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Nowadays there seems to be a growing need for many-sided blue or green nature 

experiences to improve the aspects of one’s life quality. Due to the fact that formal blue- 

and greenspaces are not fulfilling the needs of city dwellers any longer, the use of informal 

blue- and greenspaces has started to grow more interest. One example of this kind of 

behaviour is the BlueHealth project’s case study area in Northen Tallinn, known as 

Kopliranna. The aim of this thesis is to find out how people use the informal greenspace 

of Kopliranna and other formal and/or informal blue- and greenspaces in Tallinn, what 

aspects of the Kopliranna area are concerning its users, and if and how small-scale 

interventions implemented on the site change people’s perception of the informal 

greenspace. To find answers to the research questions, altogether 40 interviews were 

conducted with the users of blue- and greenspaces in the area of Kopli and on the site of 

Kopliranna and later analysed in-depth. The results of the analysis brought out how people 

use the informal greenspace of Kopliranna, and other formal and informal blue- and 

greenspaces around Tallinn; eight predominant topics concerning the site of Kopliranna; 

and the change in perception, after the small-scale interventions done at the informal 

greenspace, towards positive. The results of the research might benefit the ongoing 

BlueHealth project, since it offers an in-depth post intervention survey. Even so there a 

further research should be taken into consideration in order to find out why some of the 

predominant topics are continually actual and create additional mitigation measures so the 

experience of the informal greenspace would be even more fulfilling.  

Keywords: informal greenspace, Kopliranna, BlueHealth, blue space, greenspace 
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Enese elukvaliteedi aspektide tõstmiseks näib tänapäeval kasvavat vajadus mitmekülgsete 

sini- ja roheruumide looduse kogemuste järele. Kuna ametlikud sini- ja rohealad ei suuda 

enam täita linnaelanike vajadusi, on mitteametlikud sini- ja roheruumid hakanud inimestes 

huvi äratama. Üks näide sellisest käitumisest on Põhja-Tallinnas asuv BlueHealth projekti 

juhtumiuuringu ala nimega Kopliranna. Käesoleva magistritöö eesmärgiks on välja 

selgitada, kuidas inimesed kasutavad Kopliranna mitteametlikku roheruumi ja teisi 

ametlikke ja/või mitteametlikke Tallinna sini- ja rohealasid, millised Kopliranna 

omadused ja sellega seotud teemad on ala kasutajate arvates kõige olulisemad ning kas ja 

kuidas ala ellu viidud väikesemastaabilised sekkumised mõjutavad ala kasutajate 

ruumitaju ning arusaama mitteametlikust roheruumist. Uurimusküsimustele vastuste 

leidmiseks viid läbi 40 intervjuud sini- ja roheruumide kasutajatega Kopli piirkonnas kui 

ka Kopliranna alal, intervjuude käigus saadud tulemused analüüsiti hiljem põhjalikult läbi. 

Analüüsi tulemustest selgus kuidas inimesed kasutavad Kopliranna mitteametlikku 

roheruumi ning ka teisi Tallinnas asuvaid ametlikke ja mitteametlikke sini- ja rohealasid, 

kaheksa peamist teemat seoses Kopliranna ala mitteametliku roheruumiga, muutus 

inimeste ruumitajus pärast väikesemastaabilisi sekkumisi, mis oli valdavalt positiivne. 

Uurimistöö tulemused võivad olla kasuks käimasolevale BlueHealth projektile, kuna 

tegemist on põhjaliku sekkumisjärgse uuringuga. Sellegipoolest tuleks kaaluda 

täiendavaid teadusuuringuid, et selgitada välja miks teatud teemad on endiselt aktuaalsed 

ning luua täiendavaid leevendusmeetmeid, muutmaks mitteametlikku roheala 

kasutajasõbralikumaks.  

Märksõnad: mitteametlik roheruum, Kopliranna, BlueHealth, siniala, roheala 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Nowadays the urban dwellers have a faster-than-ever daily life pace, due to being exposed 

unprecedented set of physical and social stressors: noise, pollution, crime, work, and 

relationships. Even though human beings are highly adaptable and can adjust to stressful 

conditions, such adjustments can often create stress and threaten one's well-being, thus 

contact with nature, either blue or green, is needed. (Fan et al. 2011) 

BlueHealth project is one example of a research focusing on the understanding of how water-

based environments, known as blue spaces, in towns and cities of Europe, can affect health 

and well-being, and therefore there have been created various projects in order to do so 

(BlueHealth 2020a). 

In Estonia the BlueHealth project has two case study areas, one in Tallinn and another in 

Tartu (BlueHealth 2020b). This thesis focuses on Tallinn area. 

Tallinn, the most populated city and the capital of Estonia, offers its dwellers a rich landscape 

and nature and a sea border of 46 km (Tallinna aastaaruanne 2015, Euroopa… 2019). 

Approximately a quarter of Tallinn’s surface area is covered by formal and informal blue- 

and greenspaces (Tallinna rohealade… 2008). Despite the city’s long coastline, people’s 

access to it is strongly limited by port, industrial and technical infrastructure’s special-

purpose areas (Tallinna üldplaneering… 2001).   

Even though there are quite many formal green and blue urban spaces in Tallinn, there seems 

be a tendency of people starting to uncover the informal one’s as well. This could be due to 

the formal greenspaces not fulfilling the needs of the modern city dwellers any longer 

(Tallinna rohealade… 2008). 

The BlueHealth’s case study area in Northern Tallinn in Kopliranna is one of the examples. 

Northern Tallinn is the 4th most populated city district of Tallinn (Tallinna… 2020) and it 

has the longest coastline (20 km) (Põhja-Tallinna valitsus 2013). Approxiamately a quarter 

(3,6 km2) of the city district is covered by formal (0,5 km2) and informal (3,1 km2) blue- and 

greenspaces (Tallinna haljastu… 2013).  
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The case study area of Kopliranna, located on the western coast of Northern Tallinn, is an 

informal greenspace, which is often used informally by its local residents (BlueHealth 

2020c). In Kopliranna, the BlueHealth research focuses on examining the health and well-

being of temporary improvements, implemented on the stretch of the site’s coastline 

(Ibidiem). 

 

The following thesis aims to research:  

• How people are reporting to use the area of Kopliranna and other blue- and 

greenspaces in Kopli and/or Tallinn?; 

• What aspects conserning the area of Kopliranna are important to the people?; 

• If and how the perception of Kopliranna’s informal greenspace has changed after 

small-scale interventions? 
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1. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

1.1.  Landscape perception 

 

Throughout history, the philosophers have been intrigued by the question of how our senses, 

mental processes and intellectual capacities allow us to understand the world around. 

Although, when talking about the last 50 years or so, the heart of these debates lies the 

question of how we take data input received through our senses and transform them into the 

perception and experience of everyday objects such as trees or buildings. (Ward Thompson, 

2019) Perception is the foundation of the human psychophysical process of learning about 

the real environment (Rihtar, Zupančič-Strojan 1996 referenced by Pompe 2019: 14). 

Perception of the surrounding environment helps one to understand and react to it (Kaymaz 

2012). 

 

Environmental perception is said to be different from object perception in many ways: by 

the complex and diverse components of the environment, thus the perception of the 

environment is not immediate and it takes time; by the large scale and complex systems 

occurring in the environment, which affect the overall perception;  by the people surrounded 

by different environments, thus they are perceived and experienced from inside; by the need 

for navigation skills; and by the personal purpose of people to interact with the environment, 

resulting in selective gathering of spatial information (Kaymaz 2012).  

 

The term ‘landscape” embodies multiple levels of meaning: it articulates the ideological 

intent of the powerful who plan or shape the landscape in particular ways and at the same 

time reflects the everyday meanings implicit in the daily routines of ordinary people 

associated with the landscape. (Yeoh, Kong 1994) 

 

Landscape perception can be considered as a function or an outcome of the interaction of 

humans and the landscape  (Zube et al. 1982). In this kind of a landscape perception model 

all the mentioned components are in relation with one another:  
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• the human component encompasses past experience, knowledge, expectations and 

the socio-cultural context of individuals and groups;  

• the landscape component includes both individual elements and landscapes as 

entities;  

• the component of the interaction itself results in tangible (state of physical change) 

or intangible (state of mind) outcomes which in turn affect both the human and 

landscape components. (Ibidiem) 

 

Perception is about understanding how one engages with the surrounding world, particularly 

the outdoor and natural elements of the environment and how one’s experience of landscape 

is relevant to their attitudes, behaviour and well-being (Ward Thompson 2019). 

 

 

1.2.  Landscape appropriation 

 

The concept of appropriation has a long history in philosophy and the social sciences (Rioux 

et al. 2017). Yet, the term appropriation was firstly introduced in 1976 by Korosec-Serfaty, 

describing it, within the field of environmental psychology, as a temporary phenomenon that 

implies a dynamic process of interaction between the individual and its surroundings 

(Korosec-Serfaty 1976).  

 

One way to understand appropriation, is to consider it as a psychological process, a 

mechanism by which people become attached to settings, resulting in the creation of place 

from space, whether space refers to natural areas, city neighbourhoods, a dwelling, or a 

myriad of other settings (Rioux 2017).  

 

Appropriation refers to the act or process of taking something as one's own or making 

something one's own (Graumann 1976).  

 

In our type of society the official form of appropriation is private property, however this is 

in no way inherent with the concept of space appropriation. Because, it is nothing more than 

a legalisation of the place's appropriation and it does not have any existence of one’s 

motivational acts, to fulfill the need for balance, in order to create one’s spatial relationship. 
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(Noschis et al. 1978) However, in addition to physical one there can also be a psychological 

appropriation, happening at the individual's thought level (Ibidiem). It can be said, that as 

long as the psychological appropriation is an interiorization of transforming actions, a 

balanced relationship between oneself and the environment can persist, but if there is no 

correspondence between the real world and what is experienced at the individual's thought 

level, the balance is lost, creating dissatisfaction that one might want to express, resulting in 

vandalism, destruction and so on. (Ibidiem) 

 

Appropriation of space describes the creation, choice, possession, modification, 

enhancement of, care for, and/or simply intentional use of a space by the individuals and 

groups, to make it one's own (Rioux et al. 2017). In this case the term “use”  is a key in 

explaining appropriation, because it is through the use of objects and spaces that people 

psychologically make them their own (Ibidiem). 

 

The different forms of space appropriation are solely based on the objective conditions of 

space, whether public or private, in which the individual finds himself. Private space 

(defined by its restricted accessibility) is generally appropriated by a physical demarcation 

and other kinds of information (social status, culture, degree of privacy, etc.) that goes 

beyond the purely functional level. Public space (accessible to everyone) is essentially 

appropriated by the activities of groups and individuals, also it might be supported by 

demarcations and other kinds of information. (Noschis et al. 1978)  

 

While appropriation is a broader term, its temporary variation refers more specifically to 

public spaces (Lara-Hernandez, Melis 2018). 

 

The term temporary appropriation refers to the temporary act, in which people use public 

spaces to carry out individual or collective activities rather than the purpose for which the 

space was originally designed for, thus making the term a key concept related to the informal 

use of public space (Lara-Hernandez et al. 2019). Due to the concept of ‘’temporary 

appropriation‘’ it is possible to differentiate the activities in which individuals appropriate 

space from those activities that are simply the use of space (Ibidiem).  

 

Temporary appropriation is a phenomen, where the multi-dimensional and the dynamic 

socio-spatial aspects relate to the cultural landscape of the city (Lara-Hernandez et al. 2019). 
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Appropriation is a complex concept, conzeptualising an interactive process through which 

individuals purposefully transform the physical environment into a meaningful place while 

in turn transforming themselves (Rioux et al. 2017). Public space together with its use 

belongs to the citizens, hence the reference to an illegal and informal use of it is ambiguous 

(Lara-Hernandez, Melis 2018).  

 

 

 

1.3. Place attachment and length of residency 

 

The theory of place attachment was derived from J.Bowlby's attachment theory from 1988, 

and refers to affect and emotions that connect people to places (De Dominicis et al. 2015). 

 

The main characteristic of place attachment is said to be the desire to maintain closeness to 

the object of attachment. By which, one describes the special feeling towards a particular 

place, that in turn can be associated with elements of attraction, frequency of visits and level 

of familiarity (Ujang, Zakariya 2015a). 

 

Place attachment is formed by the overall feelings, bonds, thoughts, and behavioural 

intentions that people develop over time in relation to their social-physical environment (De 

Dominicis et al. 2015). 

 

Since place attachment provides indications of the significance and meaning of a place to 

the immediate users, it is possible to examine and identify users according to their 

demographic characteristics and roles, in order to have an appropriate user-based approach 

in understanding the actual values and concerns of the place (Ujang, Zakariya 2015a). 

 

There have been correlations found between attachment to the place and length of residence 

(Anton, Lawrence 2014). Attachment to the place could be considered as an affective 

positive bond between a person, their long-term affective bond to a particular geographic 

area (residential environment) and the meaning attributed to that bond, resulting in a strong 

tendency for the person to maintain closeness to such a place (Knez 2005, Morgan 2010). 

Furthermore, there are indications of significant cause between citizens’ residential time and 

their place attachment and identity processes (Knez 2005). For example when a person lives 
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in a particular locale over an extended period, that person will often develop feelings of 

affection, and a sense of belonging, or being of that place, so that place becomes one anchor 

of his or her identity (Hay 1998). Additionally, when discussing community attachment, the 

length of residence in particular seems to play a crucial role in the feeling of belongingness 

(Giauliani 2003).  

 

Results of a research on place satisfaction by A.Insch and M.Florek suggest that place 

satisfaction of residents is related to length of residence and that evaluations are higher for 

those who do not have any means of comparison, those living in the area since birth, or those 

migrating at an early age (living in the area for 20 years or more) (2010). However, some 

results indicated that there might be a certain period of length of residence (5-10 years) at 

which they consider other residential options and their evaluation of place might not be as 

favourable as those residents who have recently moved to a new city (district) and are settling 

in (Insch, Florek 2010). 

 

Prolonging one's stay at a place amplifies one's emotional bond to that place which in turn 

leads the place to become more a part of one's place-related identity (Knez 2005). 

 

 

1.4.  Informal greenspace  

 

1.4.1 What is informal greenspace? 

 

Urban greenspace is not just the intentionally designed formal space such as: public parks, 

green squares, recreation areas, cemeteries, allotment gardens and urban forests, but it can 

also be something less formal and unplanned, known as informal greenspace (Farahani, 

Maller 2019, Rupprecht, Byrne 2017, Sikorska et al. 2020, WHO Regional Office for Europe 

2017). Informal greenspaces, in addition to the formal urban greenspaces, can also be 

considered as a part of urban green infrastructure with similar benefits for residents and the 

environment (Farahani, Maller 2019). 

 

The distinction between informal greenspace and formal greenspace is not binary, but rather 

characterised by a gradient of informality: their management (e.g. access, vegetation 
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removal, stewardship), land use and site history, their scale and shape, soil characteristics, 

their low to zero maintenance, the lack of human involvement in their design and 

landscaping, and their local urban context as well (Farahani, Maller 2019, Rupprecht, Byrne 

2014b). 

 

Informal greenspaces are best characterised as liminal spaces, referring to a state of 

betweenness, intermediacy, or ambiguity of being (in the loose space). The ’liminal spaces’ 

are usually at the margins of space, characterised by emergence and flux, fluidity and 

malleability, and are neither segregated nor unconfined. (Rupprecht, Byrne 2014a) Informal 

greenspaces are not delineated and are said to occur in places where a landowner’s 

ambivalence or neglect has been exploited by (non)human agents, for instance where 

’nature’ has reclaimed parts of the city with spontaneous vegetation (e.g. weeds) and is 

attracting animals and people (Farahani, Maller 2019, Rupprecht, Byrne 2017). It can be said 

that informal greenspaces are all vegetated areas beyond the formal ones (Sikorska et al. 

2020). The potential subtypes of informal greenspace could be considered as: street verges, 

lots, gaps, railways, brown-fields, watersides, structural, microsite and power line (informal) 

greenspaces (Rupprecht, Byrne 2014b).  

 

Due to the excessive programming of public spaces it has created a condition where public 

activities are increasingly regulated and controlled, meaning that the residents do not have 

enough opportunities to play a role in the creation of public and open spaces in their locality 

(Farahani, Maller 2019). Residents value their relative flexibility compared to more public 

and open spaces, therefore, informal greenspace is available to offer an alternative 

experience to formal greenspace without triggering gentrification (Farahani, Maller 2019, 

Rupprecht, Byrne 2014a, Rupprecht, Byrne 2017). However, taking advantage of the liminal 

characteristics of informal greenspaces and using it for any kind of recreational purposes is 

usually considered informal and transitional (Rupprecht & Byrne, 2014a).  

 

Informal greenspace can be defined as an explicitly socio-ecological entity, rather than solely 

cultural or biological, consisting of any urban space with a history of strong anthropogenic 

disturbance that is covered at least partly with non-remnant, spontaneous vegetation 

(Rupprecht & Byrne, 2014a). The human origin, ecological conditions and not management 

are said to be the most influential factors of informal greenspace (Ibidiem). Each informal 
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greenspace is unique in its features and characteristics, as well as in the perception of its 

residents’ (Farahani, Maller 2019). 

 

Informal greenspaces are places of potential and are considered to be fundamental to the 

future of our cities (Farahani, Maller 2019). 

 

 

1.4.2 Perception of informal greenspace 

 

Natural sites in the city are thought to fulfill the increasing needs of many people who 

harbour the ecocentric form of environmental value and prefer informal and wild sites that 

provide solitude and escape from city existence (Jim 2004). 

 

Informal greenspaces offer a place open to alternative ways of sensing and experiencing the 

city, a context for spontaneous, creative appropriation where a rich diversity of activities can 

occur, creating spaces with a different order, in contrast to the planned formal public spaces, 

which contribute to the (re)imagining of the space by the authoritarian policy makings and 

urban designs, changing the users to be passive recipients, rather than active architects of 

their own environment (Panans 2009). 

 

Previous studies have shown that among the users of informal greenspaces there is 

dichotomy, uncertainty and mixed feelings regarding their perception of these spaces 

(Farahani, Maller 2019). Informal greenspaces can be acknowledged as sites for adventure, 

creativity and discovery, regardless, they can also be seen as empty, indeterminate, wasted 

or unproductive land or sites, distinctive by their disorder (Ibidiem). 

 

Since informal greenspace differs from formal greenspace by the lack of common park 

facilities such as seatings or toilets and its informal nature it can cause people (especially 

adults) to perceive it as unsafe or dangerous (Rupprecht & Byrne, 2014b). According to the 

research of Asakawa et al. (2004) there are five important factors that influence one’s 

perception: recreational use, participation, nature and scenery, sanitary maintenance, and 

water safety. Analysis by Sikorska et al. (2020) brought out four main issues regarding the 

use and perception of informal greenspace: poor maintenance, litter and rubbish being 

dumped, low accessibility and feelings of a lack of safety. People’s most critical concerns 
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regarding informal greenspaces are the lack of regular maintenance and perceptions of 

unsafety and littering (Farahani, Maller 2019). Conversely, among the positive perceptions 

of informal greenspaces topics like naturalness of an area and the lack of restrictions take 

place (Sikorska et al. 2020). 

 

Aspects of informal greenspaces that are the more likely the one’s to influence the perception 

and usage of space are: naturalness, use, maintenance, accessibility, safety, quality, 

attractiveness, and facilities (Rupprecht, Byrne 2017, WHO Regional Office for Europe 

2017). In addition, proximity and distinctive characteristics of the site including the absence 

of rules and restrictions and passive surveillance are found to be the key features in 

perceiving informal greenspaces and encouraging people to use them (Farahani, Maller 

2019). 

 

It has been brought out by Rupprecht et al. (2015) that even in informal greenspaces people 

prefer some level of human influence and maintenance, rather than none.  

 

 

1.5.  Use of urban greenspace 

 

1.5.1. Use of greenspace 

 

In the current hectic society people live in there is a growing need for nature as a source of 

relaxation and recreation, mainly to rest and recover from daily stress (Maas et al. 2006). 

Growing body of evidence suggest that contact and greater exposure to natural 

environments, including urban parks, woodlands, nature reserves, national parks and the 

coast (often referred to as green and blue spaces) is associated with a range of positive health, 

wellbeing and social outcomes (Boyd et al. 2018). Urban greenspaces have the possibility 

of providing direct contact with nature, thus they are the basis for ensuring the health and 

well-being of city residents (Sikorska et al. 2020).   

 

There are numerous observable factors that may influence the use of public open spaces: the 

quality and quantity of space; characteristics of potential users (e.g., socioeconomic status, 

age, gender, and ethnicity); psychological factors (e.g., self-efficacy, perceived barriers) 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/agricultural-and-biological-sciences/woodlands
https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/social-sciences/nature-reserves
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influencing personal preferences; access to competing local facilities (e.g., recreational 

centres); the match between park attributes and needs of local users; park maintenance; and 

perceived safety (Giles-Corti et al. 2005). 

 

 

1.5.2. Use of formal greenspace 

 

Formal greenspaces are inclusive places aiming to be accessible by all the members of the 

community and providing them with a variety of tailored activities to reach out to and engage 

with diverse population groups, acknowledging the different needs in relation to age, gender, 

ethnicity as well as socioeconomic and health status (WHO Regional Office for Europe 

2017).  

 

Formal greenspaces are spaces built with a sense of purpose within the green space in order 

to facilitate meaningful activities, provide unique points of interest to visit and integrate the 

greenspace within the daily routines of the local residents, therefore there is a need for 

authoritarian policy making, surveys and urban design (Panans 2009, WHO Regional Office 

for Europe 2017). Usually they serve as a multifunctional space for education and learning, 

social and community interaction, physical exercise, transportation and connectivity, and 

other activities (WHO Regional Office for Europe 2017). Additionally, formal greenspaces 

can be developed to renaturate the areas that have experienced a decrease in value of the 

natural environment in order to increase their recreational value (Ibidiem).  

 

As said before formal greenspace is an intentionally designed space, that can be considered 

as: parks; conservation greenspaces; planted verges; gardens; shared greenspaces; 

community, sports and recreational land; commercial and industrial greenspaces (Rupprecht 

& Byrne, 2014a).  

