green Cities; Breuste, J., Artmann, M., Ioja, C.,
Qureshi, S., Eds.; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2020.

2. Petrisor, A.-L; Sirodoev, I; Ianos, I. Trends in the national and regional transitional dynamics of land cover and use changes in
Romania. Remote Sens. 2020, 12, 230. [CrossRef]

3. Concepcion, E.D. Urban sprawl into Natura 2000 network over Europe. Conserv. Biol. 2021, 35, 1063. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Craciun, C.; Garjoaba, A.-I. Methods of Approaching Natural Protected Areas from the Towns of Europe. Rev. Urbanism. Arhit.
Constructii 2022, 13, 11-28.

5. Popa, AM.; Onose, D.A.; Sandric, I.C.; Dosiadis, E.A.; Petropoulos, G.P,; Gavrilidis, A.A.; Faka, A. Using GEOBIA and Vegetation
Indices to Assess Small Urban Green Areas in Two Climatic Regions. Remote Sens. 2022, 14, 4888. [CrossRef]

6. Ivanova, L; Cook, C. Public and private protected areas can work together to facilitate the long-term persistence of mammals.
Environ. Conserv. 2022, 50, 1-9. [CrossRef]

7. Mouchet, M.A.; Rega, C.; Lasseur, R.; Georges, D.; Paracchini, M.-L.; Renaud, J.; Sttirck, J.; Schulp, C.J.E.; Verburg, P.H.; Verkerk,
PJ.; et al. Ecosystem service supply by European landscapes under alternative land-use and environmental policies. Int. ].
Biodivers. Sci. Ecosyst. Serv. Manag. 2017, 13, 342-354. [CrossRef]

8.  Kubacka, M.; Zywica, P.; Subiros, J.V.; Brodka, S.; Macias, A. How do the surrounding areas of national parks work in the context
of landscape fragmentation? A case study of 159 protected areas selected in 11 EU countries. Land Use Policy 2022, 113, 105910.
[CrossRef]

9. Santiago-Ramos, J.; Feria-Toribio, ].M. Assessing the effectiveness of protected areas against habitat fragmentation and loss: A
long-term multi-scalar analysis in a mediterranean region. J. Nat. Conserv. 2021, 64, 126072. [CrossRef]

10. Lausche, B. Guidelines for Protected Areas Legislation; TUCN: Gland, Switzerland, 2011.

11.  European Environment Agency. Protected Areas in Europe—An Overview; Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg,
Luxembourg, 2012.

12.  Yli-Pelkonen, V.; Niemela, J. Linking ecological and social systems in cities: Urban planning in Finland as a case. Biodivers.

Conservat. 2005, 14, 1947-1967. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.3390/rs12020230
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13687
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33377545
https://doi.org/10.3390/rs14194888
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892922000455
https://doi.org/10.1080/21513732.2017.1381167
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2021.105910
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2021.126072
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-004-2124-7

Land 2023, 12,1279 25 of 27

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

Fedreheim, G.E.; Blanco, E. Co-management of protected areas to alleviate conservation conflicts: Experiences in Norway. Int. J.
Commons 2017, 11, 756. [CrossRef]

Craciun, C. Pluridisciplinarity, Interdisciplinarity and Transdisciplinarity—Methods of Researching the Metabolism of the Urban
Landscape. In Planning and Designing Sustainable and Resilient Landscapes; Springer: Dordrecht, Holland, 2014; pp. 3-14.

Barton, M.A. Nature-Based Solutions in Urban Contexts: A Case Study of Malmg. Master’s Thesis, Lund University, Lund,
Sweden, 2016.

Petrisor, A.-I.; Mierzejewska, L.; Mitrea, A.; Drachal, K.; Tache, A.V. Dynamics of Open Green Areas in Polish and Romanian
Cities During 2006-2018: Insights for Spatial Planners. Remote Sens. 2021, 13, 4041. [CrossRef]

Panagopoulos, T.; Jankovska, I.; Bostenaru Dan, M. Urban green infrastructure: The role of urban agriculture in city resilience.
Urbanism. Arhit. Constructii 2018, 9, 58.

Petroni, M.L.; Siqueira-Gay, J.; Gallardo, A.L.C.F. Understanding land use change impacts on ecosystem services within urban
protected areas. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2022, 223, 104404. [CrossRef]

Bostenaru, M.; Craciun, C. Creativity and Spatial Urban and Landscape Perception in Architectural Imagination. In Proceedings
of the 9th LUMEN International Scientific Conference Communicative Action & Transdisciplinarity in the Ethical Society, Lumen,
Romania, 24-25 November 2017.

