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ABssTRACT: The present paper aims at inventorying the geomophosites in Bucharest as well as introducing geotouristic
itineraries that take into account the long-time developed high value cultural heritage of the area. The process included
several stages: studying Bucharest’s relief and cultural- historical elements with tourist value from existing bibliog-
raphy, cartographic methods (aerial photos and different editions of topographic maps), as well as the information
gathered from field investigations; identifying and inventorying geomorphosites, assessing the population’s opinion
about geoheritage (geomorphosites) and its capitalization in tourism activities, 100 questionnaires were applied; creat-
ing geotouristic itineraries and later promoting them. The most valuable and representative geomorphosites identified
are: on Colentina Valley (the Plumbuita, Ostrov, Dobroesti and Pantelimon hills) (aren’t located in the study area), on
Dambovitei Valley (Cotroceni, Serban Voda, Mitropoliei, Spirii, Filaret and Arsenal hills, Tacaliei, Procopoaiei, Uni-
versity terraces, Dambovita Meadow). The authors suggest two geotouristic itineraries that emphasize the relationship

between the scientific, cultural, and historic elements as well as the human-nature report within the urban area.
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Introduction

The city of Bucharest and the surrounding
area of Romanian Plain have been the subject of
numerous works of a historical, socio-cultural or
tourist character, but fewer works of geographic
nature. The first writings belong to Mihdilescu
(1915, 1942) who illustrates the importance of the
geographical location of the city, the main fea-
tures of relief, as well as the relationship between
its territorial extension and its capital function.
Contributions dedicated to some components
of the geographical environment are related to
the climate (Dumitrescu 1971), geology (Liteanu
1952), hydrology (Cocos 1999) and industry (lancu
1977). In 1984, is published the first synthesis on
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the geography of the city of Bucharest (Posea,
Stefanescu 1984), emphasizing the relationship
between natural and socio-human conditions in
city’s development and extension. So far, there
are no works that address Bucharest’s relief, its
deep transformations suffered over time due to
man and his activities, and that highlight the geo-
morphological heritage elements existing within
this area.

In Romanian literature, the geomorpho-
logical heritage approach, namely of geomor-
phosites, is relatively recent, presenting either
theoretical concepts (Ilies, Josan 2007, Ilies et
al. 2009), or inventories and evaluation of ge-
omorphosites in different areas (Comadnescu,
Dobre 2009, Coménescu et al. 2009, Comédnescu,
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Nedelea 2010, Baca 2011, Cocean, Surdeanu
2011, Comanescu et al. 2011b, Comdanescu et
al. 2012, Artugyan 2016, Cocean, Cocean 2017),
their mapping (Comadnescu et al. 2011a, Ilies et
al. 2011, Comadnescu et al. 2013) or use in geot-
ourism activities (Comdnescu et al. 2009, Baca,
Schuster 2011, Gavrilda et al. 2011, Baca 2012,
Purice et al. 2013).

Andrasanu (1996) relates the existing legis-
lation, the activities of non-governmental or-
ganizations in the field of geoheritage and the
theoretical basis related to the conservation of
the geological heritage in Romania. Grigorescu
et al. (2003) establish the relationships between
the conservation of the geological heritage and
the regional development strategies. Andrasanu,
Grigorescu (2012) draw a history of legislation
related to the conservation of the geological
heritage in Romania, presenting numerous case
studies. Manoleli et al. (2003) are concerned
with the evaluation of the inventoried geologi-
cal sites to facilitate the selection of Natura 2000
Areas, focusing on their abiotic and ecological
components.