 

It is necessary to provide people with this type of protected spaces that encourage social 

interactions to take place, leading to reduced social isolation, generating social capital, 

increasing social cohesion, providing a sense of belonging and improving levels of 

neighbourhood trust (WHO Regional Office for Europe 2017).  Therefore it can be said that 

formal greenspaces have a direct relationship with the quality of life of urban dwellers 

(Ibidiem). 
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However, recent research suggests that formal greenspaces (like parks) may not be sufficient 

enough anymore in meeting some residents’ needs for nature, encountering beauty, 

relaxation, and recreation, especially in more dense environments, forcing the city dwellers 

to travel long distances if they want to access regional open spaces to compensate for 

deficient local greenspace (Rupprecht et al. 2015). 

 

 

1.5.3. Use of informal greenspace 

 

Despite the multiple barriers preventing residents from using the informal greenspaces, they 

are still proven to play a considerable role in generating benefits such as health and well-

being for the citizens (Sikorska et al. 2020). 

 

When one starts to explore and penetrate the interstitial spaces, one might realize that what 

has been called ‘’empty’’ might not be empty after all, instead it might contain a wide range 

of uses (Matos, 2009). 

 

People have reported to prefer informal greenspaces over parks or gardens since these spaces 

are more close to the homes of the users, they are not crowded, they are wild exciting with 

many and/or different species of plants and animals around and they have no use restrictions 

(Rupprecht, 2017).  

 

Throughout the literature it has been acknowledged that informal spaces can offer 

spontaneous and unexpected opportunities, creative appropriation, diverse range of activities 

and uses as well as benefits for residents (Farahani, Maller 2019, Panans 2009). This kind 

of benefits of the informal greenspace can include the ones that occur in formal greenspaces 

and public open spaces, furthermore it is possible to accommodate some opportunities that 

formal greenspaces may fail to provide (Farahani, Maller 2019). 

 

Actions taking place at the informal sites may include playing, artistic creativity, dwelling 

and refuge, economic transaction and political expression, challenging perceptions of 

architecture, planning, spatial ownership, regulation, strategies of appropriation and use as 

they tease out the inherent complexities, hidden contexts and social situations (Panans 2009). 
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A research by Rupprecht (2017) has found residents using informal greenspaces for various 

purposes, including going for a stroll, walking for exercise, playing with children, walking 

dogs, having a BBQ, observing plants and animals, fishing, ‘doing nothing’, and using them 

as shortcuts to somewhere else. Natural sites that are situated near homes and that are easily 

accessible from built-up areas tend to be more frequently used for passive recreation (Jim 

2004). 

 

Informal greenspaces are spaces with a different order, that in contrast to the planned formal 

spaces enable a free range of experiences (Panans 2009).  

 

 

1.6.  Case study area: Kopliranna 

 

1.6.1. Location 

 

The case study area of Kopliranna is situated in the subdistrict of Kopliranna, on the 

peninsula of Kopli, located in Northern-Tallinn, a city district of Tallinn, the capital of 

Estonia. In addition, the site of Kopliranna is bordered by the Kopli bay. See Figure 1. 

 

The area of Kopliranna was chosen, since it is one of the experimental case study areas of 

the BlueHealth project in Estonia.   

 

The surface of the case study area is approximately 0,3 km2 (BlueHealth 2020c).  
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Figure 1. Location of the case study area (Google Earth; Author, 2020) 

 

 

1.6.2. Spatial development of Kopliranna 

 

History of Kopliranna dates back to the 14th century, when together with all the other areas 

of Northern Tallinn it was mainly unhabited and used as meadows and pastures, which were 

managed by the Telliskopli manor (Kopli…2018). For the Kopliranna area this did not 

change up until the 19th Century. On the map of 1884 the area of Kopliranna is shown as a 

green space with a steep bank. Additionally one can distinguish the existance of a cemetery 

in its close proximity. See Figure 2. From the map of 1914 one can already identify some 

notable changes. The area of Kopliranna seems to have some structure of plots and markings 

of a waterside area. Depending on common knowledge and the fact that the plots are drawn 

so close to the shoreline one might think about the area as fisherman’s village. The biggest 

changes near the area are: north-west form Kopliranna the built and bounded area of the 

Bekker’s Shipyard, together with a drawn out street scheme on its right side; north-east from 

Kopliranna the new shape of St. Olaf’s and St. Nicholas’s cemetery; and further away in 
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south-east a paper manufactory. Based on the map of the 20th century one can say that the 

area started to develop more as an industrial area. See Figure 3.  

 

 

Figure 2. Fragment of a plan of the Tsigelkoppel peninsula with an indication of the 

surroundings from 1884 (Archive of the National Heritage Board) 

 

 

Figure 3. Fragment of the plan of  the provincial city of Reval from 1914 (Archive of the 

National Heritage Board) 
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From the map of 1940 on can notice how the street network to and around the site together 

with the densification of housing, indicating to a development of a residential area. 

Additionally, from the map it shows the whole surrounding area has developed a street 

network and there are new residential areas uprising, one in the north and the other down in 

the south, marked as Pelgurand. See Figure 4.  

 

Figure 4. Fragment of Tallinn’s city         Figure 5. Fragment of the plan of Tallinn,  

plan from 1940 (Estonian National         Respublic of the Soviet Union from 1968 

Library Archive)           (Estonian National Library Archive) 

 

On the map of 1968 one can see that there has been a really fast and dense development of 

residential and the industrial area. The previous green area of Kopliranna is not shown on 

the map anymore, however, the streets leading through the housing area, towards the 

shoreline give an understanding of it being still there and being accessible. All in all, this 

map indicates clearly to the Soviet Union’s industrial and urbanisation period. See Figure 5.  

 

On the map of 1982 there are not any big noticeable changes. The concept of the area and 

the surroundings of Kopliranna have not changed, staying the same residential area with 

worked out infrastructure. The only noticeable things are the wider strip of Kopliranna’s 

shoreline and the green buffer between the district of Pelguranna and the seemable beach 

area, south-east from Kopliranna. See Figure 6.  
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Figure 6. Fragment of Tallinn’s          Figure 7. Fragment of Northern Tallinn’s map  

Transport scheme from 1982                from 2014 (Estonian National Library Archive) 

(Estonian National Library Archive)    

     

From the map of 2014 the street network surrounding the area seems quite similar to the one 

from 60’s and 80’s. Around the area of Kopliranna there appears to be more individual 

housing rather than multiple storey houses. The site of Kopliranna itself stands out as an 

empty accessible area, since there are a few dead-end streets leading to it. On the map once 

again the coast has been marked as steep. However, some parts of the shore have been 

marked as sandy or pebbly areas. The previous shipyard area, west from Kopliranna, is now 

marked on the map as a port, named Meeruse. See Figure 7. 

 

Supported by the historical maps, it can be said that throughout time the area of Kopliranna 

and the surroundings of it have developed from a paddock, to a cemetery park, to a 

fisherman’s village, to an industrial and port area, that is edged by a dense residential area 

where an empty site, in the face of Kopliranna’s informal greenspace, is located along the 

shoreline. 
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1.6.3. Current situation 

 

 

Figure 8. Current situation of the Kopliranna area, view towards Stroomi beach (Author, 

2019) 

 

The current situation of the area is very natural, remote and distinctive from the surrounding 

civilised beach and the residential area of Pelguranna. See Figure 8. Based on observations 

done at the site, the site seems to be less popular and more quiet, compared to the Stroomi 

beach. On the first visit it was quite hard to perceive the area as an public greenspace. 

Because of the borders and fences of surrounding it, the place felt like a private space where 

one had gotten lost in. Other disturbing factors were the amount of litter lying on the ground 

and the distinguishable user (groups) coming and using the area, mainly for reasons that are 

unethical in the public space.  

 

 

Figure 9. Example of people using the site of Kopliranna (Author, 2019) 
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Based on the observations the area mainly seemed to be used for calmer activities like: 

strolling; walking (the dog); sitting and spending time on the rocky shore. See Figure 9. 

 

 

1.6.4. Public involvement and design development of the small-scale interventions for 

the Kopliranna area 

 

In order to co-design a community space to meet the local needs, provide connectedness to 

nature and promote health and wellbeing activities, it is necessary to find out and understand 

the needs of the locals, the activities they do based on different locations, their overall 

perception of the environment, the overall health and well-being of the locals and their visits 

to nature (BlueHealth 2020c). With this in mind, the researches and landscape architects 

carried out: meetings with the community and stakeholders; surveys and behaviour 

mappings of the area; and interviews with the locals (Ibidiem). To gather the previously 

mentioned information, a variety of BlueHealth assessment tools were used. 

 

 As a result of the research, the informal greenspace of Kopliranna was found to be an area, 

that is commonly used year-round by its local residents for active and passive recreation on, 

in and near the water. Popular activities done on the sight were: sunbathing on the rocks, 

having picnics, dog walking, swimming, ice-skating and fishing all being popular activities.  

Concerns people had regarding the area were connected to safety issues, a lack of facilities, 

littering, alcohol consumption and drug use. 

 

The researches and landscape architects involved in the process thought the meetings with 

the community and stakeholders to be the most challenging ones, since the crucial 

participation of the community members was lacking. However, after the conducted 

interviews, meetings and surveys and the additional insights of the BlueHealth, there was 

enough information gathered to create the design suitable for the area and meeting local 

needs (BlueHealth 2020c). 

 

There were 3 types of small-scale interventions constructed on site. See Figure 10, 11. First 

type is a sunbathing platform built next to the existing concrete slip, used for swimming. 

This is the biggest built element on site, it is providing the comfortable stay next to the water 
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Figure 10. Example of an intervention,  Figure 11. Example of an intervention, sun- 

wooden platform (Author, 2020)        bathing platform (Jekaterina Balicka, 2019) 

 

in the place with the most crucial and diverse uses (e.g. swimming, winter-swimming, 

picnicking, socialising, sunbathing etc.). The second type intervention is the wooden decks 

on the existing concrete blocks, which were initially used by locals from sitting and 

sunbathing next to the sea. The intervention is improving the comfort of sitting and 

sunbathing for the 13 different blocks, providing variety of affordances: sitting with the 

backrest, lying and sunbathing, sitting alone or in couple, playing, sledging etc. The third 

type of the intervention is the new benches with the litter bins, built along the path on the 

seashore, providing sitting on different heights, meaning to improve the experience for 

various user groups, such as elderly people or children. (BlueHealth 2020c) 
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2. METHODOLOGY 

 

2.1.  Data gathering 

 

In order to do further research of the BlueHealth’s case study area, it was necessary to gather 

data to base it on. Activities done to gather the necessary data and find out the results of the 

research were: conducting interviews before and after small-scale interventions, observation 

of the site, analysis of the collected data.  

 

Firstly, the 1st round of interviews were conducted before there were any interventions 

implemented at the site of Kopliranna. Which took place in the spring of 2019, in the end of 

May, in the Northern Tallinn’s city district, in the Kopli peninsula and the Kopliranna area. 

The interviewees were approached, while walking on the streets of the Kopli peninsula. The 

interview questions of the 1st round were more regarding about the knowledge of Kopliranna. 

The aim was to find out if people know and use the area and what do they know about it. 

See Appendix 1. 

 

Secondly, there were four observations done at the site after the small-scale interventions 

were implemented in Kopliranna. Three of which took place in July and one in August. The 

main goal of the observations was to explain the spatial conditions of the area as well to 

understand the general use. 

 

Thirdly, the 2nd round of interviews were conducted after the small-scale interventions were 

implemented at the site of Kopliranna. Which took place at different time periods, in the 

middle of August in 2019, at the beginning and the end of March 2020 at the site of 

Kopliranna or via web. The face-to-face interviews carried out at the site of Kopliranna were 

stopped in the middle of March due to the pandemic outbreak of COVID-19 and the national 

restrictions set because of it. However, conducting the interviews continued in the end of 

March, when they were already carried out as web-calls or voice-calls. The interviewees 

were found via web with the help of an announcement mainly addressing the people who 

knew about the site and were using the area. The new set of the interview questions of the 
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2nd round were more focusing on the people’s connections to the area and how they felt the 

site to have changed in time. See Appendix 2. 

 

The face-to-face interviewees were approached politely while walking on the streets of the 

Kopli peninsula, in the area of Kopliranna or via web, due to the restriction set because of 

the pandemic. In order to conduct the interview, the interviewer introduced oneself, the 

project of the BlueHealth and the reason for interviewing. Time spent with the interviewees 

differed between thirty minutes up to one hour.  

 

 

2.2.  Analysis of the interviews from 1st and 2nd round  

 

After conducting the interviews, a general database was created to have and overview of the 

1st and 2nd round interviews all together. Next, an overall analysis of the interviews combined 

with the questionnaires of both interview rounds was done, to create a common 

categorisation of different topics discussed during the interviews. The topics were 

categorised accordingly: perception of place; activities - overall and on the site of 

Kopliranna; maintenance; littering & contamination; remoteness; safety & security; 

infrastructure; public & social services; milieu of the area; nature; marginal users; borders 

& accessibility; other. The common categorisation of the topics was the base for analysing 

the interviews more in depth. The purpose of the in-depth analysis was: to bring out the main 

differences between predominant and subordinate topics of the 1st and 2nd round interviews; 

to elicit people’s perception towards the predominant topics of the 2nd round interviews 

concerning the site of Kopliranna before and after the small-scale interventions. See 

Appendix 5. In order to find out more about people’s knowledge regarding the site and the 

change in people’s perception before and after small-scale interventions, three additional 

topics were added to the categorisation for the in-depth analysis of the 1st and the 2nd round 

interviews. Additional topic for the analysis of the 1st round interviews was about people’s 

knowledge of the ongoing and future plans of the area, the topics added to the analysis of 

the 2nd round interviews were memories connected to the area and the perception of the 

design. See Appendixes 3, 4.



 

 

3. RESULTS 

 

3.1.  General results 

 

During the field research, two rounds of interviews were held consisting of total number of 

40 interviews (17 people in the 1st and 23 people in the 2nd round), where interviewees from 

both genders and diverse age spectrum were represented. Age groups of the interviewees 

were categorised in following categories: up to 18 to 29 years; 30 to 39 years; 40 to 49 years; 

50 to 59; 60 to 69 years; 70 years and more. Majority  of interviewees (65%) were female 

and biggest age group was 18 to 29 years, while the least represented age groups were 40 to 

49 years and 70 years and more. See Figure 12, 13. 

 

Figure 12. Overview of gender 

 

Figure 13. Overview of age groups  
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To understand people’s relation and connection to the Kopliranna site interviewees were 

asked about which areas they were living and how long they have been living in the area. 

The areas of living were divided accordingly: in the area (maximum 400 meters from 

Kopliranna); in the area nearby (maximum 2 kilometres from Kopliranna); out of the area 

(further than 2 kilometres from the area). See Figure 14. The most common area of living 

was in the area nearby (maximum 2 kilometres from Kopliranna), where 19 interviewees 

were identified being from. 

 

Figure 14. Overview of the people’s area or living 

 

The aspect of residency length in the area was taken into consideration from the study of 

Andrea Insch and Magdalena Florek ‘’Place satisfaction of city residents: findings and 

implications for city branding’’ (2010). The length of living in the area or the area nearby 

was divided accordingly: less than 2 years; 2 to 5 years; 5 to 10 years; 10 to 20 years; 20 

years and more; whole life following. See Figure 15. The most common length of living in 

the area or the area nearby was less than 2 years and 20 years and more, followed by the 

group of interviewees, who lived in the area whole life.  

 

To understand how people use different blue- and greenspaces the following questions were 

asked: “How do you spend time outside?”; “How is spending time outdoors affected by the 

season?”; “Name your favourite outdoor place in Tallinn/Kopli”. 

 

The most popular answers for spending time outdoors were: going on walks; going to the 

beach/seaside; going to the park/nature; doing sports/recreation; going on picnics; walking 

the dog; going to playgrounds; meeting friends; sunbathing; swimming; reading a book. 
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Figure 15. Overview of people’s length of living in the area or the area nearby 

 

In general people said that spending time outdoors was affected by the seasonality. People 

who were affected by the season mostly said that they spend a lot more time outdoors during 

warmer and lighter times. Although there were 11 people who said, they spend time outside 

regardless of the season. Adding that sometimes some outdoor activities and routes might 

differ by the season or the weather. See Figure 16. 

 

Figure 16. Overview of people’s time spent outside being affected by the season 

 

People’s most favourite outdoor places in Tallinn were: the Stroomi area; the Kopliranna 

seaside; Paljassaare peninsula; Tallinn’s old town and its citadel and the city centre; the 

Kopli lines. The most popular places in Kopli were the Kopliranna area and the Kopli lines. 
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Other places that people mentioned were the Põhjala factory, Kopli cemetery park and Kase 

park. See Figure 17.  

 

 

Figure 17. Overview of Northern Tallinn’s formal and informal spaces that people reported 

to use (Google Earth; Author, 2020) 

 

 

3.2.  Results of the 1st round interviews 

 

3.2.1. Overview of the interviews 

 

The interviews for the 1st round were conducted in the city district of Northen Tallinn, 

locations surrounding the Kopliranna area like: Kopli peninsula, Kopli cemetery park and 

the Professor’s village.  

 

For the 1st round 17 people were interviewed, 11 female (65%) and 6 male (35%). In addition 

to the 13 interviews held in Estonian, there were 4 interviews held in Russian.  
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The biggest age group was 18 to 29 years, whereas there were no people representing the 

age group of 40 to 49 years and 70 years and more. See Figure 18. 

 

 

Figure 18. Age groups of the 1st round interviewees 

 

The most common area of living was the area nearby (maximum 2 kilometres from 

Kopliranna), followed by the group of interviewees, who lived out of the area. See Figure 

19. 

 

 

Figure 19. Overview of the people’s area or living 

 

Majority of the interviewees has been living in the area or the area nearby less than 2 years 

or 10 to 20 years, the least common one was 2 to 5 years. See Figure 20.  
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Figure 20. Overview of people’s length of living in the area or the area nearby 

 

People mainly reported spending time outdoors by going for walks; going to the 

beach/seaside; enjoying nature; doing sports/recreation; meeting friends; going to the 

playgrounds; walking the dog; having a picnic. In regards the area of Kopliranna, people 

reported to do activities like: walking; exploring and looking around in and near the area; 

taking photos; cycling; walking the dog. See Appendix 3. 

 

People’s most favourite outdoor places in Tallinn were: the Stroomi area; Paljassaare 

peninsula; the oldtown and the city centre; Kalaranna. Other places people mentioned were: 

Kalamaja; Merimetsa; Telliskivi creative city; Roterman quarter; Noblessner; Kalamaja 

cemetery park; Kakumäe beach; the promenade from Stroomi to Rocca Al Mare; Kadriorg. 

The most popular places in Kopli, were the Kopliranna area and the Kopli lines. Other places 

mentioned in the Kopli area were: Kase park; Kopli cemetery park; Põhjala factory. See 

Figure 17.  

 

 

3.2.2. Overall perception of the site of Kopliranna 

 

The overall perception of the site of Kopliranna differed between positive, negative, neutral 

and ambivalent before the small-scale interventions were constructed on the area. Neutral 
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perception means that people were having a vague opinion when talking about the site. 

Conversely, an ambivalent perception means that when talking about the site of Kopliranna, 

people were having both positive and negative opinions. 

 

10 out of 17 people had an ambivalent perception of the site. They expressed positive 

feelings towards the diverse open space created by: the remote wilderness; the views opening 

up from the area; the beautiful nature (the sea and the greenery) and one’s possibility to 

connect and be close to it. However, the negative feelings were caused by the strong borders, 

the reputation and marginal users together with the melancholic bleak feeling of the site, 

safety and feel of constraint in their mobility. ‘’The site has the sea and beautiful nature, but 

the area isn't very accessible from the Kopli side, because of the shipyard’s fences and 

barriers surrounding it’’ (Female, 60). ‘’A quiet place with nice greenery, but for me the 

user groups of the area are disturbing (drunks, drug addicts.’’ (Male, 24). 5 out of 17 people 

were having a predominantly positive perception of the Kopliranna, because its remote and 

wild condition; its closeness to the sea; its open greenery and wildlife. ‘’It is a hidden oasis. 

A quiet area that has closeness to the sea. As well it has this country-side feeling to 

it’’(Female, 36). 

 

Yet, there were 2 people out of 17 that had mostly negative and somewhat neutral perception. 

The one with a negative perception said: ‘’For me it is a bleak area with old houses, the site 

seems a little empty. There is a lot of construction waste lying around on the ground. It does 

have nice nature around it, but I do not feel safe to use the area alone.’’ (Female, 18). 

Additionally, the person with a neutral perception said: ‘’It is just an area with 

distinguishable users (like drunks, homeless and drug addicts) and a green place close to 

the sea’’ (Male, 26).  

 

All in all, it was concluded that people’s general perception of the site of Kopliranna was 

rather ambivalent. 
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3.2.3. Predominant topics concerning the site of Kopliranna 

 

3.2.3.1 Nature 

 

14 people out 17 were mentioning aspects regarding Kopliranna’s nature. See Appendix 3. 

All of the respondents, who had mentioned the aspects of nature were only having positive 

feelings when discussing it. People were highlighting the sea itself and the importance of 

being able to be so close to it. ‘’The value of place is the sea, without it, it wouldn't be such 

a special place. Even though I really like the greenery, the feeling of a meadow and the 

singing birds on the site, it wouldn’t be an oasis, if there was no sea. ‘’ (Female, 57). 

Additionally people valued the natural greenery of the area and the breath-taking views of 

the sea and the sunset. ‘’ I find the value of the area in the openness of the site and the 

closeness to the sea at the same time. For me it's like and untouched area, with its wild green 

plots and untended houses.’’ (Female, 34). 

 

 

3.2.3.2. Borders & accessibility 

 

10 people out of 17 were mentioning aspects related to the sites borders and accessibility. 

