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o Future directions for Improvement
Implications

e Require context-dependent management

e In general, people visit urban recreational public spaces more frequently than visiting rural recreational public spaces while approaches for each type of public space.
people stayed at rural recreational public spaces longer than at rural recreational public spaces under COVID-19. Manpower planning and resource allocations

e Macro-general factorsi.e., government regulations are the most crucial factor to explain people visiting behaviors, compared should depend on the site-specific visiting
with COVID risk factors, and reward factors, implying anti-COVID measures have critical implications for people’s mobility. frequency and duration at specific types of public

e The government failed to consider and properly react to the public response. spaces

e Shifting mobility and differentiated degree of enforcement create two geographically distinct worlds between urban and rural e Implement holistic cautious, and responsive public
areas. space management policies: Periodic review and

e Resulted in unexpected problems with carrying capacity and caused environmental disasters. proactive corrective actions are necessary to

e Public spaces without government management and control turned into pollution hotspots. minimize potential environmental problems.
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