After the year 2000, the scientific literature
increased its efforts to establish a methodology
to inventory (Reynard et al. 2007) and evaluate
geomorphosites (Pralong 2005, Coratza, Giusti
2005, Bruschi, Cendrero 2005, Serrano, Gonzales-
Trueba 2005, Reynard et al. 2007, Pereira, Pereira
2010). Reynard (2009) has made a first synthesis
for geomorphosites evaluation and established
a series of common characteristics for the evalu-
ation methods, classifying them into direct evalu-
ation (subjective) and indirect evaluation (objec-
tive) methods. At the same time, he emphasized
the role of general context within which the eval-
uation is made as well as of the selected criteria
and subcriteria.

Within a study with an obvious methodolog-
ical character connected to the inventory of ge-
omorphosites for the Gruyere - Pays-d’Enhaut
national park, Bussard and Reynard (2014) un-
derlined the degree of protection for geomor-
phosites and the relation between them and
tourism. Reynard et al. (2016) propose a new
multiphase method which comprises, among
other elements, the selection phase, the stake-
holder valorization and the usage characteristics.
The selected geomorphosites must be represent-
ative both in space and time.

Contributions about geomorphosites located
in urban areas (Pica et al. 2016) and their val-
orization through geotourism are associated to
different cities which include a valuable geo-
logic-geomorphologic heritage (Rodrigues et al.
2011, Pica et al. 2017).

Geomorphosites located in urban areas, many
of them with heritage value, must also be pre-
served for future generations, according to the
principles of geoconservation (Pereira 2017). The
role of geotourism is to promote geodiversity and
geoheritage through geomorphosites (Pereira
2017). For the development of geotourism it is
necessary to create, design and popularize dif-
ferent urban (geotourist) routes, their attractive
interpretation and inclusion in tourism activities,
adding to other different forms of tourism already
taking place in these areas (Pinto et al. 2011). At
international level (Rodrigues et al. 2011) the in-
itiative in Montreal (Canada) that was the first
city which in 2007 joined the Geotourism Charter
of National Geographic Society is relevant.

Although contributions related to geoherit-
age are diversified, in Romanian literature there
are no papers aimed at studying geomorphosites
from an urban space. In this sense, our intention
is to approach the inventory of geomorphosites
in the city of Bucharest (its central sector) and
the relationship between these and the anthropic
tourist sites. This relationship highlights the link
between natural and cultural heritage, both of
which are components of the total heritage of a
territory (Ilies, Josan 2009). The ultimate goal is
the creation, analysis and subsequent populari-
zation of two representative geotourism routes
for Bucharest.

Study area

The city of Bucharest is located in the south-
ern central part of Romania, 64 km north of the
Danube River, 250 km west of the Black Sea and
100 km south of the Carpathians, at the inter-
section of parallel 44°26" north latitude with the
meridian of 26°06” eastern longitude (Fig. 1A). It
has a total area of 228 km? (0.8% of Romania’s
surface).

Within the city the altitudes decrease from the
northwest to the southeast, the maximum being
96.3m (referring to the entire plain, maximum is
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Fig. 1. A.The geographical position of Bucharest city in Romania. B. The Romanian Plain - geological features
(Grecu et al. 2012) and subunits.
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of 115-120 m in the northwest part) and the min-
imum of 57 m (in Dambovita meadow), the aver-
age altitude being 79 m. Over 50% of city’s sur-
face is part of the hypsometric step of 80-100 m,
the drainage density being 1-1.5 km / km?, and
the slopes are below 3°. The altitudes in the west-
ern part of the city are higher than in the east due
to uplift movements in the Pleistocene (Enciu et
al. 2008).

From the structural point of view, Bucharest’s
territory overlaps the Valah section of the
Moesian Platform. The sedimentary super-
structure belongs to four sedimentation cycles:
Paleozoic (about 6500 m thick), Permian-Triasic
(about 5000 m thick), Liasic-Cretaceous (about
3500 m) and Badenian-Pleistocene (thicknesses
over 1500 m) (Ionesi 1994).