Blaszke, M.; Nowak, M.]. Objectives of spatial planning in selected Central and Eastern European countries. Analysis of selected
case studies. Ukr. Geogr. J. 2022, 4, 57-62. [CrossRef]

Cocheci, R M; Ianos, I.; Sarbu, C.N.; Sorensen, A.; Saghin, I.; Secareanu, G. Assessing environmental fragility in a mining area for
specific spatial planning purposes. Morav. Geogr. Rep. 2019, 27, 169-182.

Strbac, S.; Veselinovi¢, G.; Anti¢, N.; Stojadinovi¢, S.; Stoji¢, N.; Zivanovi¢, N.; Kaganin-Grubin, M. Applicability of the PA-BAT+
in the evaluation of values of urban protected areas. Front. Environ. Sci. 2022, 10, 1-6. [CrossRef]

Marques, A.L.; Alvim, A.T.B.; Schroder, J. Ecosystem Services and Urban Planning: A Review of the Contribution of the Concept
to Adaptation in Urban Areas. Sustainability 2022, 14, 2391. [CrossRef]

Danish Ministry of the Environment. The Planning Act in Denmark Consolidated—Act No. 813 of 21 June 2007; Danish Ministry of
the Environment: Copenhagen, Denmark, 2007.

Danish Ministry of the Environment. The Nature Protection Law—Act No. 951 of 3 June 2013; Danish Ministry of the Environment:
Copenhagen, Denmark, 2013.

Danish Ministry of Justice. Land Registration Act—Act No. 622 of 15 September 1986; Danish Ministry of Justice: Copenhagen,
Denmark, 1986.

Finnish Ministry of the Environment. The Land Use and Building Act No. 132 of 1999; Finnish Ministry of the Environment: Helsinki,
Finland, 1999.

Lidmo, J.; Bogason, A.; Turunen, E. The Legal Framework and National Policies for Urban Greenery and Green Values in Urban Areas A
Study of Legislation and Policy Documents in the Five Nordic Countries and Two European Outlooks; Nordregio Report: Stockholm,
Sweden, 2020.

Finnish Ministry of the Environment. The Finnish Biodiversity Action Plan 2013-2020; Finnish Ministry of the Environment:
Helsinki, Finland, 2013.

Government of Iceland. Planning and Building Act No. 73/1997, No. 135/1997 and No. 58/1999; Government of Iceland: Reykjavik,
Iceland, 1999.

Government of Iceland. The Nature Conservation Act—Act No. 44 of 22 March 1999; Government of Iceland: Reykjavik, Iceland, 22
March 1999.

Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment. Act of 27 June 2008 No. 71 Relating to Planning and the Processing of Building
Applications (the Planning and Building Act); Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment: Oslo, Norway, 27 June 2008.
Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment. The Nature Diversity Act—Act of 19 June 2009 No.100 Relating to the Management
of Biological, Geological and Landscape Diversity); Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment: Oslo, Norway, 19 June 2009.
Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment. Act on Nature Areas in Oslo and Nearby Municipalities, 2009; Norwegian Ministry
of Climate and Environment: Oslo, Norway, 2009.

Norwegian Environment Agency. Planning Green Structures in Cities and Towns, 2014; Norwegian Environment Agency: Oslo
Norway, 2014.

Wilson, J.; Primack, R. Designing Protected Areas. In Conservation Biology in Sub-Saharan Africa; Open Book Publishers: Cambridge,
UK, 2019.

Swedish National Board of Housing, Building and Planning. The Planning and Building Act, 2010; Swedish National Board of
Housing: Malmo, Sweden, 2010.

Swedish Ministry of the Environment. The Environmental Code, 2000; Swedish Ministry of the Environment: Malmo, Sweden,
2000.

National Centre for Regional Development—Bulgaria. National Concept for Spatial Development 2013-2025, 2012; National Centre
for Regional Development—Bulgaria: Sofia, Bulgaria, 2012.

The Bulgarian Official Gazette. Spatial Development Act No. 1/2001; The Bulgarian Official Gazette: Sofia, Bulgaria, 2001.

The Bulgarian Official Gazette. Regional Development Act No. 50/2008; The Bulgarian Official Gazette: Sofia, Bulgaria, 2008.

The Bulgarian Official Gazette. Environmental Protection Act No. 91/2002; The Bulgarian Official Gazette: Sofia, Bulgaria, 2002.


https://doi.org/10.18352/ijc.749
https://doi.org/10.3390/rs13204041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2022.104404
https://doi.org/10.15407/ugz2022.04.057
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2022.958110
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14042391

Land 2023, 12,1279 26 of 27

43.
44.
45.
46.

