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Abstract: Global geoparks, i.e., the members of the UNESCO Global Geopark (UGGp) network, pos-
sess highly valuable geoheritage resources, which can be used for the purposes of not only education
and tourism, but also science. Five examples from four Latin American countries (Chile, Ecuador,
Mexico, and Peru) were employed to realize the importance of these global geoparks as facilitators
of international research. Journal articles devoted to these geoparks were selected with the major
bibliographical databases, and the information from them was analyzed quantitatively. Particularly,
the numbers of articles published before and after the UGGp membership, paying significant and
marginal attention to geoparks, and published by international teams were calculated; the general
themes of the articles were outlined. It was established that the total number of publications grew
after the UGGp membership of these geoparks, but not steadily. The established dynamics of publish-
ing are unstable and differ between the geoparks. Geoparks of Mexico (Mixteca Alta) and Peru (Colca
y Volcanes de Andagua) are notable examples because they started to facilitate international research
before the UGGp membership. Many articles consider geoparks only marginally (nonetheless, there
are also articles paying significant attention to geoparks, especially in the cases of two Mexican
geoparks). The author teams are often not restricted to Latin America. The research themes are rather
diverse (geoheritage, geology, ecology, innovations, society, technology), although the majority of the
publications are geoheritage-focused. Of special interest is the Colca y Volcanes de Andagua global
geopark, which has been considered in the innovation-focused article. Generally, our results indicate
a moderate importance of the considered global geoparks to international research activity and the
incomplete exploitation of their scientific potential. Two Mexican geoparks (Comarca Minera and
Mixteca Alta) seem to be the most successful in the facilitation of international research. Indeed, the
scientific utility of global geoparks should be strengthened.

Keywords: geotourism; innovation; natural resources; research activity; scientific potential

1. Introduction

The importance of geological resources to the contemporary society is undisputable,
and their diversity and multiple exploitation opportunities are determinants of socio-
economical development. It has been realized that not only such economic resources
as iron ore, oil, lithium brine, building stones, and groundwater are valuable geological
resources [1–3], but also that geological heritage (geoheritage) is an important object
of economic geology [4,5]. Geoheritage can be defined provisionally as the entity of
unique geological (also geomorphological) features, manifestations of which are suitable
for geoscience, geoeducation, and geotourism [6–10]. Research in geoheritage and its
various applications is an important, mainstream direction in contemporary geological
science [11–18]. One major aspect of this direction is related to geopark studies [19–22].
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Geoparks are special establishments that serve the efficient conservation and rational
exploitation of geoheritage resources (first of all, geosites with outstanding heritage im-
portance) and, thus, contribute to sustainable development [23–28]. About two hundred
geoparks from dozens of countries have joined the UNESCO Global Geopark (UGGp)
network as of the beginning of 2024 [29]. Although geoparks are closely related to geo-
tourism [30,31], their highly valuable geoheritage resources can also be exploited for the
purposes of science advancement [32–34] and innovation development [35–39]. As some of
them have already functioned for several years, it is reasonable to check their contribution
to international research. This is also reasonable taking into account that the UGGp network
is neither ideal, nor well-balanced [40,41].

Latin America hosts many geoheritage objects [42–49], and more than ten global
geoparks (i.e., the members of UGGp) have been launched in Brazil, Chile, Ecuador,
Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru, and Uruguay [29]. The contribution of Latin American countries,
institutions, and researcher teams to the international geopark movement has become
remarkable [19,50,51]. Global geoparks from this region support the growth of geotourism
and sustainability [52,53]. Hypothetically, they can facilitate research activity, but this
proposition is yet to be addressed systematically. If it is valid, it would be reasonable
to transfer Latin American experience to other regions, particularly Africa, where global
geoparks are available and the advancement of geological science is on the agenda [54,55].

The objective of the present study is an analysis of the importance of global geoparks
as objects of international research. Several Latin American geoparks are employed as
examples. The focus on this region is explained by its significance in the international geop-
ark movement, the presence of extensive research communities there, and the intention to
make the analyzed sample of data more or less homogenous. Although the bibliographical
survey is the core of this study, the latter is analytical and provides novel insights into the
urgent problem outlined above. This paper presents the analysis of published scientific
articles about several geoparks selected by several criteria to realize the intensity of the
research related to each geopark. The expected outcome is the presence (or absence) of an
elevated publication rate after the receipt of UGGp membership. The relatively small size
of the analyzed sample is unavoidable, but the homogeneity of this sample permits some
generalizations—at least, for the considered entity of the global geoparks. In this regard,
the present paper is a case study. It should be stressed that the authors are not connected to
the development or management of the considered geoparks, and their common research
deals with other parts of the world; in this regard, this paper presents a kind of view from
the outside, i.e., the scientific utility of these geoparks is viewed as something that can be
performed by many specialists who are not from Latin America.

2. Materials and Methods

From the Latin American global geoparks that have already joined the UGGp network,
it is necessary to select only those, which can permit us to analyze their scientific utility in
the proper temporal perspective. To make such a selection, several propositions should be
followed. First, the receipt of the status of a global geopark seems to be the most important
time marker in the history of each geopark, and, thus, the year of the UGGp membership
should be considered. Second, the creation and development of global geoparks are not
quick, and the related procedures can last for many years; therefore, each geopark can stim-
ulate research activity before, the same year as, and after receiving the UGGp membership.
Third, it is unreasonable to consider “too old” geoparks because the international research
interest in geoparks only reached a considerable level in the 2010s [19]. Fourth, to judge
the scientific utility of global geoparks, it is necessary to have the possibility of examining
the related research several years before their UGGp membership and several years after
this. In regard to these propositions, it is logical to conclude that the only global geoparks
that joined UGGp in 2014–2020 are suitable for the present analysis. The available informa-
tion [29] permits us to specify five global geoparks of this time span (Table 1), located in
four countries of Latin America (Figure 1). Their content differs, essentially; although, they
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have something in common. These geoparks represent volcanic and magmatic phenomena
that are characteristic to the geological environments of Central America and the western
margin of South America. Importantly, these geoparks joined UGGp in 2017 and 2019
(Table 1), i.e., almost at the same time (these years were characterized by the comparable
and already elevated interest of researchers in geoparks), and, thus, the analyzed sample is
homogenous chronologically. Indeed, the considered entity of geoparks is relatively small,
which makes generalizations of the outcomes of the analysis rather tentative. Nonetheless,
it appears better to deal with a small, but homogenous sample than with a larger, but
heterogeneous and inconsistent sample.