See Appendix 3. In general people had a negative attitude towards the topic, saying that the 

area has perceivable barriers (physical and visual). Because the possibilities to move around 

in the area, have been constrained by the fences and barriers of the port, making it quite hard 

to access the shore and walk alongside it. ‘’The possibilities to go further along the shoreline 

are cut by strong borders (the fences of the port and the shipyard). There is a strong 

seclusion from the sea and in my opinion there is quite a lot of sea view lost because of the 

borders.‘’(Female, 29). However, there were 3 people, didn’t see it as a problem, and found 

that Kopliranna is quite accessible, since it is so close to the city center. Furthermore, there 

was 1 person who felt ambivalent towards the topic, saying: ‘’The site is accessible and for 

the people living in the area it seems to be the fastest connection to get to the seaside or the 

nearby beach. Regardless, I feel the big port and the shipyard surrounding the area have 

created a strong deterring barrier.’’ (Female, 26). 
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3.2.3.3. Remoteness 

 

9 people out of 17 were bringing up aspects related to remoteness during the interviews. See 

Appendix 3. People mainly felt positive towards the site’s remoteness, saying it is a more 

private place away from the city center, but still so close, with less people, it is more open 

and wild greenspace. ‘’It is a little lonely, untended place, a quiet place, with few people in 

the area. It's different and away from the city centre, but at the same time it's quite close (by 

tram and car).’’ (Female, 30). ‘’The place is like a quiet hidden oasis. Together with the 

interesting old houses nearby, it is a small, very cosy and somewhat lonely area, where I feel 

like I am in a small town or somewhere at the country-side, but not in a big city and so close 

to the city center.’’ (Female, 36). Nevertheless, there were 2 people, who were feeling 

negative because of the remoteness saying that the site feels neglected, empty and bleak. 

‘’For me the site feels bleak, because of the empty space, the old houses and the construction 

waste lying on the ground’’ (Female, 18). 

 

 

3.2.3.4. Milieu of the area 

 

8 out of 17 people were mentioning aspects related to the safety and security on the site. See 

Appendix 3. In general, people had negative feelings towards the topic. People were 

questioning their safety, saying that they would prefer not go to the area alone. Some people 

felt, that the untended parts (big concrete blocks; rocky shore; construction waste) and 

disorder in the area makes it feel unsafe, especially when going there with kids. Nevertheless, 

there was 1 person, who expressed neutral feelings about the topic: ‘’I find the reputation of 

the area disturbing. I have questions in my head like maybe it is not a safe place, I do feel a 

little scared or unsafe in the area, but it's not off-putting for me.’’ (Female, 36). 

 

 

3.2.3.5. Safety & security 

 

7 out of 17 people were discussing different aspects related to the maintenance situation of 

Kopliranna, where overall opinion on the topic was positive. See Appendix 3. Three people 

found that the wild, almost untended situation makes the place look authentic and makes the 

place what it is. Yet again, there were 2 people who said that the area has started to get more 



37 

 

attention and the maintenance in the area is growing. However, two out of seven  people 

expressed negative perception about maintenance. One of them said that: ‘’It is a bleak area 

and it seems to be a little empty and untended, since there are these old houses, construction 

waste lying around on the ground and a lot of littering‘’ (Male, 23).  

 

 

3.2.3.6. Maintenance 

 

7 out of 17 people were discussing different aspects related to the maintenance situation of 

Kopliranna. See Appendix 3. In general people’s opinion on the topic was positive. There 

were 3 people saying that the wild, almost untended situation makes the place look authentic 

and makes the palace what it is. Again, there were 2 people who said that the area has started 

to get more attention and the maintenance in the area is growing. However, there were 2 

people who’s perception about maintenance was negative. One of them said that: ‘’It is a 

bleak area and it seems to be a little empty and untended, since there are these old houses, 

construction waste lying around on the ground and a lot of littering‘’ (Male, 23).  

 

 

3.2.4. Subordinate topics concerning the site of Kopliranna 

 

In addition to the six predominant topics mentioned by the interviewees in connection to 

Kopliranna site, additional five topics where brought up. See Appendix 3. These topics were: 

infrastructure; marginal users; public & social services; other; littering & contamination. 

 

Firstly, there were 6 people out of 17 were talking about the infrastructure in and around 

the site. Mainly their feelings towards the topic were negative, saying that there is a need for 

better paths on the site and nearby streets. In addition, it was thought that the area needs a 

better organisation of public transport to and near the site. Only one person felt positive 

towards it by saying: ‘’I like that the area has a lot of trails and roads, good infrastructure. 

You can cycle there or go jogging, and for the people living in the area they have a very 

good and fast connection to go to the beach. ‘’ (Female, 26). 

 

Secondly, there were 6 people out of 17 discussing the topic of marginal users. In general 

people were feeling negative towards the marginal users of the area, saying that the area has 
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drunks and drug addicts using it. However, a few of the interviewees felt positive towards 

the situation, stating that the situation regarding the place’s marginal users has gotten a lot 

better over time. 

 

Thirdly, 3 people out of 17 were discussing aspects regarding public & social services in 

and near the site, though all of them were expressing negative opinions about it. It was said 

that the site missed one primary public service- toilet. Additionally, the lack of social 

services (kindergarden; school; shops) close to the area was mentioned. 

 

Next, 3 people out of 17 mentioned aspects related to littering & contamination on the site 

of Kopliranna. All interviewees expressed negative feelings about that, saying there is quite 

a lot of littering for this kind of a remote area and there is construction waste laying on the 

ground and ashore.  

 

Lastly, there were 3 people out of 17 discussing other additional topics they were happy 

about or felt concern for. Two of them were concerned about the growing interest among 

developers and the growth of real estate prices near the site. One person felt happy about the 

site by saying: ‘’For me the surrounding area seems like a place where I would like to live 

at’’ (Female, 36). 

 

 

3.2.5. People’s knowledge about ongoing and future plans of the area 

 

The interviewees were asked if they have knowledge about the ongoing and future plans of 

the area. 8 out of 17 people had some knowledge about the ongoing and future plans. 

Interviewees mentioned being aware of the development of Kopli lines (mentioned by 7 

people), the future plans of the promenade (mentioned by 2), the development of Põhjala 

factory (mentioned by 2) and the development of the Bekkeri port. Among these people there 

was only one person, who had knowledge about the BlueHealth project, that focuses on 

making the seaside area of Kopliranna more accessible. 9 people out of 17 had not heard 

about any of the ongoing and future plans, in order to gather additional information on the 

topic they were given a brief overview.  
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The interviewees were mainly expressing their opinion towards the topics of the promenade 

and the BlueHealth project. People’s opinion towards the topic of the future development 

plans of the promenade was in general positive. Thinking that the promenade will: decrease 

the mentality of the ports; open up the city to the sea and the people; create more possibilities 

to use the urban space along the seaside; improve the reputation of different city districts and 

the connections between them. Although, there were some people feeling ambivalent as well, 

fearing overdevelopment and loss of greenery or even thinking that the promenade will never 

be realised. People’s opinion about the BlueHealth project was positive as well. Interviewees 

were looking forward to the interventions, thinking it is exactly something needed to the area 

(the seating places, trash bins etc.). Additionally, people thought the interventions will: make 

people feel more welcome and wanted; improve the reputation of the area; create new 

possibilities to spend longer time in Kopliranna; open up the space and make the area whole. 

However, there was one person, who expressed concern on the area becoming gentrified. 

 

 

3.3.  Results of the 2nd round interviews 

 

3.3.1. Overview of the interviews 

 

The interviews for the 2nd  round were conducted in the city district of Northern Tallinn, in 

the informal greenspace of Kopliranna or via WEB (only with the users of Kopliranna area). 

One person, who was interviewed near an access path to Kopliranna (behind the Dostojevski 

restaurant), had not visited the site. 

 

For the 2nd round 23 people were interviewed, 15 female (65%) and 8 male (35%). In 

addition to the 21 interviews held in Estonian, there were 2 interviews held in Russian.  

 

The majority of the interviewees was (again) from the age group of 18 to 29 years, whereas 

there was only one person answering from the age groups of 40 to 49 years and 70 years and 

more each. See Figure 21.  
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Figure 21. Age groups of the 2nd round interviewees 

Majority of the interviewees were living in the area nearby (maximum 2 kilometres from 

Kopliranna), where as people living in and out of the area were represented equally. See 

Figure 22.  

 

 

Figure 22. Overview of the people’s area or living 

 

Majority of the respondence said that they were living in the area or the area nearby 20 years 

or more years. The least common group of interviewees, had been living in the area from 5 

to 10 years and 10 to 20 years. See Figure 23. People in this group reported spending time 

outdoors outdoors by: going to the walks; going to the beach/seaside; going to the 

park/nature; doing sports/recreation; meeting friends walking the dog; having a picnic and 

grilling; doing gardening; swimming; sunbathing; going to the countryside; exploring the 

city. Regarding the area of Kopliranna people reported to do activities like: walking; going  
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Figure 23. Overview of people’s length of living in the area or the area nearby 

 

to the sea; going to the (wild) nature; exploring the area; walking the dog; enjoying the view; 

relaxing; spending time alone; reading; observing the wildlife; cycling; sitting; chilling and 

spending more time in the area. See Appendix 4.   

 

People’s most favourite outdoor places in Tallinn were: the Stroomi area; the Kopliranna 

seaside; Paljassaare peninsula and the Kopli lines. Other places people mentioned were: 

Tallinn’s old town and city centre; Merimetsa; Telliskivi creative city; Noblessner; Kakumäe 

beach; the promenade from Stroomi to Rocca Al Mare; Pirita; Kadriorg; Kalaranna; 

Männiku and Nõmme. The most popular places in Kopli were the Kopliranna area and the 

Kopli lines. Another place that mentioned in the area of Kopli was the Põhjala factory. See 

Figure 17. 

 

 

3.3.1.1 Memories connected to the site of Kopliranna 

 

In general people’s memories connected to the Kopliranna site were positive. The memories 

people had were mostly related to: visiting the site for the first time; childhood; the change 

in living arrangements; spending time with friends, family or someone important; 

experiencing the wild nature and closeness to the sea. When discussing the area of 

Kopliranna, 14 people out of 23 recalled having positive memories, 6 out of 23 recalled 

having neutral and 2 out of 23 negative ones. See Appendix 4. One person recalled having 
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ambivalent memories connected to the site: ‘’I start to think about my childhood, the warm 

summers, playing on the rocks, in the greenery. I remember picking flowers and even some 

families walking to the sea. Also I remember the unsafe feeling, there was always a lot of 

trash and there were   drunks and drug addicts living in the area.’’ (Female, 36). A 71-year 

old male had positive emotions thinking back to the time 10 years ago, by saying: ‘’The 

earliest memory is about meeting my new girlfriend and going on walks there with her. We 

went there just to go somewhere and look around. It is a little blurry for me. I feel that it was 

not maintained and not so easy to access. However, if I think about the area I think about 

falling in love, I have really good and warm memories regarding this place.’’. A 35-year old 

female was describing her neutral feelings when visiting the site for the first time: ‘’I have 

a memory of going to the remote area and being the only person in the there’’. In addition, 

there was a person with a negative first time memory, described the area: ‘’The first time I 

went there I thought the place was so remote and disconsolate, the area did not have any 

elements or design, only trash on the ground’’ (Male, 31). 

 

 

3.3.2. Overall perception of the Kopliranna site 

 

The interviews of the second round have naturally included the perception of the area both, 

before and after the intervention, since people could remember the area before and shared 

their perception of the present and past situation.  

 

Before the small-scale interventions 19 people out of 23 were having a perception of the site, 

since 3 interviewees hadn’t been on the site before the small-scale interventions. 

Additionally, 1 person had only gone to the area nearby, but not to the site itself. Nonetheless, 

this person had a perception of the site as well. 

 

13 people out of 19 were having a positive perception about the site. Describing it as a wild 

remote place for privacy, where one can connect to the open nature (the sea; the greenery; 

the wildlife) and at the same time stay close to the city centre. 4 people out of 19 were having 

an ambivalent perception. Finding positivity in the place’s open, wild and remote condition 

and negativity in the unsafe and untended overall situation, the noises of the big port and in 

the marginal user groups. 2 people out of 19 had a neutral perception of the site describing 
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it as a unknown random place. Before the small-scale interventions the general perception 

of the site was positive. 

 

After the small-scale interventions 22 people out of 23 had visited the area. The 3 people, 

who had not been visiting Kopliranna site before the interventions, expressed ambivalent 

and neutral perceptions. The ones with ambivalent perception thought the site to be different 

and remote, yet an attractive and open space, with well-planned seating places. In contrast 

to the positive emotions, they pointed out that the site feels to be a little disordered and 

unsafe. One of the person’s, who felt neutral towards the area said: ‘’It is a random place 

that needs more maintenance, for me it is not a special place, but I could come back here to 

take a walk or have a seat on the platforms’’ (Male, 27). 

 

From the 19 people, who had visited the area before the small-scale interventions, 13 had 

not changed their perception of the site.  

10 of them still had a positive or even more positive perception of the site. Thinking that the 

area has been getting more attention and maintenance, so it feels more attractive and 

accessible. Regardless, the area still felt like a wild remote place, where to connect to the 

nature and be close to the sea. Due to the nicely designed interventions, there were more 

places and ways to sit, enjoy the views and spend time at.  

The other 3 people were continued having an ambivalent perception. Saying the site feels 

safer, more civilised and open for people to stay and spend time on the site. However, one 

person were still disturbed by the loud noises coming from the port, another felt that the 

place has already gotten familiar and is not thrilling anymore. The third person said that: 

‘’The change is a two-way thing. In contrast I feel the area has lost its wild side and the 

civilisation is climbing on top’’ (Female, 46).  

The other 6 people out 19 had a change in their perception. There were 2 people who’s 

previous ambivalent or neutral perception had changed into positive. Thinking, the site to be 

more open, welcoming, and even though the site is more maintained, it still has the feeling 

of remoteness. 2 people had a change in perception from positive to ambivalent. Since there 

are more people coming to the site there is fear of it becoming more mainstream. One of the 

person who’s perception changed from neutral to ambivalent thought the interventions made 

on the site to be minimal, keeping the vibe of remoteness, and yet making the area more 

usable. In contrast, it was thought that together with more people using the area there is now 

more littering as well.  
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Next, there was 1 person who’s positive perception of the site had turned into a negative one. 

‘’The creation of the interventions has made Kopliranna more attractive for the people. 

Because of more people coming to the area the site’s remoteness and wilderness are starting 

to fade away. Not all the people coming here understand the singularity of this place. /---/ It 

used to be a calm, quiet, private space to connect to the nature.’’ (Female, 62).  

Lastly, the person who had not been to the site before or after the small-scale interventions 

had a negative perception as well. ‘’When I heard that there had been some sitting places 

made I thought about going to the area. One day I was about to go up the path to the site 

(from the side which connects to the Stroomi beach), but then I saw a big group of (Russian 

speaking) youngsters going before me, so I changed my mind and turned around.’’ (Female, 

60). 

 

 

3.3.3. Predominant topics concerning the site of Kopliranna, after the small-scale 

interventions 

 

3.3.3.1. Nature 

 

21 people out 23 were mentioning aspects regarding the place’s nature. See Appendix 4. All 

of the people were very positive regarding the nature of Kopliranna. Most mentioned aspects 

of the place’s nature were the sea itself and the greenery of the area.  What people described 

the most in relation to the sea were one’s possibility to access the sea, be so close to it and 

experience the feeling of the open sea. ‘’I have gone there since I like and love the sea and 

the rocky beach. I like that it's so approachable there. I like the contact you can have there 

with the sea. A place where you can feel deeper in nature than you physically are since your 

so close to the city centre. The place has bigger waves than in Stroomi beach, so it gives you 

the feeling like you are somewhere near the open sea.’’ (Female, 57). 

 

In relation to the site’s nature, people liked to describe it as open and natural greenery, the 

abundant wilderness together with the wildlife, that are nesting on the rocky shores and 

meadow like plots of Kopliranna. ‘’I love the Kopliranna seaside since it's so wild. It's not 

maintained during summer, there is high hay and old apple trees and meadow flowers. There 

I can sit there and listen to the sea, look at the birds. There's a lot going on already in its 

nature that you can observe.’’ (Female, 62). One of the interviewees even made a suggestion 



45 

 

regarding the vegetation: ‘’I think they should furbish the area with some higher vegetation, 

if it's possible’’ (Male, 31). 

 

 

3.3.3.2. Maintenance 

 

16 people out of 23 mentioned aspects related to maintenance before there were any small-

scale interventions made. See Table 1. Mainly the attitude towards the area’s maintenance 

was negative. It was thought that the area had too little or no maintenance, it was dirty and 

in need for cleaning out the area of construction and other waste. However, there were some 

people who thought that the untended situation of the Kopliranna site made the place to what 

it was. A wild and natural greenspace, that was a little chaotic and didn’t feel posh, like 

Stroomi beach. In addition, there were two people, who were neutral and one person who 

was ambivalent towards the untended situation of the site. The person with ambivalent 

feelings said that: ‘’The place used to look wilder, a little bushy. I enjoyed it, but the water 

and the seaside, they were quite dirty, this quite disturbing.’’ (Male, 68). 

 

After the small-scale interventions were made there were 19 people out of 23 mentioning 

the aspects related to maintenance. See Table 1. 6 people who were before showing negative 

or neutral emotions towards the site’s maintenance had changed to positive, feeling that the 

area is now more maintained, cleaner and more open. 7 people had no change in their opinion 

related to the maintenance of the area. 4 people were stating that the area yet needs higher 

and more regular maintenance and is in need for cleaning out the area of construction and 

other waste. Nonetheless, there were 3 people who said that the site feels still natural and 

that even though the maintenance is growing, it has luckily interfered with Kopliranna’s 

wilderness minimally. There were 3 people who had not been to the site before the 

interventions. One of whom felt negative towards the maintenance of the site, while the other 

two felt positive and surprised. The person who felt ambivalent before feels that now the 

area looks cleaner and more maintained. The person who felt positive about the untended 

situation is neutral towards the maintenance that has been done on the site. One person, who 

before had positive feelings towards the untended situation of the site now has fear and 

negative emotions regarding the growing maintenance, saying: ‘’I am scared that they will 
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start to maintain it more and they will cut off the beautiful meadow the area has. I don't want 

cut grass there.’’ (Female, 62). 

 

Table 1. The change in perception regarding the maintenance of Kopliranna before and 

after the small-scale interventions 

 

Topic 
Maintenance 

before after 

No. of people 19 

Interviewee/ 

Description 
positive neutral negative 

1 Untended 
Place has been opened up and 

seems to be maintained more 

2 - 
From the two visits I have had, the 

site feels untended 

3 Untended 
Has started to get more attention 

(some parts are mowed) 

4 - 

Before I had an understanding of 

the place as a neglected 

unmaintained area; actually the 

area feels to be somewhat 

maintained 

5 Dirty unmaintained area 
Feels maintained and is nice and 

more appealing 

6 Looked more wild; but a little dirty 
The area looks cleaner and more 

maintained 

7 
Natural area (wild); untended, does not make the place look posh (like 

the Stroomi beach) 

8 - - 

9 Unmaintaine Minimal interference 

10 Untended 
Maintained more often (cleaning 

the trash; mowing the hay etc) 

11 Untended 

I am scared that they will start to 

maintain it more and they will cut 

off the beautiful meadow the area 

has; I don't want cut grass there 

12 - - 

13 
Untended; up until 5 years ago they 

started to mow the hey. 
More maintenance is needed 

14 

Little maintenance; partially 

moved grass; and lack of cutting 

the hay 

Needs more and regular 

maintenance 

15 Dirty; untended 
Area is cleaner and seems more 

maintained 
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  Table 1. Continued 

16 - 
There seems to be maintenance in 

the area 

17 
Untended; wild area; felt lef-

behind and rarely used 
The area seems more maintained 

18 Untended; very natural area. 

More maintenance in the area, you 

can see the area and its nature area 

being taken care of and is 

developing; The area seems to be 

under control; The area seems to 

have regular maintenance 

19 Untended; a little chaotic and dirty 

20 - - 

21 

Dirty and untended, needs more maintenance, at least they should cut the 

grass, during summer it gets very high, and clean the construction waste; 

The plots in the area could be maintained better as well to create an even 

nicer milieu of the area 

22 
The area needs more maintenance, in the face of taking care of the paths 

and eliminating waste that has been left in the area 

23 - 

 

 

3.3.3.3. Remoteness 

 

Before the small-scale interventions 16 out of 23 people mentioned Kopliranna’s remoteness 

or the aspects related to it. See Table 2. Majority were having a positive attitude towards the 

remote situation of the area. Thinking that it is a quiet, remote and a wild place, inside a big 

city, where one has the possibility for privacy and peace. On the contrary, there were some 

people who thought that the place is hardly noticeable and feels forgotten. Adding that, the 

area is mostly attractive for drunks, drug addicts, homeless people and young people who go 

there to party and spend their time without any disturbances, making the place exposed to 

vandalism as well. The remoteness of the area together with the main type of users going 

there are making other people, who occasionally use the space as well, question their safety. 

 

After the small-scale interventions 18 people out of 23 were mentioning aspects of the 

remoteness of Kopliranna. See Table 2. 2 of the interviewees had not been on the site before 

the changes were made. One of them had positive emotions towards the site, thinking about 

the area as a nice remote place where to escape from the masses. Regardless, the other person 

felt the area seems to be attracting negative kind of users. 5 people who had positive feelings 
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towards the site before had turned into negative. Fearing that the remoteness of the area is 

fading away and will eventually be gentrified, since there are a lot more people using the 

area. 6 people had no change in how they were feeling towards the site’s remoteness. One 

of them felt negative, saying that due to the places remoteness the area still has vandalism. 

Another was feeling ambivalent after the interventions as before, saying that: ‘’Before the 

area was a beautiful, wild and remote area, but I questioned my safety there. Now the area 

feels safer, but for me the special remoteness of the area is fading.’’ (Female, 46). The rest 

were feeling positive even after the interventions, thinking that the place still feels private 

and remote and even though there are more people coming to the area, it has become more 

attractive and gives an opportunity to others to explore the remoteness of the place 

themselves as well. A few people who were previously feeling negative or neutral towards 

it now felt positive. Thinking that though there have been changes in Kopliranna, it still feels 

remote and wild, whereas, the user groups of the area have changed, the area has gotten 

cleaner and now feels safer. In addition, there were people who’s positive or neutral opinion 

changed to ambivalent. The contrasts that arose were between the continuous remote feeling 

of the place and the number of people using it. All in all the feeling towards Kopliranna’s 

remoteness were mainly positive.  

 

Table 2. The change in perception of remoteness of Kopliranna before and after the small-

scale interventions 

 

Topic 
Remoteness 

Before After 

No. of 

people 
18 

Interviewee/ 

Description 

Pos. Neut. Neg. 