47.
48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.
56.

57.
58.

59.

60.
61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

The Bulgarian Official Gazette. Protected Areas Act No. 133/1998; The Bulgarian Official Gazette: Sofia, Bulgaria, 1998.

The Bulgarian Official Gazette. Biodiversity Act No. 77/2002; The Bulgarian Official Gazette: Sofia, Bulgaria, 2002.

The Czech Government. Spatial Development Policy of the Czech Republic 2008, Approved by Government Resolution No. 929 of 20 July
2009; The Czech Government: Prague, Czech Republic, 20 July 2009.

The Czech Parliament. Act of 14th March 2006 on Town and Country Planning and Building Code (Building Act); The Czech Parliament:
Prague, Czech Republic, 20 March 2006.

The Czech Government. Act No. 17/1992 on the Environment; The Czech Government: Prague, Czech Republic, 1992.

The Czech Government. Act No. 114/1992 on Nature and Landscape Protection; The Czech Government: Prague, Czech Republic,
1992.

The Urban Planning Department of Budapest City Hall. The Long-Term Urban Development Concept of Budapest 2030 [Hosszii Tdvii
Virosfejlesztési Koncepcid]; The Urban Planning Department of Budapest City Hall: Budapest, Hungary, 2021.

Nowak, M.].; Brelik, A.; Olericzuk-Paszel, A.; Spiewak—Szyjka, M.; Przedanska, ]. Spatial Conflicts Concerning Wind Power
Plants—A Case Study of Spatial Plans in Poland. Energies 2023, 16, 941. [CrossRef]

Blaszke, M.; Forys, I.; Nowak, M.].; Mickiewicz, B. Selected Characteristics of Municipalities as Determinants of Enactment in
Municipal Spatial Plans for Renewable Energy Sources—The Case of Poland. Energies 2022, 15, 7274. [CrossRef]

Balaton Development Council. Balaton Territorial Development Concept 2014—2030, 2013; Balaton Development Council: Siéfok
Hungary, 2013.

The Parliament of Hungary. Act XXI of 1996 on Regional Development and Regional Planning; The Parliament of Hungary: Budapest,
Hungary, 1996.

The Parliament of Hungary, Act LXXVIII 1997 on the Development and Protection of the Built Environment; The Parliament of Hungary:
Budapest, Hungary, 1997.

The Parliament of Hungary. Act XXVI 2003 on the National Spatial Plan; The Parliament of Hungary: Budapest, Hungary, 2003.
Polish Ministry of Economic Development and Technology. The Spatial Planning and Development Act of March 27, 2003; Polish
Ministry of Economic Development and Technology: Krakow, Poland, 2003.

The Government of Poland. The National Spatial Development Concept 2030; The Government of Poland: Krakow, Poland, 2010.
The Government of Poland. Act of 3 October 2008 on the provision of information on the environment and its protection, public
participation in environmental protection and environmental impact assessments. J. Laws 2008, 199, 1227.

Ministry of Transport. Construction and Regional Development of the Slovak Republic; Ministry of Transport: Bratislava, Slovakia,
2011.

Izakovicova, Z.; Swiader, M. Building ecological networks in Slovakia and Poland. Ekologia 2017, 36, 303-322.

Koticka, E.; Diviakova, A.; Kocicky, D.; Belatiova, E. Territorial system of ecological stability as a part of land consolidations
(cadastral territory of Galanta—Hody, Slovak Republic). Ekologia 2018, 37, 164-182. [CrossRef]

Popescu, O.C.; Tache, A.V,; Petrisor, A.-I. Methodology for identifying the ecological corridors. Case study: Planning the brown
bear corridors in the Romanian Carpathians. Rev. Verde/Green J. 2022, 1, 174-202.

Federal Assembly of The Czechoslovak Socialistic Republic. The Act on Land-Use Planning and Building Order (Act 50/1976 Coll.);
Federal Assembly of The Czechoslovak Socialistic Republic: Prague, Czechoslovak Republic, 1976.

The National Council of the Slovak Republic. The Environmental Impact Assessment Act (Act 24/2005 Coll.); The National Council of
the Slovak Republic: Bratislava, Slovakia, 2005.

The National Council of the Slovak Republic. Act on Nature and Landscape Protection (Act 543/1994 Coll.); The National Council of
the Slovak Republic: Bratislava, Slovakia, 1994.