Table 1. Outline of the global geoparks considered in the present study (based on [29]).

Country Geopark Year of UGGp
Membership Area, km2 Main Geological Phenomena

Chile Kütralkura 2019 8053 Volcanism

Ecuador Imbabura 2019 4794 Volcanism, hydrothermal systems

Mexico

Comarca Minera 2017 1848 Landforms, magmatism, ore deposits, history
of mining

Mixteca Alta 2017 415 Erosional landforms, sedimentary, magmatic,
and metamorphic features, tectonics

Peru Colca y Volcanes de Andagua 2019 6011 Volcanism, erosional landforms,
geoarchaeology
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Figure 1. Geographical location of the considered geoparks. Base image was generated with Google
Earth Pro engine.

If a given geopark becomes the object of international research, the outcomes of the
latter are normally published in international (not necessary English-language) journal(s)
indexed by major bibliographical databases. Therefore, the examination of the publishing
activity permits judgments of the scientific importance of global geoparks. The validity
of bibliographical surveys in the studies of geoheritage, geotourism, and geoparks has
already been proven [13,19,20,56]. For the purposes of the present study, the on-line
bibliographical database “Scopus” was used to collect journal articles that mention the
selected geoparks in titles, abstracts, and/or key words. This database boasts a significant
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coverage of international journals [57,58], including those published in Latin America
and in Spanish. This basic search permitted us to identify only sources whose authors
appreciate the importance of geoparks enough to consider them in the noted elements of
their articles. However, there can be other articles, in which geoparks are mentioned in the
full text. To find them, a supplementary search was carried out with the bibliographical
databases of the major publishers (“Elsevier” (Amsterdam, the Netherlands), “Springer”
(Berlin, Germany), “MDPI” (Basel, Switzerland)), the journals of which frequently publish
papers on geology and geoparks. The search engines of these databases permitted us to
find many other articles where geoparks were mentioned in full texts.

The noted procedures permitted us to collect enough bibliographical information
about the five considered geoparks. Three additional remarks are necessary: first, only
journal articles were considered because they are the principal and best-covered scientific
publications; second, the only notions of geoparks (not the related localities) in the literature
were taken into account; third, the search procedures were applied in mid-February of
2024, and, thus, the articles available in the bibliographical databases to this time were
considered. Indeed, some articles (especially those published in local journals either in
English or Spanish) could be missed, but, this is unavoidable. On the other hand, this
study focuses on the international research importance of geoparks, for the purposes of
which focusing on international journals is enough. All sources used for the purposes of
the present analysis, including the works published in English and Spanish, are cited in
this paper, and this bibliographical information is summarized below for better visibility.
One can note that the considered articles were published in such geoheritage-focused
journals as “Geoheritage” and “International Journal of Geoheritage and Parks”, as well as
in international, but regionally published journals such as “Investigaciones Geograficas”
and “Revista Mexicana de Biodiversidad”.

The collected bibliographical information can be used for some analytical procedures
for each considered global geopark. First of all, the dynamics of scientific publishing can
be established. For this purpose, three parameters were measured and plotted, namely
the total number of journal articles concerning a given geopark (these articles were found
with the basic and supplementary searches—see above), the number of articles found
only by basic search, and the number of articles with significant attention paid to a given
geopark. As for the latter, it should be explained that some articles present the outcomes of
research related strongly to particular geoparks; other articles consider geoparks only very
marginally, but they cannot be ignored because even passing mention of geoparks in the
scientific literature stresses their importance to research. Nonetheless, the above-mentioned
calculation of the number of articles that pays significant attention to geoparks permitted
us to avoid the possible influence of the “noise” from the literature with only marginal
attention. The established dynamics help to understand whether the UGGp membership
was associated with the growth of research, and, if yes, when this happened and to what
degree. It is also important to calculate the number of articles that were published before,
the same year as, and after the UGGp membership. It should be added that the articles
published in 2024 and those available “in press” were considered only for general reference
because the bibliographical record of 2024 is incomplete (the analysis was carried out in
February 2024). Therefore, the relatively low or zero numbers calculated for 2024 should
not be understood as a sign of any parameter’s decrease. Nonetheless, to consider these
“too young” articles was reasonable to make the bibliographical summary for each geopark
truly comprehensive.

The collected bibliographical information permitted two other procedures, which
are related to the scope of the present study. The authors’ affiliations made it possible to
understand whether the authors represent the countries hosting the considered geoparks,
other Latin American countries, or countries from other parts of the world. This is important
to realize the internationalization of the geopark-focused research collaboration. The
content of the selected articles indicates the principal themes of this research, which can
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deal with geoheritage, geology, or other aspects of the considered geoparks. The results of
all the above-mentioned procedures are quantitative and allow for further interpretations.

The present study intended to be literature-based only. This was necessary to provide
the foundation for further in-depth and qualitative (also interview-based) deciphering of the
multiple processes and factors that are related directly or indirectly to the scientific utility
of global geoparks. The comprehensive understanding of the dynamics of geopark-related
research requires step-by-step analyses, which are unrealistic to include in a single project.
Nonetheless, this study permitted us to identify a notable problem on the international
research agenda, as well as to offer some tentative, qualitative inferences.