The Bucharest Plain formed through the grad-
ual retreat of the Getic lake and then accumula-
tion of gravels (named ,The Colentina”), sands
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and gravels with lenticular clay intercalation,
followed by loess and loess deposits during Late
Pleistocene (thickness 10-20 m) (Fig. 1B) (Ionesi
1994, Posea, Stefanescu 1984). The Plain com-
pletely rose above sea level at the beginning of
the Holocene, and was later sculptured by multi-
ple generations of valleys, and then transformed
by anthropic activity.

Bucharest’s relief is mainly represented by
Bucharest Plain (part of Vlasia Plain) (Fig. 1B)
with its subunits (Pantelimon - Baneasa Field,
Colentina Field, Cotroceni - Vacaresti Field,
Colentina Valley, Dambovita Valley) (Fig. 2A)
(Posea, Stefanescu 1984, Enciu et al. 2008).

The mostimportant subunits within thecity are
Dambovita and Colentina valleys, typical plain
valleys, with a high degree of anthropization.

Dambovita valley is formed in loess, it is
asymmetrical with the right bank high (10-15
m) and the left bank low (from 4-5 m to 8 m).
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Fig. 3. The Dambovita valley before fitting.

A. Dambovita Valley in Dealul Spirii Area (after Mayer Luigi 1755-1803; Stematiu, Teodorescu 2012; www.proceed-
ings.agir.ro); B. The morphology of Dambovita river bed after first fitting in 1880-1885 (Stematiu, Teodorescu 2012;
www.proceedings.agir.ro; Archive); C. Dambovita valley in area between Mitropoliei Hill and Serban Voda Hill in

1927 (http:/ / calatorii.myfreeforum.ro/t426-raul-si-valea-dambovita; Archive).

It features a four-terraced system (known in ge-
ographic papers as T,-T,, with different regional
names), well-personalized (predominantly on
the left) (Grecu et al., 2012) (Fig. 2B).

It has been channeled and regularized (in sev-
eral stages since the end of the 19" century) and
the mead microforms (springs, meanders, mean-
ders points bars, islands, steep banks) have been
modified except for some cut-off lobe hillocks
(Mitropoliei Hill etc.) (Fig. 3).

Colentina valley is an asymmetric valley that
has undergone significant changes in the con-
struction of the labyrinth of lakes and their ad-
jacent buildings. It is characterized by a high de-
gree of meandering, low slope (0.8 m/km) and
the presence of well-developed meadows on
both banks with widths ranging from 100-500
m to about 1.5 km (in the right of meanders in
Plumbuita-Cernica sector). Because of the regu-
larization works, the meadow was covered by the
lakes” waters on significant sections, and there are
several cut-off lobe hillocks like island shape such
as Plumbuita, Ostrov, Dobroesti and Pantelimon.
There are two local terraces (2-4 m and 8-12 m),
which are not typical terraces but meander terrac-
es (Posea Stefanescu 1984).

According to Mihailescu (1942), both in the
case of Dambovita and Colentina rivers from the
terraces or plain erosion witnesses were detached
in the form of mounds or peaks.

The original relief was greatly modified by hu-
mans, especially in the last century, by: decreasing
the slope of the terraces or river sides, construct-
ing embankments and excavations for commu-
nication routes, regulating water courses against

floods, the existence of negative relief microforms
that were originally intended for the exploitation
of construction materials, which were subsequent-
ly filled with waste or acquired other functions
(parks, sport arenas) (Fig. 3) (Posea, Stefanescu
1984, Enciu et al. 2008, Grecu et al. 2012).

Methods

The methodology that led to the realization
of this paper has started from the current bibli-
ographic referential (geological, geomorpholog-
ical features, but also cultural-historical, liter-
ary or tourism geography), with adaptations to
the particularities of the analyzed urban space.
Several steps have been taken to achieve the pro-
posed objectives. It also investigated the existing
cartographic basis (1: 25,000 scale maps, 1: 5,000
plans, various cadastral plans and aerial images
from 2003-2005 flights).