The Parliament of Romania. Law No. 350 of June 6, 2001 regarding Territorial Planning and Town Planning; The Parliament of
Romania: Bucharest, Romania, 2001.

Grddinaru, S.; Paraschiv, M.; Ioja, C.; Van Vliet, J. Conflicting interests between local governments and the European target of no
net land take. Environ. Sci. Policy 2023, 142, 2. [CrossRef]

Popescu, O.C.; Petrisor, A.-I. Green infrastructure and spatial planning: A legal framework. Olten. Stud. Si Comuniciri Stiintele
Nat. 2021, 37, 217-224.

The Government of Romania. Decision No. 525 of June 27, 1996 for the Approval of the General Urban Planning Regulation; The
Government of Romania: Bucharest, Romania, 27 June 1996.

The Parliament of Romania. Law No. 137 of December 29, 1995—Environmental Protection Law; The Parliament of Romania:
Bucharest, Romania, 1995.

The Government of Romania. Emergency Ordinance No. 195/2005 on Environmental Protection; The Government of Romania:
Bucharest, Romania, 2005.

The Parliament of Romania. Law No. 24 of January 15, 2007 Regarding the Regulation and Administration of Green Spaces in the Urban
Areas; The Parliament of Romania: Bucharest, Romania, 2007.

Ioja, C.; Breuste, J.; Vanau, G.; Hossu, C.; Nita, M.; Onose, D.; Slave, A. Bridging the People-Nature Divide using the Participatory
Planning of Urban Protected Areas. In Making Green Cities; Breuste, J., Artmann, M., Ioja, C., Qureshi, S., Eds.; Springer
International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2020.

Kadar, M.; Benedek, I. The Branding and Promotion of Cultural Heritage. Case Study About the Development and Promotion of
a Touristic Heritage Route in the Carpathian Basin. ]. Media Res. 2017, 10, 80-102. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.3390/en16020941
https://doi.org/10.3390/en15197274
https://doi.org/10.2478/eko-2018-0015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2023.01.012
https://doi.org/10.24193/jmr.29.6

Land 2023, 12,1279 27 of 27

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

Stan, M.-I. Are public administrations the only ones responsible for organizing the administration of green spaces within the
localities? An assessment of the perception of the citizens of Constanta municipality in the context of sustainable development.
Technium Social Sci. J. 2022, 31, 58-74. [CrossRef]

Opperman, J.J.; Shahbol, N.; Maynard, J.; Grill, G.; Higgins, J.; Tracey, D.; Thieme, M. Safeguarding Free-Flowing Rivers: The
Global Extent of Free-Flowing Rivers in Protected Areas. Sustainability 2021, 13, 2805. [CrossRef]

Pasca, M.G.; Elmo, G.C.; Arcese, G.; Cappelletti, G.M.; Martucci, O. Accessible Tourism in Protected Natural Areas: An Empirical
Study in the Lazio Region. Sustainability 2022, 14, 1736. [CrossRef]

Petrisor, A.-I.; Andrei, M. How efficient is the protection of biodiversity through natural protected areas in Romania? Olten. Stud.
Si Comuniciri Stiintele Nat. 2019, 35, 223-226.

Garjoaba, A.-1.; Craciun, C. Supporting the Process of Designing and Planning Heritage and Landscape by Spatializing Data on a
Single Support Platform. Case Study: Romania. Rev. Romdneasci Pentru Educ. Multidimens. 2022, 14, 54-68. [CrossRef]

Craciun, C. Urban Metabolism. An Unconventional Approach to the Urban Organism [Metabolismul Urban. O Abordare Neconventionald
a Organismului Urban]; “Ion Mincu” University Publisher: Bucharest, Romania, 2008; p. 48.

Geneletti, D.; Cortinovis, C.; Zardo, L.; Esmail, B.A. Planning for Ecosystem Services in Cities. In Planning for Ecosystem Services in
Cities; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2020.

Dudley, N.; Ali, N.; Kettunen, M.; MacKinnon, K. Editorial Essay: Protected areas and the sustainable development goals. Parks
2017, 23, 9-12. [CrossRef]

Craciun, C.; Garjoaba, A.-I. Integration of Instruments for the Protection of Natural Protected Areas in Urban and Biodiversity
Strategies and in Urban Planning Regulations. In Proceedings of the World LUMEN Congress, Iasi, Romania, 26-30 May 2021;
Volume 17, pp. 140-158.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.47577/tssj.v31i1.6510
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13052805
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14031736
https://doi.org/10.18662/rrem/14.4/629
https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.CH.2017.PARKS-23-2ND.en

	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	References