3. Results

The Kütralkura global geopark is located in Chile (Figure 1), and it joined UGGp in
2019 [29]. Its large area represents volcanic phenomena (Table 1). The established number
of articles that deal with this geopark is limited. The first of them appeared in 2019; the
total number peaked in 2020 and then remained low (Figure 2). The majority of articles
consider this geopark only marginally (Table 2). Notably, specialists from other parts of the
world participated in ~90% of the articles (Table 2). Thematically, the latter are moderately
diverse, and the majority of the articles deal with geoheritage-related topics (Table 2).
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The Imbabura global geopark is situated in Ecuador (Figure 1), and it joined UGGp
in 2019 [29]. Volcanic and hydrothermal phenomena are represented there (Table 1). This
geopark boasts a significant number of articles, which were published in 2019 and later
(Figure 2). Their number did not remain stable and peaked twice. However, >80% of
them consider this geopark marginally, and the basic search permitted us to find a single
article (Figure 2, Table 2). The majority of the collected articles were (co)authored by
non-Ecuadorian specialists, chiefly from other parts of the world (Table 2). The thematic
diversity of these articles is low, and 96% of them deal with geoheritage-related topics
(Table 2).
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Table 2. Summary of the international research focused on the considered geoparks (see text for more
explanations).

Geopark
Articles in Journals

(State for Mid-February, 2024) Attention to Geopark * Year of Articles * International
Research,

X/Y ***

Themes ****

Basic
Search

Supplementary
Search Significant Marginal B ** S ** A **

Kütralkura - [22,42,59–65] 3 6 0 1 8 8/8
Geoheritage (7),

geology (1),
society (1)

Imbabura [66] [22,49,52,60–62,64,67–
85] 5 22 0 2 25 23/22

Geoheritage
(26),

geology (1)

Comarca
Minera [86–91] [50,52,59,61,63,69,85,

92–101] 13 10 0 0 23 14/14

Geoheritage
(17), ecology

(2), society (2),
technology (2)

Mixteca Alta [102–112] [50,52,61,63,70,90,94,
95,98,101,113–122] 22 9 1 0 30 15/15

Geoheritage
(16), geology

(1), ecology (4),
society (10)

Colca y
Volcanes de

Andagua
[123–125] [22,52,59–

61,63,81,126–136] 7 14 1 0 20 20/20
Geoheritage (16),

geology (4),
innovations (1)

Notes: * number of the related sources is indicated; ** B—before the year in which a geopark joined UGGp,
S—same year as when a geopark joined UGGp, A—after a geopark joined UGGp; *** X—number of articles with
authors from countries other than that hosting a geopark, Y—number of articles with authors from regions other
than that hosting a geopark; **** number of the related articles is indicated in parentheses after each theme (the
theme “Geoheritage” includes articles about geoconservation, geoheritage, geoparks, geosites, and geotourism;
the theme “Geology” includes articles about pure and applied geology and geomorphology).

Two Mexican global geoparks are considered (Figure 1). The first of them is the
Comarca Minera, which joined UGGp in 2017 [29] and represents a rather broad spectrum of
phenomena (Table 1). This geopark became an important object of international research,
although with certain delay after its UGGp membership. The total number of articles rose
in 2020 and remained considerable, although not stable. Importantly, more than half of
them paid significant attention to this geopark (Table 2), and the portion of these articles
became larger with time (Figure 2). The other peculiarity is that 39% of the collected articles
were written by only Mexican specialists (Table 2). Finally, one should note the significant
thematic diversity of the articles, although 74% of them deal with geoheritage-related topics
(Table 2).

The other Mexican geopark is Mixteca Alta, which also joined UGGp in 2017 [29].
Apparently, its content is the most diverse among the considered global geoparks, and a
broad spectrum of rocks are represented there (Table 1). This geopark has been investigated
actively, with the first article appearing before it joined UGGp. Initially, the total number of
articles was low, but it peaked at the beginning of the 2020s (Figure 2). The articles with
significant attention to this geopark prevail (>70%), and this geopark is distinguished by
the relatively high number of articles found by the basic search (Table 2). These peculiarities
remained during the entire time interval (Figure 2). About a half of the collected articles
were written by only Mexican specialists (Table 2). Thematically, these articles are diverse,
and the relative number of geoheritage-focused and other articles are comparable; moreover,
this geopark was studied actively in a sociological aspect (Table 2). Notably, this geopark is
the smallest of those considered (Table 1).

The Colca y Volcanes de Andagua (Colca and Volcanoes of Andagua in English) global
geopark is located in Peru (Figure 1), and it joined UGGp in 2019 [29]. It represents
phenomena, which are moderate in number, but essentially different (Table 1). The es-
tablished number of articles is not low, and the first of them was published before the
UGGp membership (Figure 2). The total number of articles peaked in 2020 and then
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gradually declined. In total, 33% of the articles paid significant attention to this geopark
(Table 2), and their percentage became bigger after the noted peak (Figure 2). The majority
of them were (co)authored by specialists from other parts of the world (Table 2). These
articles demonstrate a moderate thematic diversity, with 76% of the articles dealing with
geoheritage-related topics (Table 2). Interestingly, this geopark is distinguished by the
relatively large number (19%) of articles focused on geological aspects.

4. Discussion

The analysis proves the importance of the considered global geoparks of Latin America
as objects of international research, although the real importance seems to be lower than
that potential. On the one hand, the UGGp membership led to the publication of articles
paying both significant and marginal attention to geoparks, and specialists from other
countries and parts of the world were involved into the related research. Moreover, some
themes of this research were linked directly to innovations and sustainable development
(not only environmental). On the other hand, the number of articles (including those paying
significant attention to geoparks) did not grow steadily, but only peaked (sometimes, with
certain delay relative to the UGGp membership); many articles considered geoparks only
marginally (but significant attention was paid in many articles to two Mexican geoparks),
and the majority of them dealt with only geoheritage. One should note that the development
of geoparks required to achieve the UGGp status did not result in a higher publishing rate;
the number of articles that appeared before or the same year as the UGGp membership is
small. Two notable examples are the works by Palacio-Prieto et al. [120] and Gałaś et al. [124]
that preceded the the UGGp membership of the Mixteca Alta and Colca y Volcanes de
Andagua global geoparks, respectively. Moreover, although the activity of international
research teams should be appreciated, the significant prevalence of publications from such
teams over those from only national teams, established in some cases, may be a sign of a
barrier in the globalization of national science, which needs self-development in addition
to international collaboration.