1 
- Since there area seating areas, it is a nice 

place to go and escape from the masses 

2 - Remoteness is appealing to marginal users 

3 - - 

4 - - 

5 - - 

6 Vandalism, youngster partying in the area and making noise 

7 
Quiet area, few people, peaceful to 

sit there 

Vandalism; everything else is the same 

8 - - 

9 Feeling of abandonment; constrained access 

10 
A remote place, few people went to 

the area; private place 

Because of the new pub, more people go 

there; a lot less remoteness 
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  Table 2. Continued 

11 

Remote wild place with no people; 

Place to breathe in and listen to the 

nature (the sea, the birds etc); 

Peaceful oasis. 

After the interventions (pub + seatings) the 

remoteness and it is wilderness are fading 

away 

12 

Wild, remote area; safety was 

somewhat questionable; Drunks 

etc. were using the site a lot 

Fading remoteness; feels safer 

13 

People went to the area by cars, 

partying and listening to loud 

music; drug addicts used it because 

of the remoteness; unsafe area; 

Beautiful untouched nature, 

closeness to the sea 

Calmer safer area, people do not come to the 

area with cars that often, since there are more 

people walking sitting etc; It still has the 

beautiful nature, and closeness to the sea. It's 

still somewhat remote, but the groups of 

people using the area have changed 

14 - - 

15 

Forgotten remote area Area is cleaner and more maintained, but 

still has some remoteness to it and the feeling 

of wilderness 

16 

Before it was so remote I did not 

even notice this place or even knew 

about it 

A separated place from all the other areas 

nearby; It is hard to notice it; Feels like an 

undergroud place because of the needles 

laying around and some shady looking 

people; Abandoned feeling to the site with 

less people, like a quiet corner; This is an 

undiscovered area, that has not been found 

by many people 

17 

It was a wild area, that felt left-

behind and wasn't easy to access 

Because of the renovation of the houses and 

new developments the area seems also more 

maintained and for me has signs of 

gentrification 

18 

Undiscovered private place Attractive to more people, more people 

coming to the area, it has been made possible 

for other people to explore the ''remoteness'' 

as well (but not in big masses) 

19 

Amazing mystical secret place in its 

chaos and roughness 

Place is getting more mainstream; normal 

remote place for people to walk their dogs; 

has still the mystical charm to it 

20 

First time visiting the site there 

were no people besides me, it felt 

remote 

A lot more people coming to the area, the 

accessibility to the area and on the area is 

bigger and better 

21 
Drug addicts and drunks using the 

place 

Now there is no drunks almost at all 

22 
Remoteness, few people using the 

area 

Remoteness is fading a little, more people 

are coming to the area 

23 
Nice somewhat private place with a distinctive view 
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3.3.3.4. Littering & contamination 

 

16 people out of 23 mentioned aspects related to littering and contamination before there 

were any small-scale interventions made. See Table 3. Mainly people were feeling negative 

towards the current topic. Saying that there is a lot of littering, different construction waste 

and even used needles laying on the ground of Kopliranna. Nevertheless, 1 person felt 

positive towards the situation, saying that: ‘’Compared to 20 years ago it has gotten a lot 

better and cleaner’’ (Female, 46). There were 2 people who felt neutral towards site, one 

was concerned about the construction waste and the other just found that the littering hasn’t 

changed in time at all.  

 

After the small-scale interventions 17 people out of 23 were mentioning aspects related to 

the topic. See Table 3. In general people still had the same negative feelings towards the 

amount of littering on the site. Adding that they feel the littering hasn’t changed, some even 

thought that now, when there are more people going to the area, there is more of it. There 

was 1 person who had not been to the area before the interventions, and is currently feeling 

that there is a lot of littering and trash lying around in the area. There were 4 people who’s 

negative or neutral feelings towards the topic changed into positive or ambivalent and 1 

person who’s opinion changed from negative to neutral. Finding that now when the area has 

trash bins it feels cleaner and there is less littering. 1 person said that: ‘’Now there seems to 

be a lot less construction waste on the site, however, lately there has been a lot more 

pointless littering’’ (Female, 29). In addition, there was another person who’s positive 

opinion changed into negative thinking that the ‘’new’’ users are pointlessly littering the site.  

 

Table 3. The change in perception of littering and contamination of Kopliranna before and 

after the small-scale interventions 

 

Topic 
Littering/ contamination 

Before After 

No. of people 
17 

Interviewee/ 

Description 

Pos. Neut. Neg. 

1 - - 

2 

- From the two visits I would say the littering 

is the same, a lot of trash lying around (one-

time grills, food containers etc) 
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  Table 2. Continued 

3 
A lot of litter and garbage lying 

around 

It's cleaner than the first time I was here 

4 Littering plus empty alcohol bottles and needles on the ground 

5 - - 

6 
Littering New trash bins in the area; 

but there's still littering 

7 Littering has not changed, it is still the same 

8 - - 

9 Littering has not changed, it is still the same 

10 Littering has not changed, it is still the same 

11 
A lot of industrial junk in the sea, 

hurts the eye 

A lot more littering than before 

12 
Compared to 20 years ago it has 

gotten cleaner 

Pointless littering by the ''new'' users 

13 Trash, and construction waste etc Littering by the users of the area 

14 
Littering More people coming to the area = more 

littering 

15 
A lot of needles and litter on the 

ground 

Area seems cleaner with less litter 

16 Trash and needles laying on the ground 

17 Needles, litter Area has gotten cleaner 

18 - - 

19 
Construction waste Now there is a lot less of it comparing to 

before; Lately there has been a lot of littering. 

20 - - 

21 A lot of littering 

22 
Littering has not changed and there is still a lot of scattered glass and construction 

waste as well 

23 - - 

 

 

3.3.3.5. Marginal users 

 

Before the small-scale interventions 14 out of 23 people were discussing the topic of 

marginal users. See Table 4. In general people were feeling negative towards the marginal 

users of the area, saying that the area has drunks, drug addicts and homeless people using it 

together with gangs of young people partying and people using the area with their cars. 

However, a few of the interviewees felt neutral or even positive towards the situation, stating 

that the place has a lot less of these marginal users compared to the 2000’s and even though 

some of these people still use it, they do not feel threatening.  
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After the small-scale interventions 17 people out of 23 were mentioning aspects related to 

the topic. See Table 4. Mainly people’s opinions changed to positive. 7 people who were 

previously feeling negative towards the topic are now stating that there are a lot less marginal 

users in the area or they have even outspread and that the new type of users (families, kids, 

etc.) have started to change their previous feelings towards it. There were 3 people who’s 

feelings towards the topic did not change. 2 of them stayed positive stating that the area is a 

peaceful place for everyone, where they don’t feel disturbed or threatened by the marginal 

users. Nevertheless, 1 person felt negative, saying that: ‘’I have seen drunks and gangs of 

young people going there, so it does not make me feel safe, when thinking about going to the 

area’’ (Female, 46). There were 3 people who had not been in the area before the 

interventions and were having negative or neutral feelings towards it. Saying that there are 

weird groups hanging out in the area (drunks; homeless people; young people, usually 

Russian speaking) partying and using it on the whole. There were 2 people who’s  neutral or 

negative attitude towards the topic had changed to ambivalent, feeling that the are a lot less 

of the marginal users and now there are even new types of users forming. However, there is 

fear of the area getting too popular, and yet, there are signs of drug use (needles lying on the 

ground). 1 person who previously felt neutral is now having a negative attitude by saying: 

‘’Groups of young people are here partying and shouting. Now they have started to come 

here even more, just to socialise’’ (Female, 62).  

 

Table 4. The change in perception of marginal users in Kopliranna before and after the 

small-scale interventions 

 

Topic 
Marginal users 

Before After 

No. of people 
17 

 
Interviewee/ 

Description 

Pos. Neut. Neg. 

1 - - 

2 - Drunk people; drug addicts 

3 - - 

4 

- Weird groups seem to be hanging around here 

(drunk people etc.); also there area a lot of 

russians here since I don't understand russian 

and their tradition to spend time outside like 

they do I feel a little insecure 

5 Drunk people; drug addicts Less marginal users 
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  Table 4. Continued 

6 

Young people partying, drunks 

and drug addicts (but it was a lot 

worse in the 90's) 

Now there is less of the ''marginal users'' and 

more new type of users in the area; Dog 

walkers, just people walking or having a 

picninc, people in all the different ages are 

using the area now more; 

Now that it is more accessible the area might 

get ''too'' popular 

7 - - 

8 
I have deen drrunk and ''gangs'' of young people going to the are, so it does not make 

me feel safe, when thinking about going to the area 

9 - - 

10 

A place where everyone can be; I am not disturbed by all the different kind of people 

using the are, compared to the begginning of 2000's there is a lot less drunks and 

drug addicts, I don't focus on thesm even if they are there, if I feel disturbed I just 

go away and it's okay 

11 

Was not bothered by drunks using 

the area 

Now more people have started to come here to 

socialize; Groups of young people partying and 

shouting 

12 
Drunks, gangs, drug addicts A lot less of drunks, gangs, drug addicts 

13 

Drunks, gangs, drug addicts, 

people with their cars partying on 

the seaside etc.  

The marginal users have been outspread 

14 

Drug addics, drunks and homeless 

people 

There are less og the marginal users since the 

new house was built on the plot they used to go 

to 

15 

Drunks, drug addicts, homeless 

people 

Less drunks and homeless people,  

but still signs of drug users ( the needles on the 

ground) 

16 

- Some people using the area seem shady (dunks, 

drug users) some don't seem normal people to 

me 

17 
Maybe the drunks and homeless people are still using the area, but I have not felt 

unsafe because of it 

18 

Homeless people and drunks were 

the main users of the area before 

The type of users has totally changed; Now the 

people going to the area are more intelligent 

and aware of the nature and respect it, people 

who appreciate the milieu of the area 

19 

Drunks, drug addicts, homeless 

people, groups of (russian) 

youngster partying in the area 

The type of users have changed drastically; 

there are a lot less of the marginal users and 

now there's more ''normal'' and different type of 

people coming to the area (like families, kids, 

old couples, dog walkers etc) 

20 

It has quite a lot of the same type 

of people using the area like 20 

years ago (drunks; homelss people 

and also russian speaking groups) 

The marginal users are also still there, but there 

area a lot more families, kids and other type of 

users coming to the area as well, so I thnik the 

mpre there area these new users the safer the 

area gets  plus the old ''marginal users'' may 

start to use the area less 
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  Table 4. Continued 

21 

Drug addicts; drunks; weird 

groups of people moving around 

Now there has been some changes and bigger 

activities on the site(some old sheds and plots 

are torn; houses being built) so there are a lot 

less of them in the area 

22 - - 

23 - - 

 

  

3.3.3.6. Borders & accessibility 

 

Before the small-scale interventions 15 out of 23 people were mentioning aspects of 

accessibility and borders of Kopliranna. See Table 5. In general people were feeling negative 

because of it. Stating that the area has strong borders (mental and physical), making the area 

feel restricted and not accessible. Even so, there was a person who mentioned the possibility 

to access the sea by car from one place and people seem to take advantage of it. There were 

3 people, who felt ambivalent towards the situation saying that there still are strong and 

disturbing borders, because of which the area is hardly accessible. Nevertheless, it was found 

that the metal fences and borders create the milieu of the area, adding that the situation has 

gotten better and there have been some borders already opened up to the people. In addition 

there was even 1 person, who felt positive towards it saying that: ‘’Borders and fences give 

excitement to the area’’ (Female, 55). 

 

After the small-scale interventions 17 people out of 23 were mentioning aspects related to 

the topic. See Table 5. In general, there were 7 people with a positive, 7 people with a 

negative and 3 people with an ambivalent opinion. There was one person who had not been 

to the area before, and was having a negative attitude because of the accessibility, saying 

that: ‘’It is like a separate place from the overall area (Stroomi beach), it is hardly noticeable 

and because of that it does not feel accessible’’ (Male, 24). There were 7 people who’s 

attitude towards borders and accessibility did not change, 5 of them were negative, 1 was 

positive and 1 was ambivalent. The 5 people with a negative opinion were feeling that the 

area is not easily accessible and there are strong borders (physical and mental) between the 

sea and the users that limit the use of Kopliranna. Additionally, some even feared that the 

shoreline will be even more closed in the future. 1 person who’s previous ambivalent opinion 

changed into negative, found that there are too many people going to the area, making the 
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previously liked paths going in and out of the area a negative aspect of space, decreasing the 

possibility for privacy and to be on their own. 2 people with a previous negative attitude 

towards Kopliranna’s borders and accessibility were feeling ambivalent after the change. 

Stating that the place has opened up and has better accessibility, but even so, they thought 

the area to be a little creepy and because of the concrete borders and fences, making them 

feel unwelcome and question if their presence in the site is even allowed. 6 people, who 

previously did not have any opinion about the borders and accessibility or were either having 

a negative or neutral one, were now feeling positive, saying that after interventions were 

made the site became more open and accessible. Stating, that now it is a continuous 

greenspace accompanied by an unfragmented shoreline. 

 

Table 5. The change in perception of borders and accessibility in Kopliranna before and 

after the small-scale interventions 

 

Topic 
Borders/Accessibility 

Before After 

No. of 

people 
17 

Interviewee/ 

Description 
Pos. Neut. Neg. 

1 - - 

2 

Because of the quality of the path leading into the area (when coming from 

Stroomi beach) is not very good, the area does not seem very accessible nor 

approachable 

3 - - 

4 

Not accessable at all The space has opened up; I do not 

like that the area still has barriers and 

strong borders ( especially the 

concrete ones); it makes the area 

questionable and creepy  

5 

Before you did not notice the area, it 

didn't feel as accessible as now 

Now it feels and is more open, 

noticeable, more attractive and 

accessible 

6 
Did not feel accessible, less open The area is now more open and 

accessible 

7 
- - 

8 
The area does not feel safe nor approachable 

9 
They could remove the fence/border near the area where the seating platforms 

have been mounted 

10 - - 
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  Table 5. Continued 

11 

Before the narrow path was good since the 

area wasn't so accessible; 

There are strong disturbing borders 

(shipyad and port) in the area that cut you 

away from the nice continuous shoreline; 

They could remove them or make it 

possible to walk along the shoreline at 

least 

There is are no more possibilities for 

privacy, you can't step off the path 

just to be on your own; Now the path 

is too narrow and there are too many 

people using it 

12 

Closed shoreline, strong borders (physical 

and mental) between the sea and the users 

of the greenspace, mainly because of the 

port and shipyard 

Closed shoreline, strong borders 

(physical and mental) between the 

sea and the users of the greenspace, 

mainly because of the port and 

shipyard; With the development of 

the area there is a fear that the 

shoreline will be closed even more 

13 

There used to be a distinc border between 

unused greenpaces (20 years ago, drug 

addicts broke in from the gate all the time 

and then they I opened it up); The area 

opened up more 

Now the greenspace is even more 

open and accessibele; Path to the 

area has gotten wider and safer 

14 Area is very accessable with a car; People come close to the sea with their cars 

15 Borders and fences give excitement to the area 

16 
- Separated place of the overall area; It 

is hard to notice; not accessible 

17 

Feeling of going to someone's property; 

Restricted access to the area 

Better accessibility; towards the end 

of the area there is a metal fence/gate 

that made me question if I am even 

allowed to go further or is it 

restricted; This is a little deterring 

18 
- The area has been made more 

accessible 

19 

A metal gate dividing two areas; restricted 

access, felt like a very private area 

Accessibility has gotten better, less 

strict borders, now I am able to go 

further along the shoreline 

20 

Metal gate was a strong border, cutting 

you of from the shore and the continuous 

greenspace; Felt some-what like a 

restricted area 

Now when the metal gate/fence has 

taken down there is a bigger 

continuous greenspace, I can now 

walk longer by the shoreline. The 

somewhat noticeable seating 

platforms in the end are attracting 

you to go further up in the area, 

makes it feel less restricted; It seems 

to be more accessible to the people 

since there has been a lot more 

people here lately 

21 - - 

22 
The metal fences and borders are suitable for the area, and make the place; 

Hard to access and move around the area with a pram 

23 - - 
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3.3.4. Subordinate topics concerning the site of Kopliranna 

 

In addition to the six predominant topics people discussed the most, concerning the site of 

Kopliranna, there were five subordinate topics, that people talked less about. See Appendix 

4. The topics were: milieu of the area; safety and security; other; public and social services; 

infrastructure.  

 

Firstly, there were 13 people out of 23 discussing milieu aspects of the area. People’s feelings 

towards it were only positive, saying that the place has one of the kind scenery with a soviet 

time industrial romance feeling to it. That is created by the beacon lights on the shore, the 

shipyard bordering the area and the interesting vivid neighbourhood, with its small streets 

and old houses, which some of them are being restored. 

 

Secondly, there were 11 people out 23 discussing the topic regarding security and safety in 

the area. Here people mentioned how their feelings had changed towards the topic before 

and after interventions. Before there were 9 people talking about it. Mainly people’s opinion 

about the situation of safety and security on the site was negative. People felt their safety to 

be questionable, mostly because of the remoteness and main (negative) user groups of the 

area (drunks, drug addicts, homeless people, gangs, etc.). After the intervention, there were 

11 people mentioning aspects related to safety and security. 4 of them were negative, 4 were 

positive and 3 were ambivalent. The negative attitude was created by the lack of safety 

people felt in the area. People, who had positive attitude towards it, felt the area is even more 

open and safe, because now the marginal users, that were mentioned before, are coming to 

the site less and less. The ones with ambivalent feelings were mostly stating that the area 

feels now more open and a lot more safer, but nonetheless, their safety is put to question, 

when thinking about the steep shore line of the site or visiting the area during dark. 

 

Thirdly, there were 11 people out of 23 discussing other additional topics they felt concern 

for. 6 people were talking negatively about topics like: the future of the area, its possible 

overdevelopment and loss of greenspaces; the missing facilities (playgrounds, ball courts, 

etc.); and for last, the closed shoreline of Tallinn and the need to open it up. 3 people 

expressed positive feelings about the possible future of the site. Wishing it to be a nice 

natural green area with a smaller, more private beach area (not like in Stroomi) that could 

even have a rental for rowing boats. One person, who had a neutral opinion, was saying that: 
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‘’There is a need for a legal graffiti wall’’ (Male, 31). Another person with an ambivalent 

attitude towards the site felt positive, saying that: ‘’Kopliranna creates a nice contrast 

compared to the Stroomi beach. Although, I have a fear that the site and Kopli district overall 

will become the second Kalamaja, with its new developments and large amount of people 

coming to the area. I feel they should just restore the pearls (the old houses) in the area and 

keep the current wilderness.’’ (Female, 38). 

 

Next, 7 people out of 23 were talking about the infrastructure in and around the site. Mainly 

their feelings towards the topic were negative, saying that there is a need for better paths and 

lighting. Although, there was one person who felt positive towards it, finding the 

infrastructure in and around the area to be maintained. 

 

Lastly, 7 people out of 23 were discussing aspects regarding public and social services in 

and near the site. In general people were having negative opinions about it. A few people 

felt negative towards the new pub, that had opened up in the area, saying it is not suitable 

for the site and it brings more and more people there to wander. Additionally, one person 

felt the need for even more eating places near the area. Another one felt the need to have a 

toilet on the site. In spite of that, there were some people who were feeling positive about 

the topic, saying that there are many public and social services nearby and that everything is 

quite close to the Kopliranna site. Furthermore, one person even found the new pub to be a 

positive change for the site and the surrounding areas overall. 

 

 

3.3.5. Perception of the design 

 

During the stakeholder involvement process the littering and absence of infrastructure were 

important topics, therefore resting places were provided around the area and along the 

walking path as well as the litter bins, to improve the maintenance of the site. There were 3 

types of small-scale interventions designed for the area and constructed on the site: a 

sunbathing platform; wooden decks; benches with the litter bins, built along the path on the 

seashore. See Chapter 1.6.4. The interventions were made to encourage people to get closer 

to the water and stay in the area for some period of time, instead of using the area only for 

walking (BlueHealth 2020c).  
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Before there were any small-scale interventions designed people used to go to the site a lot 

less or not at all, and if they did the main purpose to be on the site was to walk. See Appendix 

4. People said it was mostly because of the uncomfortable feeling of space and the fact that 

there were no places to sit and spend time. Additionally, the frequent marginal users going 

to the site made the place feel unsafe and unattractive. Despite that, people’s opinion towards 

the site in general was positive. ‘’Before young people were partying more in the area and 

using it on different purposes, rather than staying there to sit back relax and enjoy the 

nature’’ (Female, 36). ‘’It was more of a space for walking, not for staying and sitting there. 

Nevertheless, if we wanted to we were still able to spend time there by sitting on the rocks.’’ 

(Male, 71) 

 

After the small-scale interventions were introduced to the area people had ambivalent 

opinions about the design and the overall implementation of the interventions on the site. 

See Appendix 4. There were 8 people who had ambivalent perception of the topic. Mainly 

they were expressing positive feelings towards the interventions, mentioning that the design 

of interventions is nice, very natural and suitable for the surrounding environment. Adding 

that the implementation of the interventions made the area attractive, having new 

opportunities to spend time in the area and creating a feeling of order, maintenance and 

safety. However, there were some negative aspects of the interventions as well. People 

expressed feeling that the design seems either temporary or dull. Also the additional trash 

bins are needed. Furthermore, it was said that the area has gotten more attractive and 

mainstream, for instance the place is already getting a little overcrowded and it is hard to 

find a vacant seating place, due to that there could be more platforms installed.  

 

There was 1 person who had negative feelings towards the design, saying that: ‘’Even 

though the interventions harmonises with the nature nicely and it's good to sit there, I would 

still choose no seating places. Since for me it kills the wilderness and in some parts of the 

area they feel out of place (like the stairs and the benches near the Dostojevski pub). /---/ I 

think there were other ways to sit in the area before as well. The interventions attract more 

people to the area and I do not like it.’’ (Female, 62). Another person with a neutral 

perception said: ‘’I have heard of them, but I have not seen them, so I can not assess it ’’ 

(Female, 60).  
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There were 13 people with a positive perception towards the design and implementation of the 

interventions. In general, they found the design to be delicate, natural and very well suited with 

the surrounding environment. Moreover, people thought the implementation of the interventions 

made the site a lot more attractive, opening up the space for new user groups and possibilities to 

use the space for a longer period of time. ‘’The design is not banal and very suitable for the 

site, it's one of the first things I now think of, when talking about Kopliranna. It is a lot more 

attractive because of the interventions. Compared to before the site now has more places to 

sit on and spend longer time at. The staircase next to the metal fence is implemented really 

nicely. Now I have gone a lot more up in the area, since I have noticed the seats further 

along the shoreline as well and I don't feel the area to be so restricted anymore.’’ (Female, 

35). 