The next step was dedicated to field research,
where geomorphosites were identified and locat-
ed using the method developed by Reynard et
al. (2007). A database was created in which the
attributes that characterize the geomorphosite
were introduced. This comprises the following
elements: general data (name, location, type,
property, topographic representation, photos);
qualitative data about the scientific, ecologic, cul-
tural, aesthetic value; the presence of some hu-
man made tourism attractions; the existence of
some management measures. Selected geomor-
phosites were finally included within the pro-
posed routes.
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Table 1. The applied survey on Bucharest city inhabitants.

Chapter 1. Data on subjects

Chapter 2. The data related to Bucha-
rest’s relief

Chapter 3. Data on the proposed
tourist sites and routes

1. Age: 1. What representative forms of relief | 1. Which are the most important ele-
- under 20 years (geomorphosites) for Bucharest city | ments for tourism in Bucharest city?
- 20-40 years do you know? (open answer) - human made attractions
- 40-60 years - natural elements
- over 60 years - the infrastructure
2. Gender: 2. What value would you confer to 2. What should authorities do in
- male the above mentioned forms of relief? |order to develop tourism activities in
- female - scientific Bucharest city? (open answer)

- cultural

- aesthetic

- economic

3. Education:

- secondary education
- high school

- superior education

3. What changes were produced in
the relief of Bucharest city through
human activities? (open answer)

3. What tourism attractions should be
included in your opinion within the
Bucharest city tours? (open answer)

4. The neighborhood you live in
(open answer)

4. What is your opinion about
making some geotourism routes and
promoting materials? (open answer)

In order to know the opinion of Bucharest
inhabitants about the geomorphological herit-
age and its capitalization in tourism, qualitative
methods (questionnaires) were applied, being
obtained data statistically processed and inter-
preted, the results being used in the creation of
the geotourism routes. The applied questionnaire
(Table 1) included 11 questions, either grid or
open-answer, structured in three chapters: data
on subjects, data related to Bucharest’s relief,
and data on the proposed tourist objectives and
routes.

Chapter 1 - Data on subjects included identifi-
cation elements related to age, gender and level
of training (important component for the accura-
cy of responses) as well as their domicile.

Chapter 2 - The data related to Bucharest’s re-
lief aimed at establishing the landforms that are
known to the inhabitants, how they perceive
their value as well as data related to the transfor-
mations they have suffered in time, the relief of
the city.

Chapter 3 - Data on the proposed tourist sites
and routes started from the establishment of the
most important tourist attractions, their location
in relation to the relief forms, the necessity of in-
troducing them in some routes and the ways of
popularizing the proposed itineraries.

This is the first time the population is con-
sulted on this issue (February-March 2017, sev-
eral points in the city center), the sample chosen
trying to meet the representativeness criteria

(gender, age and level of training), being filled-
in 100 questionnaires, whose structure was pre-
viously presented. Certainly, a larger sample
would have yielded more statistically significant
results.

Sample Structure

Of the surveyed sample, 62% are women and
38% are men. The share of age groups is bal-
anced: under 20 - 10% (predominantly male); be-
tween 20-40 years - 33% (predominantly wom-
en), 40-60 years - 47% (predominantly women),
over 60 - 10% (predominantly men). The average
age of respondents was 38.5 years (we consider
that a higher average age would be more relevant
given the period of time elapsed since the events
of December 1989 linked to the existence of ques-
tions about the changes suffered by the relief
during communism epoch). As a training level,
only two categories were selected: high school -
30% and higher education - 70%.