In regard to the above-mentioned outcomes of the present case study, it appears that
the analyzed Latin American experience implies only partial exploitation of the potential
of global geoparks as triggers of international research. Two Mexican geoparks seem to
be the most successful in their facilitation of international research activity, although this
occurred with delays after the UGGp membership in contrast to the geoparks of Chile,
Ecuador, and Peru (Figure 2, Table 2). Probably, the most serious problem registered
by the present analysis is that the considered global geoparks became objects of chiefly
geoheritage-related research (Table 2), although their resources offer exciting opportunities
for geological, biological, socio-economical, pure touristic, and other investigations. Good
examples are the Comarca Minera and Mixteca Alta geoparks (Table 2), and one should also
note the exciting example of the Colca y Volcanes de Andagua global geopark employed
for the purpose of innovative research [136].

The hypothetical explanations of the registered patterns can be linked to two aspects
of the supposed global geopark functioning. First, particular research teams may be linked
to the global geopark development (before, the same year as, or just after the UGGp
membership), but the number of such teams is limited in each case. The dominance of
publications from the limited number of teams is registered for the considered geoparks
(Table 2). Second (and potentially more important), the international scientific community
can be very conservative and even passive in the exploration of new research opportunities.
For instance, the collected evidence implies that the Latin American global geoparks were
promoted actively and effectively in the international literature, but often attracted only
marginal attention (Figure 2, Table 2). It is possible that many specialists in the world still
misunderstand the scientific potential of geoparks (at least, those of Latin America), as
well as ignore (or do not appreciate) the already visible power and maturity of geoheritage
studies [16]. Additional studies are necessary to understand whether the above-mentioned
or any other explanations matter, but it is evident that the established partial exploitation
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of the scientific potential of global geoparks could be caused by the processes (also, barriers
and biased vision) of international science.

The results of the present analysis permit us to conceptualize the scientific utility of
global geoparks (Figure 3). However, the same results imply that the elements of this
utility can be unbalanced. For instance, some geoparks are used for general reference and
comparison more actively than as objects of new research (Figure 2), and the diversity of
the research themes is not as important due to the prevalence of a single theme (Table 2).
Geoparks are created, particularly, for the appropriate use of their geoheritage resources,
innovative solutions, and sustainable development [23,31,36,137,138]. If so, all aspects of
their potential are important, not only the touristic and educational ones. Additionally,
it is necessary to stress that global geoparks bear world-class natural features, which can
be first-order attractions to tourists (not only geotourists). If so, they have significant
importance for pure touristic studies.
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It appears that the scientific importance of geoparks can be related to their governance,
which itself is a challenging issue [139]. Administrations of global geoparks, as well as
national and international authorities and the local, regional, and national governmental
divisions involved into their governance, should put effort into reducing the unbalances
and problems established in the present study (see above). This can be done via better
the promotion of geoparks’ geoheritage resources among scientists (including young
generations), funding geopark-based (but not necessarily geoheritage-related) research
projects, and broader cooperation with scientists (not only experts in geoheritage) in their
development. It appears to be very urgent to “cultivate” the proper culture of geopark-
based research. When specialists (for instance, mineralogists and palaeontologists) work in
museums, the latter are appreciated and properly reflected in the subsequent publications.
The same should become a norm in geopark-based research. Moreover, the considered
global geoparks of Latin America differ by their importance to international research. If so,
it is very reasonable to address the most successful examples and to transfer the related
knowledge and experience to the other, existing and newly created, geoparks.

Indeed, the selected and other global geoparks can employ different “formulae” of
management. For instance, some of them are deeply related to particular universities and
research groups, and others are not. Although this may partly influence their scientific
utility, it is expected that the UGGp membership means the existence of outstanding
geological features of international importance in their areas. In an ideal case, a global
geopark can attract many researchers, irrespective of the preferred management “formula”.
If this geopark is university-related, the research teams from this university receive an
excellent tool for intensifying their investigations. If this geopark is university-unrelated,
it can be very attractive to many research teams from the outside because they can enjoy
the favorable conditions, in which they do not need to “compete” with any local, well-
established teams. Apparently, the perception of the research utility (and the related
attractiveness) of global geoparks by the international research community can matter more
than the peculiarities of their management.
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5. Conclusions

The present case study of the international scientific utility of five global geoparks
from Latin America permits us to draw the following three conclusions:

(1) All considered geoparks facilitated research activity, although their full scientific
potential was not exploited (at least, as can be deduced on the basis of the publications
dealing with these geoparks);

(2) The dynamics of scientific publishing about the considered geoparks were unstable,
many journal articles considered geoparks only marginally, and geoheritage-related topics
prevailed over geological and other topics (fortunately, a portion of the collected literature
is linked to innovations and sustainable development);

(3) Special efforts and measures are necessary to strengthen the scientific performance
of global geoparks, which can play a big role in research similar to that of museums.

The high importance of the geoheritage resources of global geoparks is undisputable
(alternatively, it would be unreasonable to create these geoparks). The present analysis
stresses that the related potential of geoparks is yet to be exploited adequately. Indeed,
this analysis is only preliminary and based on a case study in a single region, and, thus,
it cannot escape certain limitations. For instance, the considered geoparks are still too
young to allow for analyzing the long-term dynamics of scientific publishing, which would
require a decade or more of observations. However, this limitation is unavoidable when
taking into account the relative novelty of the very idea of global geoparks and the only
recent intensification of the related research. The other limitation of this case study is the
relatively small size of the sample. Indeed, the generalizations and the interpretations
made above are meaningful only to the analyzed entity of geoparks. Nonetheless, one
should note that these geoparks represent different countries of Latin America, and they
joined UGGp when the international geoheritage studies matured.