 

On the whole, the overall perception of the design and implementation of the interventions 

done at the seaside of Kopliranna was positive. 

 

 

3.4.  Results of the change in the perception of the Kopliranna informal 

greenspace before and after small-scale interventions  

 

The overall perception of the 1st round results differed between negative, neutral and 

ambivalent. Nonetheless, the most common perception of the site was mainly ambivalent. 

People found positivity in Kopliranna’s diverse and open space created by: the remote 

wilderness; the views opening up from the area; the beautiful nature (the sea and the 

greenery) and one’s possibility to connect and be close to it. Despite, negative feelings 

emerged when people began to think about the strong borders, the reputation and marginal 

users together with the melancholic bleak feeling of the site, making people question their 

safety and feel constraint in their mobility. When talking about the overall perception of 

Kopliranna people were mostly concerned about the topics of: borders & accessibility; safety 

& security; marginal users. Topics people felt more positive towards were: nature; 

remoteness; untended/rarely maintained condition; milieu of the area. Activities what people 

used the site for were: walking; exploring and looking around in and near the area; taking 

photos; cycling; walking the dog. 
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Perception of the 2nd round results before the small-scale interventions was mainly positive. 

People found positivity in Kopliranna’s privacy, natural condition, closeness of the sea, the 

existing wildlife and the closeness to the city centre. Topics people felt most positive about 

were the nature and remoteness. Although, the concern for topics like untended/rarely 

maintained condition, borders & accessibility, safety & security, marginal users, littering & 

contamination stayed. Activities what people used the site for were: walking; going to the 

sea; going to the nature; exploring; looking around enjoying the view; walking the dog; 

cycling; reading; relaxing; spending time alone. 

 

 

Perception of the 2nd round results after the small-scale interventions was in general positive. 

However, now there were more people who were having an ambivalent perception as well. 

People found positivity in Kopliranna’s growing attractiveness and maintenance; continuous 

remote and wild feeling; well-planed seating places and the opportunity to spend longer time 

on the site. Contrary to this, negative feelings emerged when people discussed the growing 

use, the still questionable safety, the littering of the area and the fear of Kopliranna becoming 

mainstream. In any case, the topics people felt more positive towards were: nature; 

maintenance; borders & accessibility; marginal users; safety & security. When talking about 

the overall perception of Kopliranna people were mostly concerned about the topics of: 

remoteness; littering & contamination. In addition to the main activities mentioned in the 2nd 

round before the interventions, people were now reporting to use the space for: spending 

more time in the area; having a picnic; meeting friends; chilling; sitting. 

 

In both rounds of interviews people were having positive and similar perceptions of 

Kopliranna’s nature. The most emphasised aspects were the closeness of the sea and the sea 

itself, the wild nature and the possibility to connect to it while staying in a big city, not far 

from the city centre. 

 

In brief, the perception of the 1st round of interviews was mainly positive, with an addition 

of a few ambivalent perceptions. Perception of the 2nd round interviews before, the small-

scale interventions, was dominantly positive. The main part of the perception of the 2nd 

round, after the interventions, grew towards positive, stayed positive or got even more 

positive, regardless of the some ambivalent answers people gave. In fact, the people with a 
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continuous ambivalent perception felt that, the area has changed a lot towards positive, 

compared to what it was before. See Appendix 5. 
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4. DISCUSSION 

 

4.1.  Research overview 

 

The aim of this research was to understand: 

 

• How people are using the area of Kopliranna and other blue- and greenspaces in 

Kopli and/or Tallinn?; 

• What aspects concerning the area of Kopliranna are important to the people?; 

• If and how the perception of Kopliranna’s informal greenspace has changed after 

small-scale interventions? 

 

 

4.2.  Results of the research 

 

4.2.1. Reported use of the area of Kopliranna and other blue- and greenspaces in Kopli 

and/or Tallinn 

 

Among the urban dwellers of Tallinn, who were a part of this research, going outdoors was 

almost always connected to using different blue- and greenspaces mainly to: go to the 

beach/seaside; go to the park/nature; do sports/recreation. This could be due to the fact that 

in Northern Tallinn and in Tallinn general, it is possible for people to have a quick access to 

formal or informal blue- and greenspaces. The most common blue- and greenspaces people 

reported to use in Kopli and/or Tallinn were: the Stroomi beach; the Paljassaare peninsula; 

the area of Kalaranna; the citadel and the old town of Tallinn; the Kopli lines; the urban park 

forest of Merimetsa. 

 

People were mainly reporting to use the site of Kopliranna for: walking; going to the sea; 

going to the (wild) nature; exploring. In addition to the main activities mentioned before any 

small-scale interventions, people were now, after the small-scale interventions were done, 

reporting to use the space for: spending more time in the area; having a picnic; meeting 
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friends; chilling; sitting. From the results it shows that people use the site of Kopliranna for 

more calmer activities. This can be due to the lack of proper infrastructure and public 

services, like lighting, roads, playgrounds and recreative services (ball courts and outdoor 

gyms etc.). In contrast, the reason behind people using the site of Kopliranna for different 

activities, compared to the other places people reported to use, can be because of the more 

flexible and different experiences connected to the nature it provides. In addition, it can be 

just the fact that people want some change in their activities and the surrounding scenery 

from time to time. Both of these aspects are supported by the literature as well. See Chapters 

1.4, 1.5. 

 

 

4.2.2. Aspects of the place and the change of perception before and after small-scale 

interventions of Kopliranna 

 

4.2.2.1. Perception of nature 

 

 

Figure 24. Wild nature and the seaside of Kopliranna (Author, 2019) 

 

The findings of the both interview rounds regarding the nature of Kopliranna were quite 

similar and unexpectedly all positive. It was a surprise that all the interviewees prioritised 

the natural green condition and the rocky shore of the area and did not wish it to be an 

extension of the sandy beach area of Stroomi. See Figure 24. The most emphasised aspects 

were the sea itself and the possibility to get so close to it. People who reside in coastal areas 
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tend to be happier and healthier than similar individuals inland, partly because they engage 

in more outdoor physical activity such as walking (Pasanen et al. 2019).  

 

 

4.2.2.2. Perception of milieu of the area 

 

 

Figure 25. Milieu of Kopliranna, view towards Stroomi beach (Author, 2020) 

 

In order to create a sense of place people attach meanings to the characteristics of locality 

that in turn shape their attitude towards the place (place satisfaction) (Ujang, Zakariya 

2015b). When creating the sense of place of Kopliranna the interviewees found the following 

distinctive characteristics of the milieu to be important: the distinctive architecture of the old 

(restored) houses; the rustic yards; the houses situated very close to the sea; the one of a kind 

scenery; the feeling of a Soviet time industrial romance; the red beacon lights on the shore; 

the fences and the wall of the shipyard bordering the area. See Figure 25. The findings of 

both interview rounds were quite similar and unexpectedly all positive. Due to the 

unmaintained situation, the unrenovated houses, rundown fences and plots the outcome of 

this topic was thought to be more critical.  
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4.2.2.3. Perception of remoteness 

 

Before there were any interventions made, the perception of remoteness was mainly positive. 

People were reporting the site of Kopliranna to be a wild, untended more quiet area, that 

offers privacy. However, it was mentioned that the area’s remoteness together with the main 

type of users going to the area are making other people, who occasionally use the space as 

well, question their safety. In contrast, in the 2nd round interviews after the interventions, 

people were starting to have more negative emotions about the remoteness, feeling and 

fearing that the remoteness of the area is fading away and will eventually be gentrified, since 

there are a lot more people using the area. As a paradox, the people who had questioned their 

safety before, did not anymore, instead they felt a little melancholic towards losing the 

remoteness.  

 

 

Figure 26. View from Stroomi beach towards the remote area of Kopliranna (Author, 2020) 

 

The findings of the both interview rounds regarding the remoteness of Kopliranna were quite 

various and somewhat unexpected. People from the 1st and 2nd round of interviews were 

surprisingly emphasising and finding the remote, wild and private condition of the 

Kopliranna site to be mostly positive, instead of finding it to be a neglected, unsafe place 

attracting marginal users. The cause of this might be in people’s need to get to know and 

experience the many-sided open blue- and greenspaces the city district of Northern Tallinn 

has to offer. However, in addition to the previously mentioned reasons, there were some 
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people from the 2nd round interviews, who felt negativity and ambivalence for the growing 

number of people going to the site as well. The negative and ambivalent results most 

probably grew out of people feeling uncertainty, caused by the amount of people and mixed 

user groups coming to the site of Kopliranna, the fear of the special wilderness and 

remoteness fading, and the unfolding hints of gentrification. The reason behind the fear of 

fading remoteness and growing number of people going to the area could be caused by the 

(positive) attention the site of Kopliranna is now getting, making it feel more attractive, 

approachable and safe in the eyes of the new users. People might prioritise Kopliranna’s 

remoteness differently due to the distinct contrast it creates between the surrounding dense 

residential area and the somewhat overcrowded, civilised green- and blue space of Stroomi. 

For the distinct contrast it creates, the perception of Kopliranna’s remoteness can be 

negative, positive or ambivalent depending on the people’s needs for privacy and wilderness, 

when using the urban space. See Figure 26. However, further research needs to be done in 

order to have a better understanding of the people’s needs regarding the topic of privacy and 

wilderness in the urban space, so it could support the assumption regarding the topic of 

remoteness of public spaces in the city. 

 

 

4.2.2.4. Perception of maintenance 

 

The topic of maintenance was discussed differently in the interview rounds. In the 1st round 

of interviews people felt positive towards the untended or rarely maintained situation, saying 

that the area looks natural and wild. In contrast, people from the 2nd round of interviews 

before the small-scale interventions, felt that the area had too little or no maintenance, it was 

dirty and in need for cleaning out the area of construction and other waste. Whereas, a few 

people thought that the untended situation of the Kopliranna site was creating the site’s 

milieu. After the small-scale interventions were made, people consequently started to feel 

more positive about the topic, but in a different way. Mainly it was said that the site of 

Kopliranna seems now more maintained, cleaner and more open. A few people added that 

even though the maintenance is growing, it has luckily interfered with Kopliranna’s 

wilderness minimally. Nonetheless, there were some people who still thought otherwise.  

 

The findings of the both interview rounds regarding Kopliranna’s maintenance were sundry 

and quite unexpected. People from the 1st round of interviews found the untended or little 



68 

 

maintained situation of the area mainly to be a positive aspect making the space look 

authentic, instead of finding it a bleak, neglected greenspace. Additionally, the interviewees 

from the second round who had a positive opinion towards the topic mentioned similar 

aspects as well. The reason for this might be in people’s need to contact nature in the 

otherwise artificial urban milieu, this possibility is most suitably offered by areas with more 

natural vegetation (Jim 2004). This indicates that the city district of Põhja-Tallinn offers 

people the necessary contact with nature they need. 

 

In contrast, the results of the 2nd round were surprising. Mainly because of people’s negative 

overall perception of Kopliranna before the interventions, finding it to be dirty and in need 

for maintenance, rather than finding authenticity in the wild situation. Negligent 

maintenance or hints of it send signals that nobody takes care of the area and thus can 

encourage anti-social behaviour (WHO Regional Office for Europe 2017). The cause of 

people finding the need for (bigger) maintenance on the site of Kopliranna could be found 

in: the littering; the construction waste laying around; the wild nature (high grass); lacking 

infrastructure (bad condition of the path); the marginal users; as well as in the old houses 

and worn fences surrounding it. Although, it could be just because people living in urban 

environments are more used to well-groomed and civilised city spaces, rather than wild ones. 

After the small-scale interventions people’s attitude towards the maintenance and the 

situation of the site was expected. Together with the growing maintenance of the site, 

people’s perception of it started to regain positivity too. For the users to perceive urban blue- 

and greenspaces as approachable, safe, clean and cared for, it is paramount for the space to 

have at least minimal maintenance and management ( Rupprecht et al. 2015, WHO Regional 

Office for Europe 2017). 

 

 

4.2.2.5. Perception of borders & accessibility 

 

Before there were any interventions made, the perception of borders & accessibility was 

mainly negative. People were reporting the site to feel restricted and be difficult to access, 

to have strong perceivable barriers (physical and mental) and due to that have constrained 

mobility along the shoreline. After the small-scale interventions people were having the 

same amount of positive and negative perceptions. The negative perceptions the 

interviewees had were agreeing to the ones mentioned before there were any interventions 
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made, it was also brought out that now when the area is more accessible, the site of 

Kopliranna is less remote and has less privacy there. In contrast, the people with a positive 

attitude towards the topic perceived the site as a more open, accessible and continuous green 

space with an unfragmented shoreline.  

 

Figure 27. Example of borders in Kopliranna (Author, 2020) 

 

All urban green spaces should be physically accessible within a short distance of local 

residences, have obvious and safe entrance points as well as safe and pleasant access routes, 

that do not pass through dangerous areas (WHO Regional Office for Europe 2017). The 

findings of both interview rounds regarding the borders and accessibility of Kopliranna 

turned out to be paradoxical. As expected, the interviewees from the 1st and the 2nd round 

found negativity Kopliranna’s accessibility and the situation of borders. The most 

emphasised aspects were the difficult accessibility of the site and the strong, perceivable 

barriers (visual & physical) around it. See Figure 27. The reason for that may lay in people’s 

expectation to find openness and unrestricted mobility, when coming from the urban 

environment and going to or near the coast and other blue spaces. In turn the properties of 

physical access, like inaccessibility, barriers and constraint of a place may also intersect with 

safety concerns, with fear of crime and physical and/or verbal abuse. Resulting in people not 

visiting nature and public green spaces, even though they have a latent desire to be in these 

spaces which are thwarted. (Boyd et al. 2018) However, in the 2nd round of interviews, after 

the small-scale interventions, a significant number of interviewees created a paradox by 

finding positivity in the accessibility and the borders of the site. The cause might be found 

in people realising how much the small-scale interventions had actually changed the site 
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towards a more open and an accessible informal green space, where the previous negatively 

perceived constraints (borders & fences) were turning into distinctive characteristics of 

Kopliranna. If informal green space is locally available, but its physical barriers, land tenure 

or management make the access to the site difficult, its potential benefits are unlikely to be 

realised (Rupprecht, Byrne 2017). On the whole, accessibility to urban green spaces is linked 

to the improvements in residents’ health and social well-being (Kim et al. 2018). 

 

 

4.2.2.6. Perception of safety & security 

 

The topic of safety and security was discussed more during the 1st round of interviews, hence 

it was a predominant topic. Regarding the interviews of the 2nd round the topic was discussed 

less midst the interviewees, making it a subordinate one. Before there were any interventions 

made, the perception of safety & security was mainly negative. The interviewees said to 

question their safety, when thinking about going to the area alone, mostly because of the 

disorder, remoteness and main (negative) user groups of going to the area (drunks, drug 

addicts, homeless people, gangs, etc.). After the small-scale intervention were made, the 

perception of the topic varied between negative, positive and ambivalent. There were people 

who’s negative perception was created by the lack of feeling safe. Be as it may, the people 

with positive perception felt the area had become more accessible and safe, since there are 

not so many marginal users going to the area anymore. People with ambivalent perception 

were discussing both of the positive and negative statements mentioned earlier. 

 

The findings of the both interview rounds regarding Kopliranna’s safety and security were 

mainly negative, as expected. People mostly emphasised the lack of feeling safe to be caused 

by the untended situation of the site and main (negative) user groups of the area. It has been 

proven that incivilities within the settings of informal greenspaces that are poorly 

maintained, high in litter, dog fouling, dirty or unkempt areas, graffiti and vandalism can be 

interpreted as a sign of neglect, thereby undermining perceived safety (Boyd et al. 2018). 

Since informal greenspaces vary from formal greenspace’s, by the lacking common park 

facilities and its informal, unmaintained nature people might perceive these areas as unsafe 

or even dangerous (Rupprecht, Byrne 2014). However, after the small-scale interventions 

people had more varying perception towards the safety of Kopliranna. This could be due to 

the fact, that people started to compare the current and previous situation. As a result, finding 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/earth-and-planetary-sciences/vandalism
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the new attention the area is getting together with the small-scale interventions to be making 

the site of Kopliranna a safer, more acceptable and open greenspace. Natural greenspaces in 

the city are often considered to be potentially unsafe, due to the lack of clear sightline and 

lighting along trails, and therefore essentially inaccessible to use by many residents, 

particularly women, children, elderly people and those with disabilities (Luymes, Tamminga 

1995). It has been reported that people usually find blocked views of space to make them 

feel less safe, meaning that view distance is a factor in creating the sense of safety. A large 

factor in creating the sense of safety is the level of vegetation and its maintenance, indicating 

that people find well-maintained landscapes to have a sense of safety. (Kuo et al. 1998) In 

addition, it can be said that broadening the possibilities of the site’s usage and encouraging 

people to use them, will in turn have a synergistic effect attracting even more users, making 

the mentioned aspects key factors in perceiving the public open spaces as more safe (Giles-

Corti et al. 2005). 

 

 

4.2.2.7. Perception of marginal users 

 

The topic of marginal users was a subordinate topic and discussed less midst the interviewees 

of the 1st round. For the 2nd round of interviews it was a predominant topic. The perception 

of marginal users in the first round was mainly negative because of the drunks and drug 

addicts using it. Before the small-scale interventions people of the second round were 

towards the topic, saying that the area has drunks, drug addicts and homeless people using 

it together with gangs of young people partying and people using the area with their cars. 

After the interventions were introduces to the area, people’s perception towards the topic of 

marginal users has changed to better. People are reporting to see less and less marginal users 

in the area and more of the new type of users (families, kids, etc.). In all the rounds it was 

mentioned, that the situation regarding the place’s marginal users has gotten a lot better in 

time. The general findings of the two interview rounds regarding the marginal users of 

Kopliranna were unexpectedly both, positive and negative. The reason for it may lay in the 

differences of overall perception, caused by the people’s knowledge about the history and 

(prior) reputation of Kopliranna. The fears concerning the site may arise from personal 

experiences, exposure to second-hand stories, anecdotes or media influences (Boyd et al. 

2018). In contrast to the negative attitude towards the topic, even if informal greenspace is 

becoming generally more accessible for all the user groups, the new forming socio-spatial 
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patterns of place might become a disadvantage for the marginalised and vulnerable 

groupings, limiting the previously available benefits of the site (Rupprecht, Byrne 2017). 

 

 

Figure 28. Example of marginal use in Kopliranna (Author, 2020) 

 

Which from an environmental justice perspective does not match, since everybody should 

have an equal access to a healthy, nurturing environment, which fulfils his or her needs and 

supports well-being (Koprowska et al. 2020). Nevertheless, for other users, such as mothers 

with young children, young females or older adults, the previously mentioned marginal users 

in these places can be intimidating, reducing the frequency of visits (Boyd et al. 2018). It 

can be said that one user group’s demonstration of independence, by carrying through 

various activities they find to be suitable for the space, is another group’s source of 

discomfort and safety concern. (Ibidiem.) In other words, in the face of the growing attention 

and (positive) change in Kopliranna, there will most certainly always be one user group, 

either the new or previous ones, who will drift away.   
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4.2.2.8. Perception of littering & contamination 

 

The 2nd round predominant topic of littering & contamination is a subordinate topic for the 

1st round interviews. The perception of the 1st round interviews was only negative. People 

were mentioning the constant littering, construction waste laying on the ground and ashore. 

From the 2nd round of interviews people’s perception of littering and contamination on the 

site stayed negative as well. Before and after the small-scale interventions people reported 

littering, different construction waste and even used needles laying on the ground of 

Kopliranna. After the the interventions, some people even thought that now, when there are 

more people going to the area, there is more of littering. 

 

The general findings of the two interview rounds regarding littering and contamination in 

Kopliranna were expectedly both negative. Previously when walking in Kopliranna, what 

was normally found were empty cans, bottles, food wrappers, needles, old construction and 

industrial waste, that ruin the aesthetic beauty of the site. To change such littering habits, 

interventions are necessary to raise awareness with respect to the dysfunctional character 

and negative consequences of littering, that are: contaminating the nature; harming its 

wildlife; ruining the aesthetics and having a negative effect on the perception of the site 

(Hansmann, Steimer 2015). Now, after the small-scale interventions (seating places and 

trash bins), the area has started to get more maintenance, there is less harmful, constructional 

and industrial waste laying on the ground. However, there seems to be more pointless 

littering happening. Unfortunately, the existence of garbage bins does not guarantee that 

waste and litter will not be dropped on the ground (Reasons… 2018). For example the reason 

for ongoing littering in Kopliranna might be in the growing number people, who bring 

additional packages and containers with oneself, and the low maintenance level of the site. 

Creating a situation, where the new added trash bins will get full faster, because of what 

some people will still have no place to put litter (other than to throw it on the ground) and 

since there is still a low level maintenance on the site, the bins are not emptied out as often 

they need to be, hence there will (seemingly) be even more littering.  
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4.2.2.9. Conclusion 

 

All in all, the cause of the somewhat unexpected results might be found in the difference of: 

people’s relations towards the site; the aspects and characteristics of the site that people find 

important; people’s needs to connect to the nature; and the living area of the interviewees. 

As mentioned in the literature review, there have been correlations found between citizens’ 

residential time and their place attachment and identity processes (Knez 2005, Anton, 

Lawrence 2014). From the results of the current research it seems, that the main part of the 

interviewees who lived in Kopli or Northern Tallinn were having a more positive attitude 

and a less critical opinion of the site and the area of Kopli, compared to the people, who did 

not live in the mentioned districts nor had any connection to them. However, further research 

needs to be done in order to have a better understanding of if and how people’s living area 

and length of living in the area plays a role in creating a perception of place.  

 

Regarding the aspects of place and the change of perception before and after small-scale 

interventions of Kopliranna, one can draw parallels based on the results of the research and 

the topics discussed in the literature review. Additionally, from the results it became evident 

that all of the predominant topics are entwined with one another. For example, feeling of 

safety is connected to the remoteness, borders & accessibility and the marginal users of the 

area; remoteness is in turn connected to the marginal users, wild nature and borders & 

accessibility etc. 

 

Although, people still seemed to have concerns about the topics of littering & contamination, 

safety &security and remoteness, even after the interventions had been made. It can be said, 

that in general the change, in how people perceive the site of Kopliranna, has been from 

negative, neutral and ambivalent to positive, as it was hoped for.  