The end of our approach is represented by
the synthesis of the data from the previous stag-
es and the creation of the geotourism routes
covering both the geomorphosites situated in
the central part of the city and the anthropic
tourist sites related to them or in their proximi-
ty. The two routes were analyzed from the point
of view of length, time required for scrutiny and
visiting, the relief forms and the difficulty of the
route.
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Results and discussions
Geomorphosites

On the background of plain relief, the mor-
phogenetic action of Colentina and Dambovita
rivers led to the emergence of specific relief
forms, some of which could be considered
geomorphosites. In this case, we mention:
on Colentina wvalley: the Plumbuita, Ostrov,
Dobroesti, and Pantelimon hills (Fig. 2A) (no
location in the study area); on Dambovitei valley:
Cotroceni, Uranus-Mihai Voda, Serban Voda,
Mitropoliei, Spirii, Movila Mare, Radu Voda,
Piscului, Filaret and Vacaresti hills, Tacaliei,
Procopaiei, University terraces (Fig. 2B). Many
of the terraces that dominate the meadow are
called popular hills (Mihdilescu 1915).

In the analyzed area, ten geomorphosites, of
fluvial origin, have been identified and localized
(Table 2, Fig. 2B) with scientific, cultural and aes-
thetic value.

The geomorphosites located in the central
part of the city, which are the best known by the
population, will be analyzed, many of them en-
compassing an important cultural component,
linked to anthropic tourist sites (cultural, histori-
cal, religious, artistic and architectural).

Cotroceni Hill is an extensive terrace of
Dambovita River, which was formerly covered
by Codrii Vlasiei (a forest that was located on
most of the territory on which the city is located).
Here a monastery was built by the ruler Serban
Cantacuzino in the 17" century, which was the
core of the Royal Palace founded in 1888 by King
Carol I (Giurescu 1966).

T&céliei Terrace is on the continuation of
Cotroceni terrace, being also covered by Codrii

Vldsiei. Here are a number of monuments such
as Elena Doamna Hospice, Davilla Church, Anna
Davilla’s Statue,

Spirii Hill is a witness from an old terrace of
Dambovita River On it was built in the 16" cen-
tury the Mihai Vodd Monastery (demolished in
1984 by the Communist regime).

The highest point of it, which advances as a
spur to the river; it is called the Arsenalului Hill.
Here, it was built the New Court (which became
the Burn Court after the fire in 1812), and in 1860
by the Army Arsenal (the existing chapel being
transformed into Army Dust Hall (Pulberdiria
Armatei). Currently, on the hill (and near in
Uranus Hill) is the Palace of Parliament (House
of People), whose construction began in 1984
(Giurescu 1966, Cantacuzino 1997).

Filaret Hill is a witness from a terrace of
Dambovita, covered with vineyard until the end
of the 19" century. Today, there is Carol Park,
inaugurated in 1906 with an area of 36 hectares
(Badauta, Cicio-Pop 1935). The most important
tourist attractions are: Cantacuzino Fountain
(19 century, on the site of the former fountain
of Filaret Metropolitan), the Roman Areas (built
in 1906), Dimitrie Leonida Technical Museum
(which was founded in 1909), the Mausoleum
(built on the central plateau, built between 1959
and 1963, in front of it being the Tomb of the
Unknown Hero), the Zodiac Fountain (inaugu-
rated in 1935 by King Carol II) (Georgescu et al.
1966, Berindei, Bonifaciu 1978).

Serban Vodi Hill is the extension of the Filaret
Hill, witness from Dambovita terrace.

Mitropoliei (Patriarhiei) Hill is a hillock from
the old meadow of Dambovita, on its slopes tak-
ing place creeping gravitational processes. It is
an emblematic point of the city from the tourist,

Table 2. The geomorphosites situated in central area of Bucuresti City.