This study permits us to draw attention to some interesting (both theoretically and
practically) patterns, which should be investigated in the course of the future research.
Particularly, comparing the Latin American experience with that of other regions seems
to be promising. The situation in Africa, Asia, and North America may differ. The other
contexts of geopark-related research in these regions should be considered (for instance,
other trends of geoheritage research, other interests and sizes of national research com-
munities, other traditions of scientific collaboration). The examination of the opinions of
researchers and geopark managers can also be informative, and has to be carried out in the
future. As explained above, the understanding of the scientific utility of global geoparks
is a highly complex task, and the solution requires a sequence of studies with attention
paid to the different patterns. Particularly, the tentative inferences presented above indicate
that the opinions of researchers not involved in geopark-related studies and not linked to
geopark management would be very important to analyze because the scientific utility of
global geoparks seems to be strongly dependent on their perception by the world’s research
community. In other words, the wide scientific marketing of UGGp needs attention.
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57. Pranckutė, R. Web of science (WoS) and Scopus: The titans of bibliographic information in today’s academic world. Publications
2021, 9, 12. [CrossRef]

58. Singh, V.K.; Singh, P.; Karmakar, M.; Leta, J.; Mayr, P. The journal coverage of Web of Science, Scopus and Dimensions: A
comparative analysis. Scientometrics 2021, 126, 5113–5142. [CrossRef]

59. Ferraro, F.X.; Schilling, M.E.; Baeza, S.; Oms, O.; Sá, A.A. Bottom-up strategy for the use of geological heritage by local
communities: Approach in the “Litoral del Biobío” Mining Geopark project (Chile). Proc. Geol. Assoc. 2020, 131, 500–510.
[CrossRef]

60. Gonzáles-Mantilla, P.G.; León, C.J. Tourism Management in South American Geological Areas: Comparing Two Cases from Peru
and Brazil. Geoheritage 2020, 12, 37. [CrossRef]

61. Herrera-Franco, G.; Carrión-Mero, P.; Alvarado, N.; Morante-Carballo, F.; Maldonado, A.; Caldevilla, P.; Briones-Bitar, J.;
Berrezueta, E. Geosites and georesources to foster geotourism in communities: Case study of the Santa Elena Peninsula geopark
project in Ecuador. Sustainability 2020, 12, 4484. [CrossRef]

62. Munoz-Saez, C.; Perez-Nuñez, C.; Martini, S.; Vargas-Barrera, A.; Martin, R.; Morata, D.; Manga, M. The Alpehue geyser field,
Sollipulli Volcano, Chile. J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 2020, 406, 107065. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-014-0099-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-018-0300-5
https://doi.org/10.3390/geosciences8050149
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2023.2207691
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2023.0054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgeop.2022.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-018-0330-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgeop.2022.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgeop.2022.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-014-0136-6
https://doi.org/10.3390/land11010048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgeop.2019.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgeop.2023.02.002
https://doi.org/10.3989/estgeogr.201817
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-020-00459-2
https://doi.org/10.18273/revbol.v41n2-2019006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gr.2022.05.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2020.103262
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.12.443
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications9010012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-021-03948-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pgeola.2020.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-020-00455-6
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12114484
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvolgeores.2020.107065


Geosciences 2024, 14, 128 12 of 15

63. Ríos, C.A.; Amorocho, R.; Villarreal, C.A.; Mantilla, W.; Velandia, F.A.; Castellanos, O.M.; Munoz, S.I.; Atuesta, D.A.; Jerez, J.H.;
Acevedo, O.; et al. Chicamocha Canyon Geopark project: A novel strategy for the socio-economic development of Santander
(Colombia) through geoeducation, geotourism and geoconservation. Int. J. Geoheritage Parks 2020, 8, 96–122. [CrossRef]

64. Vidal, R.R.; Tassara, A. Geo-Circuit for Interpretation of the Geological Evolution in the Nevados de Chillán Volcanic Complex,
Chile. Geoheritage 2023, 15, 63. [CrossRef]

65. Walshe, R.; Morin, J.; Donovan, A.; Vergara-Pinto, F.; Smith, C. Contrasting memories and imaginaries of Lonquimay volcano,
Chile. Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct. 2023, 97, 104003. [CrossRef]

66. Taset, Y.M.V.; Ñacato, A.B.T. Imbabura: The first UNESCO geopark in Ecuador. Bionatura 2019, 4, 830–831. [CrossRef]
67. Berrezueta, E.; Sánchez-Cortez, J.L.; Aguilar-Aguilar, M. Inventory and Characterization of Geosites in Ecuador: A Review.

Geoheritage 2021, 13, 93. [CrossRef]
68. Carrión-Mero, P.; Loor-Oporto, O.; Andrade-Ríos, H.; Herrera-Franco, G.; Morante-Carballo, F.; Jaya-Montalvo, M.; Aguilar-

Aguilar, M.; Torres-Peña, K.; Berrezueta, E. Quantitative and qualitative assessment of the “El Sexmo” tourist gold mine (Zaruma,
Ecuador) as a geosite and mining site. Resources 2020, 9, 28. [CrossRef]

69. Carrión-Mero, P.; Ayala-Granda, A.; Serrano-Ayala, S.; Morante-Carballo, F.; Aguilar-Aguilar, M.; Gurumendi-Noriega, M.;
Paz-Salas, N.; Herrera-Franco, G.; Berrezueta, E. Assessment of Geomorphosites for Geotourism in the Northern Part of the “Ruta
Escondida” (Quito, Ecuador). Sustainability 2020, 12, 8468. [CrossRef]

70. Carrión-Mero, P.; Herrera-Narváez, G.; Herrera-Franco, G.; Sánchez-Zambrano, E.; Mata-Perelló, J.; Berrezueta, E. Assessment
and Promotion of Geotouristic and Geomining Routes as a Basis for Local Development: A Case Study. Minerals 2021, 11, 351.
[CrossRef]

71. Carrión-Mero, P.; Dueñas-Tovar, J.; Jaya-Montalvo, M.; Berrezueta, E.; Jiménez-Orellana, N. Geodiversity assessment to regional
scale: Ecuador as a case study. Environ. Sci. Policy 2022, 136, 167–186. [CrossRef]