 

 

4.2.3. Perception of the design of the small-scale interventions 

 

Natural environments are said to be restorative when they give users a sense of being away 

from their usual setting, and a sense of fascination resulting from exposure to wildlife or 

natural beauty (Giles-Corti et al. 2005). Before any change and small-scale interventions 

people were perceiving the area mainly positive, but for different reasons than now. The 
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activities done on the site were quite short-term and the main purpose of the place was found 

in the ability to walk more privately in the (wild) nature, near the seaside, differentiating 

from the usual urban space and the Stroomi beach. There is evidence supporting the walkable 

urban greenspaces to have an immediate as well as indirect effects on health, improving not 

only the general health of the population but also the quality of the environment (Santana et 

al. 2011).  

 

The interviewees stated that, the small-scale interventions have had a notable impact on the 

physical and mental perception, just as on the use of space. Thus, creating a generally 

positive grasp on the impact of the design in Kopliranna, with the addition of some 

ambivalent ones.  

 

The perception of the small-scale interventions (sunbathing platform, wooden decks, 

benches and litter bins) design itself was all positive. People found it to be nice, delicate, 

natural, user-friendly and very suitable to the environment. The implementation of the 

interventions was thought to: make the area more attractive overall, as well as for new user 

groups; improve the overall perception of safety and maintenance, provoke new 

opportunities for using the natural greenspace, and lengthen the time spent in the area. People 

with an ambivalent perception were describing exact positive emotions, but the durability of 

the design and the creation of additional design elements (platforms and trash bins) were put 

into question. On the one hand, people might have had such a good response towards the 

small-scale interventions, because they already saw a lot of potential in the site before the 

interventions, and now it seems to have been put into good use. On the other hand, positive 

perception could just be due to the fact there was something new done in the previously wild 

standstill area.  

 

All in all, the well-designed interventions done in urban greenspaces have the potential to 

affect a range of outcomes including the exposure to environmental risks, lifestyles and 

behavioural aspects, health and well-being, social equity and quality of life in general (WHO 

Regional Office for Europe 2017). From the example of Kopliranna one can see, that after 

the small-scale interventions the area has gotten more attractive in the eyes of the users, 

providing them with new and satisfying opportunities to experience the informal greenspace 

of Kopliranna.  
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CONCLUSION 

 

The urban dwellers of our time need more spaces to escape the urban surroundings, manage 

stress, keep their health and well-being. This research brought out the fact that people of the 

current society tend to recreate and improve the aspects related to their quality of life better 

in the informal blue- and greenspaces, rather than the formal ones. 

 

As it seems, the city of Tallinn, together with its city district of Northern Tallinn, offer their 

residents options to use informal blue- and greenspaces. An interesting example describing 

the correlation between the health and well-being of temporary improvements implemented 

in an informal greenspace of Northern Tallinn, is the BlueHealth project’s case study area 

of Kopliranna.  

 

The current thesis focused on analysing: the reported use of the Kopliranna area and other 

blue- and greenspaces in Kopli and/or Tallinn; the aspects people found important 

concerning the area of Kopliranna; the change in people’s perception of the Kopliranna 

informal greenspace after the small-scale interventions. 

 

All of the proposed research questions were answered during the in-depth analysis of the 

results and the discussion. People mainly reported to use the area of Kopliranna for calmer 

activities, such as walking, going to the nature and the sea and exploring. Other most 

common blue- and greenspaces people reported to use in Kopli and/or Tallinn were: the 

Stroomi beach; the Paljassaare peninsula; the area of Kalaranna; the citadel and the old town 

of Tallinn; the Kopli lines; the urban park forest of Merimetsa. The general use of these sites 

was to go to the beach and/or seaside, go to the park and/or nature, do sports and/or 

recreation. Concerning the area of Kopliranna people found the following topics to be 

important: nature; milieu of the area; remoteness; maintenance; borders & accessibility; 

safety & security; marginal users; littering & contamination. The change in people’s 

perception after the small-scale interventions was mainly both positive and ambivalent. 

However, the overall change in perception could be considered as positive or in some cases 

even more positive.  
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What became evident was that comparing the results of the BlueHealth project’s beginning 

phase to the two rounds of interviews before and after the project had taken place, people 

were still concerned about the similar topics, littering and safety. Therefore, a further 

research should be taken into consideration in order to find out why these topics are 

continually actual and to create additional mitigation measures.  

 

All in all, it can be said that the informal blue- and greenspaces offer its users various 

experiences, create different attachments and meanings, which result in people finding more 

and more reasons to use this kind of informal spaces to benefit their recreation and well-

being. From the example of Northern Tallinn’s informal greenspace of Kopliranna it can be 

said that there is a growing necessity for informal blue- and greenspaces, however it has 

become evident that some small-scale interventions, like creating seating areas and adding 

trash bins, are important to the people so they could perceive these areas as safe and 

attractive.  
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Appendix 1. Questionnaire form of the 1st round interviews 

 

Interviewer should bring copies of two different maps on site: the map of Koplirand and the 

map of the area with surrounding neighbourhood. If the interviewee is talking about a 

specific place or action on specific place it should be marked on the map(s). 

Questionnaire sheet and both maps should be marked with the code for each respondent. 

TLL YY-MM-DD sequence No e.g. TLL 19-06-14 07 

List of questions 

General Place of the interview (city district or a place) 

Spoken language 

Nationality 

Age 

Gender 

Connection to 

neighbourhood 

1. How long have you lived here? 

2. Where do you live (Address not needed, nearest crossing is 

enough)? 

3. What is you favorite place (in Estonia/in Tallinn/in the 

neighbourhood)? What do you do there?  

4. How often do you spend time outdoors? Where? How? How it is 

affected by season? 

5. For what are you going there ( to feel more relaxed / to be alone/ 

meet friends ...) 

 

Connection to 

Koplirand area 

Perception of 

changes 

6. Do you know about it? If yes, what do you know? 

7. Have you visited the area?  

8. If yes, what have you done/ do you do there? / How do you 

spend/ have you spent your time there? 

9. With whom or for what/ whom are you going there/have gone 

there ? 

10. What are the values of there area for you? What do you like? 

11. What in the area is disturbing for you ? What don't you like? 

12. Do you know about the ongoing/future plans of the area 

[BlueHealth (BH) interventions, promenade ...]? If yes what do 

you know (if no, tell them briefly)? What is you opinion about 

them?  
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Appendix 2. Questionnaire form of the 2nd round interviews 

 

Interviewer should bring copies of two different maps on site: the map of Koplirand and the 

map of the area with surrounding neighbourhood. If the interviewee is talking about a 

specific place or action on specific place it should be marked on the map(s). 

Questionnaire sheet and both maps should be marked with the code for each respondent. 

TLL YY-MM-DD sequence No e.g. TLL 19-11-14 07 

List of questions 

General Spoken language 

Age 

Gender 

Connection to 

neighbourhood 

1. How long have you lived here? 

2. Where do you live (Address not needed, nearest crossing is enough)? 

3. What motivated you to move here? 

4. You favourite outdoor place in Tallinn/Kopli? 

5. How often do you spend time outdoors? Where? How? How it is 

affected by season? 

Connection to 

Koplirand area 

Perception of 

changes 

6. How often do you visit Koplirand? 

7. How do you fit spending time at Koplirand into your daily routine? 

8. Who, if anyone, do you go with? 

9. What activities do you do at the site? 

• Why do you go there? 

10. How do you feel the site has changed over time (not specifically 

about the last year)? 

• What is your earliest memory of the site? 

• Any other memorable experiences if any? 

• What did you like about the space before, what do you like 

about it now (after the intervention)? 

• What didn’t you like about the space before, what don’t you 

like about it now (after the intervention)? 

11. How have your activities changed over time, if at all? 

12. There have been some changes over the past year, how do you feel 

about the way they’ve been implemented? 

• Can you describe any particular changes you’ve noticed? 

13. How does your experience change through the last year? 

14. How do you feel about the site now? 

15. If you were a tour guide what would you include in your tour and 

why? 

• What is the motivating force for using the space (specific 

element/ feature)?     

16. Is there anything we haven’t covered that you think is important? 

 



Appendix 3.  Results of the 1st round interviews

Topic Age Gender Area of living Length of 
No. of people Overall On the site of 

Kopliranna
Description/ 
Interviewee

Pos. Neut. Neg. Pos. Neut. Neg.

1 60 Female

Area nearby 20+ years Going to the 
seaside; going 
for walks (with 
grandchildren); 
sunbathing; 
picking up trash; 
going to the 
nature; relaxing

walking

2 27 Female

Out of the area - Spending 
outside; 
walking; 
photographing 
old architecture; 
wondering; 
going to the 
nature/parks

walking

3 57 Female
Area nearby Since birth Walking the 

dog; walking
-

4 27 Male

Out of the area - Hiking; walking; 
doing sports; 
meeting friends

walking

5 30 Female

Area nearby 5-10 years Going to the 
nature, parks; 
spending time 
with family; 
going to 
different places 
outdoors

walking

6 26 Male

Out of the area - Walking; 
spending time 
with friends; 
studying; being 
active

-

- -

7 3

Activities Maintenance  Littering/ contamination

- -

Growth in attention towards the area and 
maintenance

Littering of remote areas

Untended condition of the area and the beach -

- -

Little maintenance -
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Appendix 3. continued

Neut. Neg. Pos. Neut. Pos. Neut. Neg. Pos. Neut. Pos. Neut. Neg.

- - Big trucks driving on small streets; no pathway for 
pedestrians in the area nearby.

-

9 7 6 3

Remoteness Safety/security Infrastructure Public/social services

Feeling of neglect Too creepy to there alone - -

Away from the city (center) and yet so close; place 
to walk the dog, also the dog can swim there; lonely 
place

Scared to go to the area alone - -

Suitable for alone time and bigger privacy Disorder and untended parts of the area might be 
dangerous for children

Underdeveloped infrastructure on and around the 
site

Missing public/social services (shops, 
kindergardens, healthcare…)

- - - -

- - - -
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Appendix 3. continued

Pos. Neut. Neg. Pos. Neut. Neg. Pos. Neut. Neg. Pos. Neut. Neg.

- Nature; greenery; the sea --

17 15 68

Milieu of the area Perception of place Nature Marginal users

Quiet area; closeness to the sea Green and natural area; the sea There are a lot less drunks in the area-

Place you can just go to and always spend time 
differently (have a picnic, have a walk, play with 
kids); different place compared to the city

The sea, the greenery Drunk people and drunk addicts are still using the 
area (however has gotten better in time)

-

Calm and quiet area, that is at the same time close 
to the city center; place to be alone

Greenery; the sea is very important; fresh air -Old, smaller residential buildings

- The sea makes the area special; green area; birds 
singing

Drunk people-

Place feels untouched Natural green area; the sea -Rustic yards and houses
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Appendix 3. continued

Pos. Neut. Neg. Pos. Neut. Neg.

Reaching the area takes time because of the fences 
and barriers of the port

-

10 3

Borders/Accessibility Other

- Realestate prices are growing; developers intrest in 
the area

Closeness to the city center; easily accessible ( by 
trab, by bus, by car)

-

Accessibility of the area; especially from the city 
center (closeness of it)

-

- -

Mentality of the ports; hard to access the shore -
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Appendix 3. continued

7 24 Male

Out of the area - Studying; 
spending time 
with friends; 
doing sports; 

-

8 18 Female

Out of the area, 
used to live in 
the area nearby

Before moving, 
lived in the area 
since birth (17 
years)

Going to the 
seaside; going 
wlaking; going 
to the beach; 
going 
swimming; 
meeting friends; 
doing sports; 

walking, 
exploring

9 23 Male

In the area Less than 2 
years

Going to the 
nature; doing 
sports; going to 
the beach; 
meeting friends; 
chilling

-

10 26 Female

Out of the area - Going to the 
beach; going to 
parks, 
playgrounds 
with my child; 
walking; 
spending time in 
the city center

Going to a 
photoshoot; 
walking

11 56 Female

In the area Since birth Going to the 
nature; going on 
walks; being 
active 
(recreation); 
community 
gardening; 

walking, 
cycling; using it 
as a wlking 
corridor

12 29 Female

Area nearby Less than 2 
years

Grilling; 
walking; 
sunbathing; 
going to the 
seaside/ beaches

walking; 
exploring; 
walking the dog

- -

- -

Untended -

Untended Littering

- Littering; construction waste on the ground and 
ashore

Area is getting more attention -
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Appendix 3. continued

- - - -

Not many people know about the area - No pedestrian or cycling roads -

Few people - A lot of trails and roads in the area; good 
infrastructure in the surrounding area

-

- - - No toilet

Bleak; no life Not going there alone, too creepy - -

- - - -
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The area is very different compared to Tallinn’s 
overall picture.

- -Every street is different; unusual sights; a lot of 
cheap soviet time concrete buildings

Closeness to the sea; using the place as a transit 
corridor

Closeness of the sea -Milieu area; diversity of architecture

- - --

Place to chill and see the sunset - Drunk people-

Closeness to the sea; the sea view; place to enjoy 
sunsets

Closeness of the sea Drunk people-

Quiet area; closeness to the sea Green and natural area; the sea There are a lot less drunks in the area-
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Possibilities to go further along the shoreline are cut 
by strong borders (the fences, the port, the 
shipyard); Strong seclusion from the sea; lost 
seaview because of the borders

-

Old factories/ship yards hinder my mobility; -

Fast connection to the beach for the people living in 
the area; big ports and shipyards surrounding the 
area

-

- -

- -

- Realestate prices are growing;  developers intrest in 
the area
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13 36 Female

Area nearby 10-20 years Going to the 
beach; walking; 
going to the 
playgrounds 
with kids; 
walking the dog; 
going to the 
counrty side

cycling; 
wondering 
around the area;  
walkinig

14 39 Male

Area nearby 10-20 years Jogging; going 
on playgrounds 
with kids; 
walking the dog; 
sledding with 
kids

cycling; looking 
around

15 63 Female

Area nearby Less than 2 
years

Sunbathing; 
walking; going 
on playgrounds 
with 
grandchildren; 
commuting; 
going to the 
countryside

-

16 23 Male

Out of the area - commuting; go 
to the park; eat 
outside; 
swimming; 
meeting friends; 
going to the 
seaside

walking; 
exploring;

17 34 Female

Out of the area - Commuting 
between places; 
walking the dog; 
going on 
picnics; 

walking; 
exploring; using 
it as a walking 
corridor

- -

- -

- -

Wild, authentic look -

- -
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- Bad reputation of the area - -

- Don’t feel safe for my kids to play in the area Structure of the roads and transportation -

Hidden oasis; small cosy area; lonely area; feeling of 
a country-side; away from the city (center) and yet 
so close

Reputation of the area, makes me question my 
safety; feeling of being unsafe

Public transportation around and to the area is not 
well organized;

Social/public services are further away (shops, 
kindergarden, schools…)

Untouched area, wild - - -

Open, free space - - -
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- The sea --

Small town feeling; closeness to the sea Closeness of the sea -Historical and architectural value

Quiet area; closeness to the sea; small town/ country-
side feeling; feeling of a hidden oasis

Closeness of the sea; greenery -Feeling and look of the streets; interesting 
architecture; houses are close to the sea

Openess and closeness to the sea at the same time; 
untouched area; wild

Closeness of the sea; the greenery -Historical architecture; interesting street network; 
untended houses

Not a dense area; open space; scattered space, 
different rooms form

The sea; free green space; open space -Interesting architecture; small streets
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- -

- -

Closeness to the city center makes the area feel 
more accessible.

An appealing area to live at

Not easily accessible -

Visual and physical barrier because of the port, 
shipyard and old industrial buildings; restricted 
movement along the shoreline

-
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Appendix 4. Results of the 2nd round interviews

Overall On the site of 
Kopliranna

No. of people
Description / 
Interviewee

Pos. Neut. Neg.

1 24 Male
Out of the area 
(Kristiine)

- working out; playing 
bsketball; walking (the 
dog); going to the 
nature

walking; walking 
the dog ; enjoying 
the nature; getting 
fresh air

2 27 Male
Out of the area 
(Nõmme)

- Going to the beach; 
playing discgolf; 
walking fishing

taking walks 

3 24 Female
Out of the area 
(Nõmme)

- Going to the beach; 
playing discgolf; 
walking fishing

Taking walks; 
resting; sitting; 
enjoyinh the 
surroundings. Spend 
time and kill 
bordom.

4 24 Female
Out of the area 
(Tondi)

- Commuting on foot; 
going to the nature, to 
the country side; 
walking; working in 
the garden 

Taking a walk

5 53 Female
Out of the area 
(Nõmme)

- Active resting: going 
to the country side; 
doing yard work; 
going walking; going 
to the forest, picking 
berries/mushrooms; 
wonder around and 
look into people's 
homes through 
windows and see what 
their doing; looking 
for interesting doors in 
the city; if I have time 
then sometimes going 
sunbathing as well.

Spending time by 
myself, resting and 
relaxing; walking; 
having a picnic; 
spend time with my 
daughter; looking at 
the sea; observing 
the surroundings

Topic Age Gender Area of living Length of 
residence

Activities Infrastructure

7

No specific roads, hard to access.

-

-

-

-
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Appendix 4. continued

Pos. Neut. Pos. Neut. Neg. Pos. Neut. Pos. Neut. Neg. Pos. Neut.

Public/Social services Nature Milieu of the area Memories connected to the area

7 21 13 23

- The sea; greenery - The sea and looking at the sunset

Need for toilet(s) The sea; the views - Memories connected to going to an unmaintained 
area near Stroomi, was not impressive, maybe even 
felt off-putting. Kopliranna area was unmaintained 
and not noticeable.

- - The working beacon light gives the area some 
meaning for me, a touch of  attractiveness in the 
area.

Off- putting childhood memory ( in Stroomi beach);  
the place wasn't accessable, so I didn't think about 
going there at all

- - -

- The sea - Moving to a big city; spending time with friends

Spending time with someone important
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before and after 
Pos. Neut. Neg. the intervention Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg.

Before I had an understanding of 
the place as a neglected 
unmaintained area, but actually 
the area feels to bee somewhat 
maintained

Littering+ empty alcohol bottles and needles on the ground.

Has started to get more attention 
(some parts are mowed)

A lot of litter and garbage lying 
around.

It's cleaner than the first time I 
was here.

Neut. Neut.

Littering/ contaminationOther

Changes in the 
Kopliranna area 

Maintenance

Before After Before After

1711 19

Feels maintained and is nice and 
more appealing. 

- -

- Untended

The need for a more open shoreline, even in the city 
center where you can have a long walk by the sea 
side and when in need tip your toes into the sand 
and the sea. (Something like in Barcelona, Batum or 
Galleia).

Dirty unmaintained area

- -

From the two visits I would say 
the littering is the same, a lot of 

trash lying around (one-time grills, 
food containers etc)

- Untended

From the two visits I have had, the 
site feels untended

-- -

Place has been opened up and 
seems to be maintained more

- -
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Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg.

- - - Cool place that has been opened up, has 
become more attractive; although the area 
still doesn't feel safe

-

- -- -  It is a place to just spend time;  a 
place to feel closer to the nature 
and be almost in the middle of 
Tallinn at the same time

It has gotten a lot more attractive in time 
and it's a nice place to spend time at; but 
now when I am familiar with the place and 
I've seen many times now it's not thrilling 
for me anymore

Before After

Neut. Neut. Neut.

Remoteness Perception of place Safety/Security

Before After Before After

18 23 10

- - When I was younger I didn't use to 
go to the Kopliranna part since it 
was hard to notice, it was dirty 
and unmaintained, there were 
drunks and drug addicts there. 
A few years ago I discovered this 
seaside space for myself. The area 
had already gotten more appealing 
and I started to feel interested of 
the area more and more. 

I feel a lot more positive towards the sight, 
it's now looking out into the future, it's not 
a left-behind city space anymore.  Now 
when the Kopliranna area is cleaned and 
opened it's a welcoming place where you 
have a very nice view to the city and it's 
horizont. I love the feature that the sea is 
in the city. I don't have to go through a lot 
of trouble to get to the seaside, I just take a 
bus, I don't need a private car for that. It's 
such an easy access to the sea now. I wish 
I could spend more time in the area, but I 
need more time for it.

- -

Frightened of the place; prefer to 
go there with company. For me 
there is lack of feeling safe. The 
big concrete walls covered in 
graffiti makes this place even 
creepier

- Remoteness is appealing to 
marginal users

- For me it's not a special place but I could 
come back here to take a walk/ have a seat 
on the platforms.

- -

- -- Since there area seating areas, it's 
a nice place to go and escape from 
the masses.

No point in going to the area, 
nothing special to see or nowhere 
to be

It has been opened up to people more; nice 
place to walk to , if you want to walk away 
of the mass on people in Stroomi; the place 
has still it's nothingness and anonymity
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Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg.  Neg.

-

Neut.

Before After Before After

Neut. Neut.

Marginal users Borders/Accessibility Perception of the design

Before After

17 17  

Drunk people; drug addicts Less marginal users Before you didn't notice the area, 
it didn't feel as accessible as now.

Now it feels and is more open, 
noticable, more attractive and 
accessible.

It wasn't so cofortable space to use 
before. I came a lot seldom to 
walk in this area.

The wooden platform area really 
pleasant and comfy. A place to 
''chill''.  I feel it suits really well 
with the environment, and goes 
well with the over all look of the 
Kopliranna seaside. It's nice and 
easy/light design. 

Because of the quality of the path leading into the area (when coming 
from Stroomi beach)  isn't very good, the area doesn't seem vey 
accessible nor approachable.

- I think the platforms area nice and 
suitable for the area, gives the area 
some meaning or reason to visit 
the area.

Not accessable at all The space has opened up; I don't 
like that the area still has barriers 
and strong borders ( especially the 
concrete ones); it makes the area 
questionable and creepy 

- - - - Untended area with nothing to 
attract people coming to the area 
or stay there

An effort has been made to make 
the place look better now there's a 
reason to stay at the area for a 
while, even if it's just to sit. The 
interventions are making the place 
attractive.

