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e Green space: an area of grass, trees, or other vegetation set LIKELY

apart for recreational or aesthetic purposes in an otherwise
urban environment.

e Benefits include increased mental 'and physical health,*
habitat for wildlife °, water purification *, and other
ecological functions in urban areas.

e Also provides aesthetically pleasing areas and creates
opportunities for community gathering and events.

e Perceptions and knowledge of green spaces can vary heavily,
which may impact volunteerism. °
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At Kansas State University (Manhattan campus) we sought to: - -
1. Understand perceived green space benefits by various groups. VALUE VALUE

“I HAVE READ SCIENTIFIC JOURNALS, BOOKS, ARTICLES, ETC. ON
GREEN SPACES/NATURAL AREAS.”

2. Understand ecological literacy of green spaces by various Figure 3: Free response prioritized values vs. formally selected top 3 responses. Figure 4: Likelihood to volunteer in campus green spaces vs
aroups. Respondents prioritized green spaces with high environmental value in free self-reported literacy in scientific papers on green spaces.
. Understand how perceptions and knowledge of green spaces responses, but high aesthetic value in formal responses. Self-reported likelihood of volunteerism was significantly

impact likelihood of volunteering in green spaces. impacted by self-reported scientific literacy (p<0.05).

e 62% of respondents felt that there were not enough green spaces on campus at KSU.
e 53% of respondents selected image 4 (“naturalized green space”) from Fig. 1 as their preferred green space to spend time in.

Figure 1: Example of green space at 43.7% of respondents had high knowledge on the ecological function of green spaces, and over 75% of respondents received education
KSU (Image courtesy of K-State on the impacts of native vegetation.

Communications and Marketing), Only 3 of 172 respondents had volunteered in green spaces at KSU, and only around 6% said they knew about these opportunities.

Methods Discussion

Key Takeaways

Conducted literature search on green 4 ' L. el 1. Participants value aesthetics of a green space, though that does not mean they prefer areas with
spaces and collaborated with experts to Y L g SR . traditionally manicured landscaping.

determine benefits categories. E . oo | SR o R . Most respondents had a basic knowledge of green space ecological benefits.

3-7 questions per objective to ask e e T . Increased promotion of scientific literature may increase volunteering efforts. Scientific
participants in Survey 123 (ArcGIS). e 5 B <= A knowledge 1s a key motivator behind green space volunteerism.

Questions asked about prioritized benefits = " Lal ai
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