72. Carrión-Mero, P.; Merchán-Sanmartín, B.; Aguilar-Aguilar, M.; Morante-Carballo, F.; Suarez-Zamora, S.; Bárcenes-Campoverde,
R.; Berrezueta, E. Strategies to Improve the Tourist Interest of a Geosite Respecting Its Natural Heritage. A Case Study. Geoheritage
2022, 14, 110. [CrossRef]

73. Carrión-Mero, P.; Turner-Carrión, M.; Herrera-Franco, G.; Bravo-Murillo, G.; Aguilar-Aguilar, M.; Paz-Salas, N.; Berrezueta, E.
Geotouristic Route Proposal for Touristic Development in a Mining Area—Case Study. Resources 2022, 11, 25. [CrossRef]

74. Carrion-Mero, P.; Sanzhez-Zambrano, E.; Mata-Perello, J.; Jaya-Montalvo, M.; Herrera-Franco, G.; Berrezueta, E.; Espinel, R.L.;
Baque, M.; Morante-Carballo, F. Geosites assessment in a volcanic hotspot environment and its impact on geotourism, Santa
Cruz-Galapagos Islands, Ecuador. Int. J. Geoheritage Parks 2024, 12, 147–167. [CrossRef]

75. Herrera-Franco, G.; Erazo, K.; Mora-Frank, C.; Carrión-Mero, P.; Berrezueta, E. Evaluation of a Paleontological Museum as
Geosite and Base for Geotourism. A Case Study. Heritage 2021, 4, 1208–1227. [CrossRef]

76. Herrera-Franco, G.; Mora-Frank, C.; Kovács, T.; Berrezueta, E. Georoutes as a Basis for Territorial Development of the Pacific
Coast of South America: A Case Study. Geoheritage 2022, 14, 78. [CrossRef]

77. Herrera-Franco, G.; Apolo-Masache, B.; Escandón-Panchana, P.; Jácome-Francis, K.; Morante-Carballo, F.; Mata-Perelló, J.;
Carrión-Mero, P. Perception of the Geological-Mining Heritage to Promote Geotourism in Guayaquil, Ecuador. Geosciences 2022,
12, 322. [CrossRef]

78. Morante-Carballo, F.; Gurumendi-Noriega, M.; Cumbe-Vásquez, J.; Bravo-Montero, L.; Carrión-Mero, P. Georesources as an
Alternative for Sustainable Development in COVID-19 Times—A Study Case in Ecuador. Sustainability 2022, 14, 7856. [CrossRef]

79. Morante-Carballo, F.; Merchán-Sanmartín, B.; Cárdenas-Cruz, A.; Jaya-Montalvo, M.; Mata-Perelló, J.; Herrera-Franco, G.;
Carrión-Mero, P. Sites of Geological Interest Assessment for Geoeducation Strategies, ESPOL University Campus, Guayaquil,
Ecuador. Land 2022, 11, 771. [CrossRef]

80. Navarrete, W.F.; Le Pennec, J.L.; Solano, S.; Liorzou, C.; Ruiz, G.A. A first reconstruction of the evolution of Cubilche Volcanic
Complex, Imbabura Province, Ecuador. J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 2020, 406, 107023. [CrossRef]

81. Navarrete, E.; Morante-Carballo, F.; Dueñas-Tovar, J.; Carrión-Mero, P.; Jaya-Montalvo, M.; Berrezueta, E. Assessment of Geosites
within a Natural Protected Area: A Case Study of Cajas National Park. Sustainability 2022, 14, 3120. [CrossRef]

82. Rubira-Gómez, G.; Malavé-Hernández, J.; Jaya-Montalvo, M.; Candell-Soto, J.; Caicedo-Potosi, J.; Merchan-Sanmartin, B.; Aguilar-
Aguilar, M.; Morante-Carballo, F. Sustainable Design for Geotourism Interpretation Centres: Enhancing the Santa Elena Peninsula
Geopark Project Experience. Heritage 2024, 7, 499–516. [CrossRef]

83. Saurabh, M.; Sudhanshu, S.; Singh, S.K.; Mathur, S.C. Qualitative Assessment of Geoheritage for Geotourism Promotion: A Case
Study from Mehrangarh Ridge in Jodhpur City, Western Rajasthan, India. Geoheritage 2021, 13, 80. [CrossRef]

84. Vera, D.; Simbaña-Tasiguano, M.; Guzmán, O.; Cabascango, E.; Sanchez-Cortez, J.L.; Campos, C.; Grefa, H. Quantitative
Assessment of Geodiversity in Ecuadorian Amazon—Case Study: Napo Sumaco Aspiring UNESCO Geopark. Geoheritage 2023,
15, 28. [CrossRef]

85. Zierler, J.; Schmalzl, L.; Hartmann, G.; Jungmeier, M. The role of water as a significant resource in UGGps results of an international
workshop. Int. J. Geoheritage Parks 2023, 11, 286–297. [CrossRef]

86. Aguilar-Arevalo, A.; Alvarado-Mijangos, S.; Bertou, X.; Canet, C.; Cruz-Perez, M.A.; Deisting, A.; Dias, A.; D’Olivo, J.C.;
Favela-Perez, F.; Garces, E.A.; et al. Characterization of germanium detectors for the first underground laboratory in Mexico. J.
Instrum. 2020, 15, P11014. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgeop.2020.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-023-00832-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2023.104003
https://doi.org/10.21931/RB/2019.04.02.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-021-00619-y
https://doi.org/10.3390/resources9030028
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12208468
https://doi.org/10.3390/min11040351
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2022.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-022-00746-0
https://doi.org/10.3390/resources11030025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgeop.2024.01.006
https://doi.org/10.3390/heritage4030067
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-022-00711-x
https://doi.org/10.3390/geosciences12090322
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14137856
https://doi.org/10.3390/land11060771
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvolgeores.2020.107023
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14053120
https://doi.org/10.3390/heritage7010024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-021-00604-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-023-00792-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgeop.2023.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/15/11/P11014


Geosciences 2024, 14, 128 13 of 15

87. Canet, C.; Alvarado-Sizzo, I.; Mora-Chaparro, J.C.; Cruz-Perez, M.A.; Salgado-Martinez, E.; Olvera-Mejia, T.M.; Miros-Gómez,
J.A.; García-Sánchez, L. Comments on “Tourism as a tool to build environmental governance in the Comarca Minera geopark”.
PASOS Rev. Tur. Patrim. Cult. 2023, 21, 651–657.