Weird groups seem to be hanging 
around here (drunk people etc.); 
also there area a lot of russians 
here since I don't understand 
russian and their tradition to 
spend time outside like they do I 

The interventions give some feeling of safety and that the place is 
being maintained. The design looks cool, gives a nice touch to the 
area. The staircase going to the water is the nicest.  But still the site is 
a little creepy for me, I believe the interventions have made tha area 
better, because I decided to walk here, but I don't think I would stay to 
sit here for a longer time. I don't think I will start to come here just 

- Drunk people; drug addicts

- - - - A nothing place, no point to go to, 
nowhere to be

Great place to hang out, attractive; 
a nothing place is now a positive 
thing; brings more people to the 
area
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6 68 Male In the area

20+ years Going walking; 
working out; spending 
time near home; going 
to the sea; going to the 
nature; sunbathing; 
swimming;   

Observing the 
people that are in 
the area; going to 
the sea; walking; 
sunbathing; 

7 27 Female
Area nearby 
(Kolde street, 
Pelgulinn)

Since birth Walking; doing sports; 
hiking; sunbathing; 
swimming; chilling in 
the nature; meeting 
friends; going to the 
seaside/parks/ nature; 
going to skateparks;  

Walking; sitting; 
looking around; 
enjoying the quiet 
and peacefulness; 
going to the sea

8 60 Female
Area nearby 
(Taime street, 
Pelgulinn)

Since birth Walking; going to the 
nature; walking in the 
city

Walking near the 
area of Stroomi. 
have stayed in the 
beginnig of 
Kopliranna area 
(around 
Dostojevski) and 
haven't gone further.

9 31 Male
Area nearby 
(Kolde street, 
Pelgulinn)

10-20 years Going cycling; 
walking; going to the 
beach

Looking at the city 
view; going to the 
sea; walking

10 38 Female In the area

20+ years Going for walks; going 
to the seaside/parks; 
driving further from 
home to look around 
in other places; going 
to the nature;  

Walking; cycling; 
spending time with 
my child

11 62 Female In the area

Less than 2 
years

Walking; going to the 
nature; observing the 
nature/birds; reading 
books

Walking; going to 
the sea; listening the 
waves; enjoying the 
wilderness of the 
area

Narrow walking path, no place to step off or room to 
pass people (towards Dostojevski restaurant).

-

-

-

-

Needs better paths and some lighting.
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There’s a pub now close to the area. I was excited 
for it but now when it'ss ready  don't like it. It's not 
suitable for the Kopliranna area. 

The sea; greenery; birds; a little wild area Old houses; small streets; old school area (some 
things are the same like in the beginning of 2000’s)

Moving to the big city; closeness to the sea

The pub brings more people to the area to 
accidentaly wonder there.

The closeness to the sea; the wild life ( birds); the 
wild greenery with old bushes, apple trees and 
meadows.

Reminds me of London, such a small area where 
there are so many different ''city spaces'' together ( 
the old barracs, private houses etc.).

Coming to an natural area with no people, the 
remoteness of the palce.

Many public and social services in the area nearby 
around Stroomi beach mostly ( cafe; stalls; 
playgrounds; places for sports activities)

Closeness to the sea and nature - Mixed childhood memories.

- The ‘’open’’ sea; they could design the vegetation 
of the area , I think it needs more high vegetation

- Remote, disconsolate area with no design what so 
ever; trash

- The sea; fresh air; wilderness - Change in living arrangements. A new home.

- The sea; green and natural area Area with an industrial romance vibe Chilling and looking at the sunset (with family and 
friends)
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A lot more littering than before.

Contrast to the Stroomi beach
Fear that the site and Kopli overall will become the 
second Kalamaja ( new developments a lot of 
people etc). They should just restore the pearls 
(houses) in the area and keep the somewhat 
wilderness.

Untended

I am scared that they will start to 
maintain it more and they will 
mow the beautiful meadow the 
area has. I don't want cut grass 
there. 

A lot of industrial junk in the sea, 
hurts the eye.

Closed shoreline of Tallinn (because of big ports 
etc). 

Untended

Maintained more often (cleaning 
the trash; mowing the hay etc)

Littering hasn’t changed, it’s still the same.

Minimal interference Littering hasn’t changed, it’s still the same.

- -

Need for a ‘’legal’’ graffiti wall Unmaintained

- - -

- Looked more wild, but a little 
dirty.

Littering hasn’t changed, it’s still the same.- Natural area (wild); untended, doesn’t make the place look posh

The area looks cleaner and more 
maintained.

Littering New trash bins in the area;
but there's still littering
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Remote wild place with no people. 
Place to breathe in and listen to 
the nature (the sea, the birds etc). 
Peaceful oasis.

After the interventions ( pub+ 
seatings) the remoteness and it's 
wilderness are fading away.

Remote wild place with no people. 
Place to breathe in and listen to 
the nature, observ it  (the sea, the 
birds etc). Peaceful 
oasis.Wilderness inside the city. A 
secret place to be on my own.

(Because of the new pub), more people go 
there; the remoteness and wilderness are 
starting to fade away. Not all the people 
coming here understand the singularity of 
this place. It's not a peacful oasis for me 
anymore.I feel the creation of the 
interventions has faded the wilderness of 

- -

A remote place, few people went 
to the area; private place

Because of the new pub, more 
people go there; a lot less 
remoteness

Was an unknown place where you 
could be more on your own. It's a 
place for everyone to be and chill, 
not a  vain place. Few people 
came here.

Now there is a lot more people, but it's not 
so disturbing, there are still some places to 
be on your own. There has to be some 
development so I don't mind the changes 
and more people coming there that much. 
It was a forgotten place for the other 
people, now they can discover it as well. 
People finally go further from the Stroomi 
beach.

Feeling safe and not afraid to be there with kids

Feeling of abandonment; constrained access Disconsolate area with out any 
design; I liked how the place felt 
neglected, a place with good 
views an unknown place.

It's a space that has nice city views and it's 
quite unknown place; and the interventions 
done in the area area quite minimal and 
haven't killed the vibe of the area ( 

- -

The area doesn't feel safe nor approachable.- - Haven't gone to the area since it 
doesn't seem approachable. It's off 
my usual walking route.

Thought about going to the area once, but I 
saw a big group of russian speaking 
youngsters going before me to the area so I 
changed my mind.

Quiet area, few people, peaceful to 
sit there

Vandalism; everything else is the 
same

More natural area where you can 
be close to the sea; a quiet area 
with less people

The area is now even more exciting and 
usable because of the intervention, I have 
started to come here more often.. Now you 
can sit longer on the seaside and you have 
specific places to do it. it's not so popular 
area ( like Stroomi beach).

- -

Vandalism, youngster partying in the area and making noise. Place where I could lengthen my 
walks and have more space and 
privacy than in the Stroomi beach. 
A private wilderness in the city. I 
took the area as it was, with all the 
flaws and positive aspects. Place 
where everyone could come now 
matter their social status.

Place that feels more accessible and you 
feel more welcome. An open private, still 
somewhat wild place where you can walk, 
sit, look at the sea and the city. I like te 
feeling of the place that it belongs to 
everybody.

- -
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There is are no more possibilities 
for privacy, you can't step off  the 
path just to be on your own. Now 
the path is too narrow and there 
are too many people using it. 

The place was wild and managing 
on it's own. Diverese environment 
( the sea, the meadow, rocks, 
houses etc). 

The intervention intervenes with 
the nature nicely and it's good to 
sit there. However, if I could 
choose I would choose no seating 
places. Since it kills the 
wilderness and feels out of place 
in some spots ( like the stairs and 

Weren't bothered by drunks using 
the area.

Now more people have started to 
come here to socialize. Groups of 
young people partying  and 
shouting.

Before the narrow path was good 
since the area wasn't so accessible.
There are strong disturbing 
borders (shipyad and port) in the 
area that cut you away from the 
nice continuous shoreline. They 
could remove them or make it 

A place where everyone can be; I am not disturbed by all the different 
kind of people using the are, compared to the begginning of 2000's 
there's a lot less drunks and drug addicts, I don't focus on thesm even 
if they are there, if I feel disturbed I just go away and it's okay.

- - An unknown natural place to be 
private. 

I find them very natural and easy 
for the environment. More places 
for the people to be (sit).

They could remove  the fence/border near the area where the seating 
platforms have been mounted.

Disconsolate, a place with no 
design whatsoever ; untended 
neglected feeling in the area

Suitable for the area, it connects 
with the surrounding environment. 
The intervention is quite minimal 
and beacuse of that perfect for the 

- -

I have deen drrunk and ''gangs'' of young people going to the are, so it 
doesn't make me feel safe, when thinking about going to the area.

The area doesn't feel safe nor approachable. I have heard of them, but I have not seen them, so I can not assess it

- - - - A wild natural place where you 
could have more priacy and be 
still close to the sea,

For me the interventions made the 
site more exciting and usable. The 
design is nice and is suitable for 
the place. The area now more 
options to sit by the seaside.

Young people partying, drunks 
and drug addicts (but it was a lot 
worse in the 90's)

Now there is less of the ''marginal 
users''  and more new type of users 
in the area. Dog walkers, just 
people walking or having a 
picninc, people in all the different 
ages are using the area now more.
Now that it's more accessible the 
area might get ''too'' popular.

Didn't feel accessible, less open. The area is now more open and 
accessible.

It was a place where I mostly 
walked and sometimes sat on a 
rock. I really liked th place before 
as well.

The design is nice, I really like the 
staircase in the end, I can access it 
the best. I like that they are taking 
care of the area and they do it in 
quite small steps and I thiks this 
has the biggest  impact. Now it's 
like you area coming to an open 
new seaside. Possibilities to stay 
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12 46 Female
Area nearby 
(Puhangu street 
Pelguranna)

Walking around; 
looking at the clouds; 
reading books etc.

Walking; sitting; 
reading

13 36 Female In the area

20+ years Walking with kids; 
enjoying the nature; 
going to the sea; 
enjoying the wildlife 
(birds, fish); cycling; 
working in the garden

Walking the dog; 
going to the sea; 
walking; enjoying 
the nature and 
wildlife 
(rabbits,birds, fish 
etc.); spending time 
with  children

14 35 Female In the area

2-5 years Walking; walking and 
training the dog; doing 
sports; doing 
recreative activities;

Walking; training 
and walking the 
dog; 

15 55 Female

Before in the 
area/ Now in the 
area nearby 
(Pelgulinn)

22 years in 
Lõime street/ 
now 19 years 

Walking; gardening; 
walking the dog; 
driving out of the city; 
spending time with my 
husband; going to the 
countryside;  cycling

Walking; walking 
the dog; spending 
time with my 
husband; going to 
the seaside; cycling;

16 24 Male
Out of the area 
(Kristiine)

- Doing sports; going to 
the nature; playing 
football; walking; 

Walking; looking at 
the sea

17 71 Male Area nearby

5-10 years Gardening; walking; 
spending time with my 
wife; walking the dog; 
driving out of the city; 
going to the country 
side

Wondering around; 
going to the sea; 
spending time with 
my wife; walking; 
looking around; just 
spending time in the 
area

18 57 Female Area nearby

20+ years Walking; spending 
time with kids and 
husband; walking the 
dogs; going to the sea; 
walking along the 
shore

Going for a walk; 
enjoying the 
weather; being 
alone; walking the 
dogs

The area needs better paths, so the greenery 
wouldn't get trampled.

-

-

Need for lighting from Dostojevski's pub towards 
the shipyard. Also a better path, something 
promenade like.

Infrastructure close to the area is being taken care 
of.The path to the area has gotten wider in time.

-

-
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- Contact and closeness to/with the sea; the (wild) 
greenery

Interesting old neighbourhood. Childhood memory connected to the site nearby 
(Stroomi beach).

- The closeness to the sea, the nature and it's 
wilderness

The overall look of the area has gotten cleaner and 
better looking in time. Restoration of houses etc. 
Red beacon lights create a sea theme for the place, a 
bigger connection to the sea, it's not just a beach.

Curiosity towards the (restricted) area (place felt a 
little criminal) and access to the sea.

- The sea - Coming to the area for the first time and seeing the 
nice seaside area.

The new pub (Dostojevski) is a positive change near 
the area

The sea, the beach The romance of the streets surrounding the area ( 
like Sirbi street), it could even have more of the 
Scandinavian cosiness.

Memories connected to changing living 
arrangements, the attractiveness of the nature and 
closeness to the sea and the beach.

Everything is close. The closeness to the sea; the greenery; the wildlife 
(rabbits, foxes, birds), the meadow with flowers

Quiet area, with interesting architecture; ongoing 
restorations of old houses.

Childhood memories about summer, playing, 
greenery, flowers, families walking to the sea. 
Also the unsafe feeling, a lot of trash and the drug 
addicts using and living in the area.

- The sea; the wild nature The beacon lights and the Soviet time feeling of the 
place.

Positive suprise about finding this type of area 
(wild, green and remote).

- The sea; the (wild) greenery; the rocky shoreline Old houses and industrial feeling. Memories of falling in love, spending time and 
being in the moment.
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- -

Needs more and regular 
maintenance.

Littering More people coming to the area = 
more littering

Closed shoreline of Tallinn (because of big ports 
etc). 

-

- Little maintenance, partially 
moved grass, and lack of cutting 
the hay.

There seems to be maintenance in 
the area.

Trash and needles laying on the ground.

Area is cleaner and seems more 
maintained.

A lot of needles and litter on the 
ground.

Area seems cleaner with less 
litter.

It could have maybe a small boat rental to go and 
paddle near the opening of the bay.

Dirty , untended

There is no playground for kids. Untended, up until 5 years ago 
they started to mow the hey.

More maintenance is needed. Trash, and construction waste etc. Littering by the users of the area

- Compared to 20 years ago it has 
gotten cleaner.

Pointless littering by the ''new'' 
users.

I like the people coming to the area but I am scared 
that it will get even more overcrowded than it is 
now ( this goes to all the beach areas in Northen 
Tallinn).

Untended, very natural area. -

- Untended, wild area, felt lef-
behind and rarely used.

More maintenance in the area, you 
can see the area and its nature area 
being taken care of and is 
developing. The area seems to be 
under control. The area seems to 
have regular maintenance.

-

The area seems more maintained. Needles, litter Area has gotten cleaner.
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- - Place with few people, perfect to 
train my dog. A quiet, calm place 
to look at the sea.

A calm quiet place where to be close to the 
sea. Now a nice place to sit and spend 
more time by the sea side and look at the 
sea.
More people are coming to the area.

- -

If there would be some lighting the area would be and seem safer.

Safety is questionable because of 
some shady people using the area 
(drunks, drug addicts).I wouldn't 
come alone here.

Before it was so remote I didn't 
even notice this place or even 
knew about it.

A separated place from all the 
other areas nearby. It's hard to 
notice it. Feels like an undergroud 
place because of the needles 
laying around and some shady 

- Seeing people walking in the area made 
me curious. The place feels a little 
abandoned there are less people, it's like a 
quiet corner. Some of the people seem 
shady here. Some seem like normal 

-

Forgotten remote area. Area is cleaner and more 
maintained, but still has some 
remoteness to it and the feeling of 
wilderness.

An exciting place where you had 
to crawl through fence to get 
nearer to the sea. A place where 
you can feel deeper in nature than 
you physically are since your so 
close to the city center.Place 
where you could feel like going to 
the countryside. Place where I feel 
like home. The feeling of open sea 

The place feels cleaner and more 
maintained and put in order. It's still speial 
and for me has a homely feeling to it. Now 
when the place has seating areas it makes 
you feel more welcome to the area, not like 
an ''trespasser''. The feeling of being in the 
nature and close to the open sea is the 
most important.

20 years ago I was not secure at 
all.
When they took down one fence it 
go more secure, but it still didn't 
feel safe.
Lack of security because of the 
remoteness, and user groups of the 
area, especially during the 
evenings.

Now when the space has been 
opened up even more, it feels 
safer, even to go during the 
evening time, before that I never 
went.

People went to the area by cars, 
partying and listening to loud 
music; drug addicts used it 
because of the remoteness; unsafe 
area
Beautiful untouched nature, 
closeness to the sea.

Calmer safer area, people don't 
come to the area with cars that 
often, since there are more people 
walking sitting etc. It still has the 
beautiful nature, and closeness to 
the sea. It's still somewhat remote, 
but the groups of people using the 
area have changed.

It's a very beautiful natural place, 
there has not been big changes 
done in the area, but nevertheless 
it's a beautiful peaceful oasis in 
the middle of the city.

Now it feels like a maintained place. Nice 
views towards the city. Beautiful piece of 
nature in the middle of the city where to 
come and enjoy the sea. The area over all 
is getting ixed up. Beautiful area and has a 
lot of potential. Closeness to the sea.

Safety was questionable, because 
of the remoteness and users

Area feel safer and looked after, 
less drunks using the site as well.

Wild, remote area;
safety was somewhat 
questionable. Drunks etc. were 
using the site a lot

Fading remoteness; feels safer Questioned my safety.
An interesting place with a 
somewhat criminal side to it, these 
were just my feelings. I liked it as 
it was, wild and private. Place 

Now I feel a lot more safer, and there are 
more places to sit and read, spend my 
time. The shoreline is more open and they 
place is being restored. It's more tsivilized 
now. It still has place and feels free. It's a 

Undiscovered private place. Attractive to more people, more 
people coming to the area, it has 
been made possible for other 
people to explore the ''remoteness'' 
as well (but not in big masses).

Before it was a lovely natural 
place. Place where to go and walk, 
and be at the sea side. It's a warm 
nostalgic place for me. It was 
place I took how it was.

More attractive and maintained place 
where to go and have a walk. It still has a 
warm nostalgic feeling to it, but now it's 
more open , attractive and developed. It's a 
place for all the people to come and see 
what Kopli really is. A natural place near 
the city center.

I felt safe all the time and everywhere in Kopli.

I have never questioned my safety there, it doesn't seem safe, but 
actually it's not like that. People have the wrong opinion, i think 
because of that they don't come to the area as well.

It was a wild area, that felt left-
behind and wasn't easy to access.

Because of the renovation of the 
houses and new developments the 
area seems also more maintained 
and for me has signs of 
gentrification.

A place connected with warm 
memories, a cozy beautiful place 
where to enjoy the view and the 
sea and just spend time there. It's 
a very distinctive area compared 
to the Stroomi beach.

It's a pleasant place to be and spend time 
connected with happy moments and warm 
memories. The seating areas are perfect for 
spending time in the area and have 
directed views onto the sea and the city. 
Although for me there area already signs 
of gentrification, maybe it's because of the 
renovation and development of new 
houses nearby.
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Drug addics, drunks and homeless 
people

There are less og the marginal 
users since the new house was 
built on the plot they used to go 
to.

Area is very accessable with a car. People come close to the sea with 
their cars.

Before there were no nice places 
to sit on and look around.

The design and the idea is really 
good, however they could put 
more trash bins in the area. More 
people are coimng to the area and 
using it, so there's more littering. 

Before I hadn't notices the area at 
all.

The design suits to the area and 
the idea of seatings is really nice.
Now I saw people in the area, so I 
can say it's more attractive, but it 
could be made even more 

Drunks, drug addicts, homeless 
people

Less drunks and homeless people, 
but still signs of drug users ( the 
needles on the ground).

Borders and fences give excitement to the area. Felt like a wild country side area 
where to have walks and maybe 
sometimes a picnic.

Now the area has sitting places, so 
you can stary in the area for 
longer. The design is very 
delicate, at first you almost don't 
even notice them. They are not 
over designed. Makes the area 
look cleaner and maintained, also 
gives the feeling of being 
welcome to stay and be in the Some people using the area seem 

shady (dunks, drug users) some 
don't seem normal people to me.

- Separated place of the overall 
area; It is hard to notice ; not 
accessible

-

Drunks, gangs, drug addicts, 
people with their cars partying on 
the seaside etc.

The marginal users have been 
outspread.

There used to be a distinc border 
between unused greenpaces ( 20 
years ago, drug addicts broke in 
from the gate all the time and then 
they I opened it up). The area 
opened up more

Now the greenspace is even more 
open and accessibele. Path to the 
area has gotten wider and safer.

Before the people were partying 
more in the area and using it on 
different purposes rather than 
staying there to sit back relax and 
enjoy the nature.

They seem very natural and 
environment friendly. The design 
is nice. There could be even more 
of them. Idea is very  nice, the 
seating areas. People then stay in 
the area more and enjoy the 
nature.
Needs more trash bins!

Drunks, gangs, drug addicts A lot less of drunks, gangs, drug 
addicts

Closed shoreline, strong borders 
(physical and mental) between the 
sea and the users of the 
greenspace, mainly because of the 
port and shipyard.

Closed shoreline, strong borders 
(physical and mental) between the 
sea and the users of the 
greenspace, mainly because of the 
port and shipyard. With the 

Wild place, where to read, sit, 
look at the nature and clouds. 
Enjoy the moment.

Place with more options to sit and 
spend time in the area. Design is 
very natural and suitable for the 
area.

The area has been made more 
accessable.

It was a wild natural place where 
you could be private, but it did 
need some maintenance and 
control.

The design It suits there and is not 
disturbing for the eye. It makes 
the area more attractive and open 
for people to come and visit.

Homeless people and drunks were 
the main users of the area before.

The type of users has totally 
changed. Now the people going to 
the area are more intelligent and 
aware of the nature and respect it. 
people who appreciate the milieu 
of the area.

-

Maybe the drunks and homeless people are still using the area, but I 
haven't felt unsafe because of it. 

Feeling of going to someone's 
property. Restricted access to the 
area.

Better accessibility;
towards the end of the area thre is 
a metal fence/gate that made me 
question if I am even allowed to 
go further or is it restricted. This 
is a little deterring. 

It was more of a space fo walking 
and not staying and sitting there 
for too long. We were still able to 
spend time there and sit on the 
rocks.