No. Name of geomorphosite Code Type Additional values
1. Cotroceni Hill (Terrace) Bf101 areal Cultural
2. Spirii Hill Bf103 areal Cultural
3. Serban Voda Hill Bfl05 areal Aesthetic, cultural
4. University Terrace Bf107 areal Cultural
5. Arsenalului Hill Bf09 punctual Aesthetic, cultural
6. Tacaliei Terrace Bfl02 areal Cultural
7. Filaret Hill Bfl104 area Cultural
8. Mitropoliei Hill Bf106 punctual Aesthetic, cultural
9. Procopoaiei Terrace Bf108 areal Cultural

10. Dambovitei Meadow Bf10 areal Ecological
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cultural-historical and religious point of view,
where the Romanian Patriarchate is located. In
the 17* century, the hill was owned by the rul-
ers of Wallachia and was totally covered with
vineyards. In the central part of the hill lies the
Patriarchal Church (built in the 17 century), in
the west the old hermitages, in the southeast the
Patriarchal Palace (built in the 17* century), to
the east the Paraclis (the most valuable piece of
the whole complex founded in the 17" century)
and the Chamber of Deputies” Palace (founded in
1907, on the place of the former Divan Domnesc)
and in north, the Bell Tower (dating from the 17
century) (Ionescu 1938).

Procopoaiei Terrace is formed on a wide terrace
of Dambovita, on which are numerous buildings
of historical value from the time when it was
crossed by the Bridge of Earth (the current Calea
Plevnei).

University Terrace is a large terrace which is
located in the central part of the city and has nu-
merous tourist attractions such as: University,
Sutu Palace, National Military Club, National
Bank Museum, CEC Palace, National Museum of
History, Stravopoleos Church, Russian Church,
Palace of the Ministry of Architecture, National
Theater, Coltea Church, Coltea Palace.

Dambovitei Meadow with widths of miles, has
often suffered floods (the neighborhoods Eroilor,
Grozavesti, Vitan, etc.) (Mihdilescu 1915, 1942)
until the course of the river was regularized. Here
are many tourist attractions such as: Botanical
Garden, Romanian Opera, Cismigiu Park,
Cretulescu Palace, Palace of Justice, Old Court,
Saint Spiridon Church, Antim Ivireanul Church.

Of great importance in finalizing our ap-
proach is the knowledge of Bucharest popula-
tion opinion on the geomorphological heritage
of the city and the anthropic sites that are relat-
ed to it, namely the geotourism routes that can
be created.

Data related to the relief of Bucharest

Before having been interviewed, all the ques-
tioned persons were explained the terms used in
the survey respectively the content of each varia-
ble (scientific, cultural, aesthetic, economic).

All subjects who answered the questions
know representative forms of relief in the city
of Bucharest (no geomorphosites were named in
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Fig. 4. The most important geomorphosites in
Bucharest city.
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Fig. 5. The perception of population about
geomorphosites value.

the questionnaire to avoid confusion), the most
frequent geomorphosites (multiple variants
were admitted, 284 answers) were represented
by Mitropoliei Hill, Dambovita Valley (taken as
a whole) and Spirii Hill (Fig. 4). Subjects grant
to these landforms, to a small extent (9%) a sci-
entific value, but 90% consider that they have a
significant cultural value linked to the existence
of objectives (Parliament Palace, historical build-
ings or places of worship). The aesthetic value
is known only by 1% of the respondents (Fig.
5). The interviewed persons noticed an existing
connection between the forms of relief and some
attractions with cultural function.

Regarding the changes that took place in
Bucharest relief, all the subjects know about the
regulation of Dambovita River and the works that
took place in its meadow, only 4% mentioned the
leveling and displacement works that took place
during the communist period in order to be real-
ized the urban reshaping.

Data on the proposed tourist objectives and
routes

Regarding the assessment of important el-
ements for tourism activity (multiple answers
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attractions

Fig. 6. The opinion of population about attractivity
touristic elements in Bucharest city.

Number of responses

Fig. 7. The touristic elements proposed to be included
in itineraries.

were allowed, 116 responses), the subjects ap-
preciate first the anthropic components (99%),
and the natural ones (5%) and the infrastructure
(12%) (Fig. 6) are less mentioned.