88. Cruz-Pérez, M.A.; Canet, C.; Pastrana, A.; Dominguez-Pelaez, S.; Morelos-Ridriguez, L.; Carcavilla, L.; Salgado-Martinez, E.;
Krieger, P.; Garcia-Alonso, E.J.; Martinez-Serrano, R.G.; et al. Green and Golden Obsidian of “Cerro de Las Navajas”, Hidalgo
(Mexico): Geoarchaeological Heritage That Deserves International Recognition. Geoheritage 2021, 13, 92. [CrossRef]

89. García, M.A.V.; Benítez, M.D.L. Tourism as a tool to build environmental governance in the Comarca Minera geopark. PASOS
Rev. Tur. Patrim. Cult. 2023, 21, 23–36.

90. García-Sánchez, L.; Canet, C.; Cruz-Pérez, M.Á.; Morelos-Redriguez, L.; Salgado-Martínez, E.; Corona-Chávez, P. A comparison
between local sustainable development strategies based on the geoheritage of two post-mining areas of Central Mexico. Int. J.
Geoheritage Parks 2021, 9, 391–404. [CrossRef]

91. García-Sánchez, L.; Canet, C.; Mora-Chaparro, J.C.; Garcia-Alonso, E.; Gutierrez-Lopez, D.M.; Cruz-Pérez, M.Á.; Salgado-
Martínez, E. Social assessment of landscapes of the Comarca Minera UNESCO Global Geopark, Hidalgo (Mexico). Cuad. Geogr.
2022, 61, 269–290.

92. Aguilar-Arevalo, A.; Bertou, X.; Canet, C.; Cruz, M.A.; Deisting, A.; Dias, A.; D’Olivo, J.C.; Favela-Perez, F.; Garces, E.A.; Garcia,
E.G.; et al. Gamma-ray flux measurement and geotechnical studies at the selected site for the LABChico underground laboratory.
Eur. Phys. J. Plus 2022, 137, 210. [CrossRef]

93. Canet, C. Is Mexico a “Megageodiverse” Country? Geoheritage 2023, 15, 98. [CrossRef]
94. Guilbaud, M.-N.; Ortega-Larrocea, M.P.; Cram, S.; van Wyk de Vries, B. Xitle Volcano Geoheritage, Mexico City: Raising

Awareness of Natural Hazards and Environmental Sustainability in Active Volcanic Areas. Geoheritage 2021, 13, 6. [CrossRef]
95. Guimarães, E.S.; Sá, A.; Gabriel, R.; Moreira, H.; Guimarães, J.R.S.; Bandeira, P.F.R.; de Lima Silva, J.M.F.; Soares, R.C.; Melo, J.P.P.

Matrix of priorities for the management of visitation impacts on the geosites of araripe UNESCO global geopark (NE Brazil).
Geosciences 2018, 8, 199. [CrossRef]

96. Farsani, N.T.; Esfahani, M.A.G.; Shokrizadeh, M. Understanding Tourists’ Satisfaction and Motivation Regarding Mining Geotours
(Case Study: Isfahan, Iran). Geoheritage 2019, 11, 681–688. [CrossRef]

97. Krieger, P. Preserving geodiversity in Mexican hyper urban conflict zones: A geo-aesthetic approach. Int. J. Geoheritage Parks 2023,
11, 64–81. [CrossRef]

98. Lama-Larenas, P.A.; Mora-Chaparro, J.C.; Gomez-Romero, J.; Canet, C.; Cruz-Perez, M.A.; García-Alonso, E.J.; Salgado-Martínez,
E. Comments on “UNESCO Global Geoparks in Latin America and the Caribbean, and Their Contribution to Agenda 2030
Sustainable Development Goals” (Rosado-González et al. 2000, Geoheritage 12: 1–15, 2020). Geoheritage 2021, 13, 20. [CrossRef]

99. Ortega-Martínez, I.J.; Moreno, C.E.; Rios-Díaz, C.L.; Arellano, L.; Rosas, F.; Castellanos, I. Assembly mechanisms of dung beetles
in temperate forests and grazing pastures. Sci. Rep. 2020, 10, 391. [CrossRef]

100. Ríos-Díaz, C.L.; Moreno, C.E.; Ortega-Martínez, I.J.; Zuria, I.; Escobar, F.; Castellanos, I. Sheep herding in small grasslands
promotes dung beetle diversity in a mountain forest landscape. J. Insect Conserv. 2021, 25, 13–26. [CrossRef]

101. Rosado-González, E.M.; Sá, A.A.; Palacio-Prieto, J.L. “UNESCO Global Geoparks in Latin America and the Caribbean, and Their
Contribution to Agenda 2030 Sustainable Development Goals” (Rosado-González et al. 2020, Geoheritage 12: 1–15): Reply to
Comments by Lama-Larenas, P.A.; Mora-Chaparro, J.-C.; Gomez-Romero, J.; Canet, C.; Cruz-Pérez, M.A.; García-Alonso, E.J. and
Salgado-Martínez, E. (2021). Geoheritage 2021, 13, 21.

102. Barrientos-Zavala, K.J.; Chako-Tchamabé, B.; Silis- Esquivel, J.; Alcala-Reygosa, J.; de Castro Martinez, G.F.; Marín-Guzmán, A.P.;
Montes de Oca, A. Distribution and Characterization of the Mixteca Alta-UNESCO Geopark Dikes as Evidence of an Extensional
Tectonic Regime in Western Oaxaca, Mexico. Investig. Geogr. 2023, 111, e60696.

103. López, E.O. Territorial appropiation and building a collective identity against eviction from communal land. The case of la
Mixteca Alta World Geopark in Oaxaca, Mexico. Empiria 2020, 48, 67–93.

