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How are the characteristics of the
areas affecting the perceived quality?

Behavior — Travel Mode - Green Areas
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In sifmme the waters-are'in poor condition
(in wintet.the problem is nct noticed)

services

+ Méntytorni, high
» gompared to
other blildings.
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Old Tapiola Center

» Garden city ideals, walking center

» General appearance: poor condition

 Historic importance




Trip purpose

Childcare or
school

Other

Work or
study

Travel mode

Other

On foot

Visit frequency onceayear

or more
rarely

-

-



Lansituuli (Ainoa)

® Quite colourless and dull

® Empty and cold

® Doesn’t seem to be a particularly
important place to anyone, it’s just a
space between the two parts of
AINOA




Trip purpose Work or Travel mode Visit frequency Once a year

other / study or more
1 Other [_rarely







Mantyviita

services
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Trip purpose Travel mode Visit frequency  onceayear

or more

[rarely Daily or

almost daily

Work or Personal
study |_Shopping services

e

Other

Childcare or

—j
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Karhusaari

81.5%
Greenery

10.1%"

Green escape for locals
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1.3km

Noise s St

Running/cycling

Underutilized opportunities



Trip purpose

Travel mode

Public
transport

On foot

Visit frequency

Daily or
almost daily

Once a year
or more
rarely



+ Architecture
+ History
-Confusing design
-Poor condition

+Trip purpose leisure
+Bike or walking
Time of the year

Environmental quality

T\
o—o

- Noise nuisance
- Emission
- Infrastructure

+ Cultural activities

The Conclusion

The most significant factors




Thank you! Questions?