The interviewed subjects believe that local and
central authorities should do more for the devel-
opment of tourism in the city of Bucharest, among
the measures they propose to include are: the res-
toration of the old city center, the establishment of
pedestrian streets (such as Calea Victoriei), revital-
ization of the tourist bus, building tourist informa-
tion centers equipped with promotional materials,
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Fig. 8. The map of proposed geotouristic itineraries.

designing specialized tourist guides in recognized
publishers, popularizing the city as a tourist des-
tination on the Internet and making partnerships
with travel agencies. The creation of geotourist
routes, with a specialized guide, is positively ap-
preciated by the questioned subjects. Figure 7 are
shown the tourism objectives proposed to be in-
cluded in itineraries (multiple responses were al-
lowed, 712 answers), with a clear dominance for
the Parliament Palace, the Patriarchal Palace, the
National History Museum and the Old Court.
Taking into account the previous stag-
es of the study, the relationship between the

Table 3. The main characteristics of proposed geotourism routes.

(10) - Saint Ecaterina Chruch (11) - Palace of Justice
(12) - Saint Spridon Chruch (13) - Curtea Veche Muse-
um and Church (14) - Stravopoleos Church (15) - Na-
tional History Museum (16) - National Bank Museum
(17) - Bucharest University (18)

Lenght | Travel | Visiting | .. .
Routes o) | dime |t Difficulty | Geomorphosites
Red - Cotroceni Palace (1) - Botanical Garden (2) - Ro- 6 80 min | 6-8h Easy Cotroceni Hill,
manian Opera (3) - Kretzulescu Palace (4) - Cismigiu Dambovita Meadow,
Park (5) - Palace of Parliament (6) - Carol Park includ- Procopoaia Terrace,
ing (7) - the Mausoleum and (8) - Suter Palace Spirii Hill, Filaret Hill
Blue - Antim Ivireanul Church (9) - Patriarchal Palace 3 40min| 4-6h Easy | Dambovita Meadow,

Mitropoliei Hill, Uni-
versity Terrace
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geomorphosites and the anthropic tourist sites as
well as the opinion of the population, two geot-
ourism routes (Fig. 8) were established, the main
characteristics of which are summarized in Table
3. In Romania, neither for Bucharest nor for oth-
er urban areas, geotourism maps have not been
made and such tours have not been proposed.
These are the first proposals for such routes
which try to cover both the existing and inven-
toried geomorphosites within the central part of
Bucharest city and the main cultural tourist at-
tractions located in this area.

It is necessary to popularize them as well as to
create a specialized website, from which tourists
can access the information in real time.

Conclusions

This study is the starting point for a larger
process aimed at the inventory and evaluation of
geomorphosites both in the city of Bucharest and
other important tourist cities of Romania (lasi,
Cluj Napoca, Brasov, Sibiu, Constanta, Timisoara,
Suceava, Sighisoara etc). The main purpose is to
make them known and popularized, to highlight
their scientific (including educational), aesthetic
and cultural value.

At Romania’s level, it is necessary to carry
out projects on this topic by local / national au-
thorities in the field and public - private partner-
ships, respectively between academic and deci-
sion-makers, for the exploitation of components
related to geoheritage, geotourism and geocon-
servation, in order to minimize the risks that may
occur and maximize opportunities for local com-
munities and tourists.

The city of Bucharest has a remarkable geo-
morphological heritage, which is insufficiently
capitalized, so it is necessary in a next stage to cre-
ate a geotourism map for the central part (where
the natural objectives are mixed with the anthrop-
ic ones) and some promotional materials (includ-
ing on-line). The objectives of these materials are
to give geotourism consistency, to promote ge-
odiversity and to formulate conceptions and at-
titudes related to geoeducation to residents and
tourists. Many respondents in Bucharest recog-
nize and appreciate the value of geomorphosites.
The development of urban tourism and of geot-
ourism in Bucharest must also take into account

the planning projects that are being implemented,
the principles governing urban development.
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