104. López, E.O.; Lorenzen, M. The Geoparque Mundial UNESCO Mixteca Alta (gma) as a space for the construction and implementa-
tion of participative methodologies. Perfiles Latinoam. 2023, 31, 1–23.

105. Lorenzen, M. New rurality and migration in Mexico’s Mixteca Alta region. Perfiles Latinoam. 2021, 29, 1–29.
106. Lorenzen, M.; Orozco-Ramírez, Q.; Ramírez-Santiago, R.; Garza, G.G. Migration, socioeconomic transformation, and land-use

change in Mexico’s Mixteca Alta: Lessons for forest transition theory. Land Use Policy 2020, 95, 104580. [CrossRef]
107. Miranda, G.M.M. Identify, characterize and evaluate geocultural sites. Fieldwork in the Mixteca Alta UNESCO Global Geopark.

Investig. Geogr. 2018, 97, 1–11.
108. Orozco-Ramírez, Q.; Bocco, G.; Solís-Castillo, B. Territorial appropiation and building a collective identity against eviction from

communal land. The case of la Mixteca Alta World Geopark in Oaxaca, Mexico. Agroecol. Sustain. Food Syst. 2020, 44, 1162–1184.
[CrossRef]

109. Orozco-Ramírez, Q.; Lorenzen, M.; Fernández de Castro Martínez, G.; Cruz Ramírez, M.A. Social and biophysical factors of the
forest transition in the Mixteca Alta UNESCO Global Geopark. Investig. Geogr. 2022, 108, e60465.

110. Palacio Prieto, J.L.; Martínez, G.F.C.; González, E.M.R. Geotrails in the mixteca alta UNESCO Global Geopark, Oaxaca, Mexico.
Cuad. Geogr. 2019, 58, 111–125.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-021-00610-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgeop.2021.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjp/s13360-022-02407-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-023-00865-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-020-00525-9
https://doi.org/10.3390/geosciences8060199
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-018-0318-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgeop.2022.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12371-021-00546-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-57278-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-020-00277-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104580
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2019.1646374


Geosciences 2024, 14, 128 14 of 15

111. Ramírez-Santiago, R.; Clark-Tapia, R.; del Pilar Fernández-Lomelín, M.; Oropeza-Orozco, O.; Cram-Heydrich, S. Main elements
of geodiversity that influence the woody vegetation of the UNESCO Global Geopark Mixteca Alta, Oaxaca. Rev. Mex. Biodivers.
2023, 93, e934153.

112. Santiago, R.R.; Orozco-Ramírez, Q.; Tapia, R.C.; Ramírez, M.Á.C. Woody Vegetation Types and floristic composition in the Unesco
Global Geopark Mixteca Alta, Oaxaca. Madera Bosques 2021, 27, e2732228.

113. Carrion-Mero, P.; Borja-Bernal, C.; Herrera-Franco, G.; Morante-Carballo, F.; Jaya-Montalvo, M.; Maldonado-Zamora, A.; Paz-
Salas, N.; Berrezueta, E. Geosites and Geotourism in the Local Development of Communities of the Andes Mountains. A Case
Study. Sustainability 2021, 13, 4624. [CrossRef]

114. Dobler-Morales, C.; Álvarez Larrain, A.; Orozco-Ramírez, Q.; Bocco, G. Grounding maladaptation: Agricultural change as a
source of climatic risks in small farms of the Mixteca Alta, Mexico. Geoforum 2021, 127, 234–245. [CrossRef]

115. Dobler-Morales, C.; Lorenzen, M.; Orozco-Ramírez, Q.; Bocco, G. Beyond a generalized deagrarianization: Livelihood heterogene-
ity and its determinants in the Mixteca Alta, Mexico. World Dev. 2022, 160, 106074. [CrossRef]

116. Hernández-Aguilar, J.A.; Durán, E.; de Jong, W.; Velázquez, A.; Pérez-Verdín, G. Understanding drivers of local forest transition
in community forests in Mixteca Alta, Oaxaca, Mexico. For. Policy Econ. 2021, 131, 102542. [CrossRef]

117. Lorenzen, M.; Orozco-Ramírez, Q.; Ramírez-Santiago, R.; Garza, G.G. The forest transition as a window of opportunity to change
the governance of common-pool resources: The case of Mexico’s Mixteca Alta. World Dev. 2021, 145, 105516. [CrossRef]

118. Lorenzen, M.; Orozco-Ramírez, Q.; Ramírez-Santiago, R.; Garza, G.G. Governing the commons in Mexico’s Mixteca Alta: Linking
Ostrom’s design principles and comunalidad. For. Policy Econ. 2022, 145, 102862. [CrossRef]

119. Masseroli, A.; Bollati, I.M.; Fracasetti, L.; Trombino, L. Soil Trail as a Tool to Promote Cultural and Geoheritage: The Case Study
of Mount Cusna Geosite (Northern Italian Apennines). Appl. Sci. 2023, 13, 6420. [CrossRef]

120. Palacio-Prieto, J.L.; Rosado-González, E.; Ramírez-Miguel, X.; Oropeza-Orozco, O.; Cram-Heydrich, S.; Ortiz-Perez, M.A.;
Figueroa-Mah-Eng, J.M.; de Castro-Martínez, G.F. Erosion, Culture and Geoheritage; the Case of Santo Domingo Yanhuitlán,
Oaxaca, México. Geoheritage 2016, 8, 359–369. [CrossRef]

121. Potsikas, M.; Prouska, K.; Efthimiou, G.; Plakitsi, K.; Kornelaki, A.-C. Citizen science practice around Lake Pamvotis and the
Ioannina Castle: Using iNaturalist to foster connectedness to nature in citizens and university students. Int. J. Geoheritage Parks
2023, 11, 450–463. [CrossRef]

122. Rodrigues, J.; Neto de Carvalho, C.; Ramos, M.; Ramos, R.; Vinagre, A.; Vinagre, H. Geoproducts—Innovative development
strategies in UNESCO Geoparks: Concept, implementation methodology, and case studies from Naturtejo Global Geopark,
Portugal. Int. J. Geoheritage Parks 2021, 9, 108–128. [CrossRef]
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