The design of the intervention is 
very natural and suitable. I like 
how they are scattered along the 
shoreline. Now the area is a place 
where you can walks and spend a 
little longer time there, looking at 
the sea and taking a small break.
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19 29 Female In the area

Since birth Commuting; walking; 
listening to music; 
wondering around and 
seeing how places 
change; going to the 
sea; walking the dog; 
spending time with 
friends; visiting 
parents/friends

Walking the dog; 
going to the sea; 
visiting my 
parents/friends; 
spending time 
alone; relaxing; 
wondering around; 
reading books; 
spending time with 
friends; observing 
the nature and 
listening to the sea; 
I observ how the 
place changes

20 35 Female Area nearby

Less than 2 
years

Meeting friends; going 
out to eat; walking; 
cycling; going around 
in the city; 
commuting; spending 
time with family

Cycling; walking; 
connecting with 
nature; observing 
the changes in space 
and place

21 35 Male

In the area (soon 
moving)/ Out of 
the area 
(Kristiine)

Less than 2 
years/ -

Walking; spending 
time with kids; 
cycling; going to the 
parks; 

Spending time in a 
calm place; 
relaxing; going to 
my plot and 
building my house; 
spending time with 
family; walking the 
dog

22 29 Female In the area

2-5 years Grilling; spending 
time in the garden; 
walking (with the 
baby); walking the dog

Going to the sea, 
walking the dog; 
looking at the 
sunset; 

23 23 Male In the area

Less than 2 
years

Walking; spending 
time with friends; 

Viewing the city; 
going to the sea; 
walking; looking at 
the sunset; chilling 
with friends

-

-

The path leading through the area is in very bad 
shape, needs maintenance.

-

-

112



Appendix 4. continued

- The sea; the view; the greenery - Memory of cycling through the area.

- The sea; the view, the greenery - Found out that there had been interventions done in 
the area.

- Closeness to the sea; the views (sunset); the wild 
greenery

The graffiti wall, the fences and old concrete blocks 
that reach to the water, together with the beacon 
lights create this one of a kind scenery and vibe to 
the place.

Change in living arrangements. A new home.

There could be more eating places in the area 
nearby.

The sea; the nature The area has hints of Soviet time. The beacon lights 
together with the seating platfroms remind me of the 
Kalaranna's cultural kilometer.

Memory of going to the remote area, being the only 
person in the area.

- The sea; the rocky shore Industrial feeling to the place Storng family connections and childhood memories.
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Wishes the future of the area would be a maintained 
natural green area.

Dirty and untended, needs more maintenance, at least they should cut 
the grass, during summer it gets very high, and clean the construction 
waste. The plots in the area could be maintained better as well to 
create an even nicer milieu of the area.

There could be a small beach area that is clean, put 
in order and more private compared to Stroomi.

-

- Untended, a little chaotic and dirty.

A lot of littering

- - -

Littering hasn't changed and there is still a lot of scattered glass and 
construction waste as well.

Scared about the future of the area, of what will 
happen to the informal greenspace. I don't want the 
developers to obliterate the area and it's wilderness. 
They could keep the area in mind, not do big 
developments. I don't want this to be another 
Stroomi beach or a (private) housing area. 

The area needs more maintenance, in the face of taking care of the 
paths and  eliminating waste that has been left in the area.

- - z - -

Construction waste Now there's a lot less of it 
comparing to before.
Lately there has been a lot of 
littering.
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Drug addicts and drunks using the 
place

Now there is no drunks almost at 
all.

Nice quiet place where to go and 
walk, look around, see different 
views and sit on the rocks. Sadly 
the surrounding in dirty and 
untended. In addition there are 
noises coming form the port time 
to time that break the calm 
quietness.

The area has gotten a lot better in every 
way, I feel quite positive and looking 
towards the future. It's still a nice calm 
area. Nevertheless the area needs a big 
clean up and proper maintenance. The 
noises coming from the port time to time 
are still disturbing.

- -

Some places are still too steep,
but it's a lot more safer to sit near 
the water now.

Nice somewhat private place with a distinctive view. Nice place with a beautiful view 
close to water. A place to sit on 
the rock and enjoy the 
surroundings.

Now you can be close to the water, sit on 
warmer surfaces with nice design and 
enjoy all the same things. I like this place 
now even more than before. It’s now a 
great place to sit down, watch sunset, 
enjoy picnic or sunbathe.

Rocky and dangerous to go near 
water.

Remoteness, few people using the 
area

Remoteness is fading a little, more 
people are coming to the area.

Quiet, calm area different from 
Tallinn itself. Few people, nice 
area, an untouched place with it's 
nature and the closeness to the 
sea. A rocky place, totally 
different scenery from Stroomi 

I like the area and the option to sit and 
spend more time in the area. My attitude 
towards the area has gotten better, I like 
the idea of the interference.
Nevertheless more people coming to the 
area, there's nothing to do about it, I live in 

- -

User groups of the area didn't 
make this area look safe. 
Although, I have never felt unsafe 
there.

Area has gotten a lot more safer, 
because of more people and new 
type of users coming to the area 
(kids, families etc); 
I think I still wouldn't go there in 
the dark.

First time visiting the site there 
were no people besides me, it felt 
remote.

A lot more people coming to the 
area, the accessibility to the area 
and on the area is bigger and 
better.

A wild place with a cool vibe of 
the past (20 years ago). The place 
makes you feel like you are on an 
island not in the city. It has a 
robust disorder and attractiveness 
of the sea.

It's now more attractive. It's still a 
wildplace for me to go and fulfill my need 
for nature. I think about the interventions 
and how it reminds me of Kalaranna's 
cultural kilometer, the possibilities to 
spend time there, have places to sit maybe 
throw birthdays etc.

-Amazing mystical secret place in 
it's chaos and roughness.

Place is getting more mainstream; 
normal remote place for people to 
walk their dogs;
 has still the mystical charm to it.

Place of sanctuary and observing 
(the sea, tha space, the people).  A 
place with strong memories. It's 
my sanctuary, my church. I have a 
really strong connection with the 
place. For me it's important that 
the place is there for me. I can go 
there any time I want to. It's like a 
mystical place for me. It's not just 
a place you go and have a walk. 
Amazing mystical secret place in 
it's chaos, ugliness and roughness.

 It's now  more mainstream area with many 
poeple coming to explore.  I might say I 
feel a little envious to share the place with 
other people who are not from the area and 
maybe don't get how special the place is.  
It's an area with a bigger perspective, now 
with the interventions it introduces the 
informal (untended area) greenspace to the 
peole as it is, hopefully to make them 
embrace the current situation as it is. It's a 
place with cool designs and more options 
to use the space. 
The space has changed, the most in the 
face of the users. Luckily it still has the 
mystical charm to it, and I hope it 
continues to shine.

-
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- Rocky and dangerous to stay close 
to the water and sit when there's 
bigger waves.

- - The metal fences and borders are suitable for the area, and make the 
place.
Hard to access and move around the area with a pram.

Untouched place where you could 
be more private. Mostly didn't 
speng long time here, I came to 
walk.

The design is distinctive, not 
regular park benches. I like the 
use of wood and the way the trash 
bins have been hiidden into to the 
bencehs. It's very nice. Now I 
spend more time at the area, I sit - - I really like that I have found this 
place for myself and especially 
now when there have been some 
new elements implemented.  The 
design is very decent, not too 
much nor too little.

Drug addicts; drunks; weird 
groups of people moving around

Now there has been some changes 
and bigger activities on the 
site(some old sheds and plots are 
torn; houses being built) so there 
are a lot less of them in the area. 

- - Nice quiet place where to go and 
have a walk, just look around. 
People were mainly sitting on the 
rocks.

It's good and nice, I would say it 
even maybe brought some order or 
idea of maintenance to the area.
They area not bad , but nothing 
special as well. I saw that some of 
the platforms had flewn away 
during/after winter. I think they 
just could have lengthened the 
promanade to the area and make it 

-

Metal gate was a strong border, 
cutting you of from the shore and 
the continuous greenspace. Felt 
somewhat like a restricted area.

Now when the metal gate/fence 
has taken down there's a bigger 
continuous greenspace, I can now 
walk longer by the shoreline. The 
somewhat noticable seating 
platforms in the end are attracting 
you to go further up in the area, 
makes it feel less restricted. It 

Liked it a lot, as it was. 
The area felt more restricted 
before.

The design is not banal and very 
suitable for the site, it's one of the 
first things I now think about, 
when talking about Kopliranna. 
It's alot more attractive because of 
the interventions, there area more 
places to sit and stay in the area 
for longer period of time. The 

The type of users have changed 
drastically; there are a lot less of 
the marginal users and now there's 
more ''normal'' and different type 
of people coming to the area (like 
families, kids, old couples, dog 
walkers etc).

A metal gate dividing two areas; 
restricted access, felt like a very 
private area.

Accessibility has gotten better, 
less strict borders, now I am able 
to go further along the shore line

Before I really liked the area as it 
was, chaotic, untended, rustic. I 
liked you could sit on the rocks 
etc.

The seating places area really cool 
(luckily). They are quite stylish 
and there is not so much of them 
and they seem to be environment 
aware. Design is not too much nor 
too little, they are quite laconic, 
they are durable but might seem 
temporary to the user. 
Interventions give like a hint that 
something is about to happen to 
the area. It gives the area a bigger 
perspective, it introduces the 
informal ( a little untended area) 
greenspace to the peole as it is, to 
embrace the current situation and 
make them understand it does not 

It has quite a lot of the same type 
of people using the area like 20 
years ago (drunks; homelss people 
and also russian speaking groups).

The marginal users are also still 
there,but there area a lot more 
families, kids and other type of 
users coming to the area as well, 
so I thnik the mpre there area 
these new users the safer the area 
gets + the old ''marginal users'' 
may start to use the area less.

Drunks, drug addicts, homeless 
people, groups of (russian) 
youngster partying in the area
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Appendix 5. Overall perception of the site before the small scale interventions and change in overall perception before and after the small scale interventions

Interviewee

Perception of the site before 
the interventions Interviewee Perception of the site 

before the interventions
Perception of the site after the 

interventions

1

The site has the sea and 
beautiful nature, but the area 
isn't very accessible from the 
Kopli side,because of the 
fences and barriers 
surrounding it

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
1

An untented and random 
place, no point to go there.

Neutral feelings 
towards the site

A more maintained anonymys place 
where to hang and escape from the 
mass of people in Stroomi beach. Positive feelings 

towards the site
Positive

2

Untouched place with 
beautiful nauture and 
greenery, surrounded by an 
area with an interesting milieu. 
The main problem is the 
mentality of ports, which 
makes the area quite hard to 
access. 

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
2 - -

An random place that needs more 
maintenance, not a special place but I 
could come back here to take a walk/ 
have a seat on the platforms. Neutral feelings 

towards the site
No change

3

The sea makes the area special. In 
addition the site has a beautiful 
green area with birds singing 
there.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

3

It is a place to just spend 
time; a place to feel closer 
to the nature and be almost 
in the middle of Tallinn at 
the same time.
Although it's still an 
untended area with nothing 
besides nature to attract 
people coming to the area 
or stay there.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site

An effort has been made to make the 
place look more attractive. Now there's 
a reason to stay at the area for a while, 
even if it's just to sit, it's a nice place to 
spend time at. However, now I am 
familiar with the place it's not thrilling 
for me anymore. 

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
No change

4

Calm and quiet area, that is at the 
same time close to the city center; 
place to be alone. Untended wild 
area.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

4 - -

Cool place that has been opened up, 
attractive looking area, although the 
area still doesn't feel safe.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
No change

Change in 
perception of 
Kopliranna

1st round Perception of 
Kopliranna 
before the 

interventions

2nd round Perception of 
Kopliranna 
before the 

interventions

Perception of 
Kopliranna 

after the 
interventions
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5

A lonely untended place with 
beautiful nature, it's an 
interesting place to explore 
and walk through. It's different 
and away from the city centre, 
but at the same time it's quite 
close ( by tram and car). In 
time the place has started to 
get more attention. Only thing 
is that it feels a little creepy to 
go there totally alone. 

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
5

When I was younger I 
didn't use to go to the 
Kopliranna part since it was 
hard to notice, it was dirty 
and unmaintained, there 
were drunks and drug 
addicts there. 
A few years ago I 
discovered this seaside 
space for myself. The area 
had already gotten more 
appealing and I started to 
feel interested of the area 
more and more. 

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site

I feel a lot more positive towards the 
sight, it's now looking out into the 
future, it's not a left-behind city space 
anymore. Now when the Kopliranna 
area is cleaned and opened it's a 
welcoming place where you have a 
very nice view to the city and it's 
horizont. I love the feature that the sea 
is in the city. I don't have to go through 
a lot of trouble to get to the seaside, I 
just take a bus, I don't need a private 
car for that. It's such an easy access to 
the sea now. I wish I could spend more 
time in the area, but I need more time 
for it.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

More positive

6

Area with distinguishable 
users (like drunks, homeless 
and drug addicts). Green place 
close to the sea.

Neutral feelings 
towards the site

6

Place where I could 
lengthen my walks and 
have more space and 
privacy than in the Stroomi 
beach. A private wilderness 
in the city. I took the area 
as it was, with all the flaws 
and positive aspects. Place 
where everyone could come 
now matter their social 
status.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

Place that feels more accessible and 
you feel more welcome. An open 
private, still somewhat wild place 
where you can walk, sit, look at the sea 
and the city. I like te feeling of the 
place that it belongs to everybody. Positive feelings 

towards the site
More positive

7

Quiet place with nice 
greenery, for me the user 
groups of the area are 
disturbing ( drunks, drug 
addicts). 

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
7

More natural area where you 
can be close to the sea; a quiet 
area with less people

Positive feelings 
towards the site

The area is now even more exciting and 
usable because of the intervention, I have 
started to come here more often.. Now you 
can sit longer on the seaside and you have 
specific places to do it. it's not so popular 
area ( like Stroomi beach).

Positive feelings 
towards the site

More positive

8

Bleak area with old houses, 
site seems a little empty. A lot 
of construction waste lying 
around on the ground. It has 
nice nature around it, but 
doesn't feel safe to use the area 
alone.

Negative 
feelings towards 

the site
8

-
(Haven't gone to the area 

since it doesn't seem 
approachable.)

Negative 
feelings towards 

the site

-
(Thought about going to the area, but I 

saw a big group of russian speaking 
youngsters going before me to the area 

so I changed my mind.)

Negative feelings 
towards the site

No change
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9

Might be a nice place to go 
and see the sunset. The area 
has weird users and seems 
dingy. Ambivalent 

feelings towards 
the site

9

Disconsolate area with out any 
design; I liked how the place 
felt neglected, a place with 
good views an unknown place.

Neutral feelings 
towards the site

It's a space that has nice city views and it's 
quite unknown place; and the 
interventions done in the area area quite 
minimal and haven't killed the vibe of the 
area ( abandonment and neglection). .Now 
when there is some what more usage of the 
area there is more pointless litter (brought 
by the people themselves).

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
Positive

10

A place for recreation, since it 
has many paths going to 
different directions. A place 
with very good and fast 
connection to go to the beach. 
Sadly it's untended and the big 
port and the shipyard are 
frankly quite disturbing. 

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
10

Was an unknown place where 
you could be more on your 
own. It's a place for everyone 
to be and chill, not a vain 
place. Few people came here. Positive feelings 

towards the site

Now there is a lot more people, but it's not 
so disturbing, there are still some places to 
be on your own. There has to be some 
development so I don't mind the changes 
and more people coming there that much. 
It was a forgotten place for the other 
people, now they can discover it as well. 
People finally go further from the Stroomi 
beach.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

No change

11

Unknown place for most of 
the people. Natural place with 
closeness to the sea. Area is 
mostly used as a transit 
corridor.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

11

Remote wild place with no 
people. Place to breathe in 
and listen to the nature, 
observ it (the sea, the birds 
etc). Peaceful 
oasis.Wilderness inside the 
city. A secret place to be on 
my own.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

(Because of the new pub), more people go 
there; the remoteness and wilderness are 
starting to fade away. Not all the people 
coming here understand the singularity of 
this place. It's not a peacful oasis for me 
anymore.I feel the creation of the 
interventions has faded the wilderness of 
the place. It has gotten attractive for the 
people. A new place for the people to 
socialize, but not to connect with the 
nature. For me it's a little disturbing, It was 
a calm, quiet, private space to connect to 
the nature, I don't want them to come and 
shout there, they can go and do it in 
Stroomi.

Negative feelings 
towards the site

Negative

12

Very different area from 
Tallinn's overall look. Unusual 
site. Possibilities to move are 
cut by strong borders 
(shipyard), because of it 
there's a strong seclusion from 
the sea. A lot of the seaview is 
lost because of the borders.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
12

Questioned my safety.
An interesting place with a 
somewhat criminal side to 
it, these were just my 
feelings. I liked it as it was, 
wild and private. Place with 
space and freedom.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site

Now I feel a lot more safer, and there 
are more places to sit and read, spend 
my time. The shoreline is more open 
and they place is being restored. It's 
more civilized now. It's a two-way 
thing. In contrast I feel the area has 
lost its wild side. Civilization is 
climbing on top.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
Ambivalent
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13

Hidden oasis. A quiet area that 
has closeness to the sea. The site 
has a country-side feeling to it.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

13

It's a very beautiful natural 
place, there has not been 
big changes done in the 
area, but nevertheless it's a 
beautiful peaceful oasis in 
the middle of the city.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

Now it feels like a maintained place. 
Nice views towards the city. Beautiful 
piece of nature in the middle of the 
city where to come and enjoy the sea. 
The area over all is getting ixed up. 
Beautiful area and has a lot of 
potential. Closeness to the sea.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

More positive

14

Appealing area with in an area 
with nice milieu. Site has a 
small town feeling. What 
makes it special is the 
closeness to the sea. 

Positive feelings 
towards the site

14

Place with few people, 
perfect to train my dog. A 
quiet, calm place to look at 
the sea.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

A calm quiet place where to be close to 
the sea. Now a nice place to sit and 
spend more time by the sea side and 
look at the sea.
More people are coming to the area.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
Ambivalent

15

Area with bad reputation, but 
beautiful nature.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
15

An exciting place where 
you had to crawl through 
fence to get nearer to the 
sea. A place where you can 
feel deeper in nature than 
you physically are since 
your so close to the city 
center.Place where you 
could feel like going to the 
countryside. Place where I 
feel like home. The feeling 
of open sea and the 
closeness to it. This is an 
exciting place. Feeling of 
not being over civilized.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

The place feels cleaner and more 
maintained and put in order. It's still 
speial and for me has a homely feeling 
to it. Now when the place has seating 
areas it makes you feel more welcome 
to the area, not like an ''trespasser''. 
The feeling of being in the nature and 
close to the open sea is the most 
important.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

More positive
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16

Not a dense area, an open space, 
a scattered space, where different 
rooms form. Although there's 
visual and physical barrier 
because of the port, shipyard and 
old industrial buildings. In 
addition there's restricted 
movement along the shoreline. 

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
16 - -

Seeing people walking in the area 
made me curious. The place feels a 
little abandoned there are less people, 
it's like a quiet corner. Some of the 
people seem shady here. Some seem 
like normal people. I thought this area 
would be dirtier and uglier. I feel this 
place has a lot of potential, but it 
seems to be unused. This is an 
undiscovered area.
There are needles laying around, it feel 
like an underground area. I really like 
the seating areas, but I can not 
compare it to the before, if there would 
be more greenery, I think it would look 
a lot better and cleaner.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
No change

17

Openess and closeness to the sea 
at the same time. An untouched 
wild area. Not easily accessible. 

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
17

A place connected with 
warm memories, a cozy 
beautiful place where to 
enjoy the view and the sea 
and just spend time there. 
It's a very distinctive area 
compared to the Stroomi 
beach.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

It's a pleasant place to be and spend 
time connected with happy moments 
and warm memories. The seating areas 
are perfect for spending time in the 
area and have directed views onto the 
sea and the city. I would like to add 
that there are already signs of 
gentrification on the site, maybe it's 
because of the renovation and 
development of new houses nearby.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

No change

18

Before it was a lovely 
natural place. Place where 
to go and walk, and be at 
the sea side. It's a warm 
nostalgic place for me. It 
was place I took how it 
was.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

More attractive and maintained place 
where to go and have a walk. It still 
has a warm nostalgic feeling to it, but 
now it's more open , attractive and 
developed. It's a place for all the 
people to come and see what Kopli 
really is. A natural place near the city 
center.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

More positive
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19

Place of sanctuary and 
observing (the sea, tha 
space, the people). A place 
with strong memories. It's 
my sanctuary, my church. I 
have a really strong 
connection with the place. 
For me it's important that 
the place is there for me. I 
can go there any time I 
want to. It's like a mystical 
place for me. It's not just a 
place you go and have a 
walk. Amazing mystical 
secret place in it's chaos, 
ugliness and roughness.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

It's now more mainstream area with 
many people coming to explore. I 
might say I feel a little envious to share 
the place with other people who are 
not from the area and maybe don't get 
how special the place is. 
It's an area with a bigger perspective, 
now with the interventions it 
introduces the informal (untended 
area) greenspace to the peole as it is, 
hopefully to make them embrace the 
current situation as it is. It's a place 
with cool designs and more options to 
use the space. 
The space has changed, the most in the 
face of the users. Luckily it still has the 
mystical charm to it, and I hope it 
continues to shine.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
Ambivalent

20

A wild place with a cool 
vibe of the past (20 years 
ago). The place makes you 
feel like you are on an 
island not in the city. It has 
a robust disorder and 
attractiveness of the sea.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

It's now more attractive. It's still a 
wildplace for me to go and fulfill my 
need for nature. I think about the 
interventions and how it reminds me of 
Kalaranna's cultural kilometer, the 
possibilities to spend time there, have 
places to sit maybe throw birthdays 
etc.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

More positive

21

Nice quiet place where to 
go and walk, look around, 
see different views and sit 
on the rocks. Sadly the 
surrounding is dirty and 
untended. In addition there 
are noises coming form the 
port time to time that break 
the calm quietness.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site

The area has gotten a lot better in every 
way, I feel quite positive and looking 
towards the future. It's still a nice calm 
area. Nevertheless the area needs a big 
clean up and proper maintenance. The 
noises coming from the port time to 
time are still disturbing.

Ambivalent 
feelings towards 

the site
More positive

122



Appendix 5. continued

22

Quiet, calm area different 
from Tallinn itself. Few 
people, nice area, an 
untouched place with it's 
nature and the closeness to 
the sea. A rocky place, 
totally different scenery 
from Stroomi beach.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

I like the area and the option to sit and 
spend more time in the area. My 
attitude towards the area has gotten 
better, I like the idea of the 
interference.
There are more people coming to the 
area but there's nothing to do about it, I 
live in Tallinn.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

More positive

23

Nice place with a beautiful 
view close to water. A 
place to sit on the rock and 
enjoy the surroundings.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

Now you can be close to the water, sit 
on warmer surfaces with nice design 
and enjoy all the same things. I like 
this place now even more than before. 
It’s now a great place to sit down, 
watch sunset, enjoy picnic or sunbathe.

Positive feelings 
towards the site

More positive
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