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The context



UK NEA Follow On – cultural services

Fish et al. (2016) Ecosystem services



Jones et al. (2016) Land Use Policy 52, 151–162



Why do we interact with the environment ?



[Biophysical = 
The 
environmental 
setting  
(NEAFO, 2014) 
…

Potential 
supply

User 
demand

Realised cultural service, 
defined as an interaction

Human well-being benefits
learning, mental development, aesthetic sense and pleasure, mental and physical 
restoration, sense of identify and place, social cohesion, spiritual and religious belief….

HDC that facilitates service 
production 

HDC that moderates 
individual-level capitals

Interactions 
 Indirect
 Incidental
 Intentional
e.g. 
 Playing and exercising
 Creating and expressing 
 Producing and caring
 Gathering and consuming

Demographics
• Socio-economic 

group
• Job/Employment

• Education
• Ethnicity
• Religion
• Gender

• Age

Types of 
User/ Beneficiary

-Residents
-Commuters

-Local greenspace 
users

Cultural capital
 Personal views on value and use 

of the countryside
 Relationship and sense of 

attachment to landscape 
(emotional)

 Preferences about activities that 
interact with the landscape

 Preferences regarding 
landscape features

Social capital
 Membership of clubs 

& societies 
 social networks

Human capital
 Knowledge about the 

environment (cultural, 
historical and ecological)

 Personality type
 Sensory perception (visually 

oriented etc.)
 Emotive and spiritual aspects 

of personality e.g. religiosity
 Physical health & mental 

condition

Conceptual development



The four BESS projects

Wessex BESS, Lowland chalk DURESS, Upland catchments, Wales

F3UES, Urban meadows CBESS, Saltmarsh



quality in urban green-space

Urban meadows as a case study

With thanks to the F3UES team for sharing data…

See also: Southon et al (2017) Landscape and Urban Planning 158, 105-118



Stock of nectar
feeding insects
and pollinators

Urban meadows - Aesthetic appreciation, 
full conceptual model

Degree of 
visibility

Stock of 
planted

meadows

Characteristics
(Dead material 

in winter)

Potential Ecosystem Service

Weather & 
Climate 

(e.g. Days 
sunshine/yr)

Stock of 
attractive flowers

Characteristics
(Structure)

Characteristics
(Diversity)

Characteristics
(Height)

Access Realised cultural 
service, defined 
as an interaction

Human well-being benefits

HDC that 
facilitates service 

production 

HDC that moderates 
individual-level capitals

Interactions 
Indirect
Incidental
Intentional

Demographics
Age, income, etc.

Types of 
User/ 

Beneficiary
-Residents

-Commuters
-Local 

greenspace 
users

Cultural capital
-Eco-centricity

Social 
capital

Human capital
-Ecological 
knowledge 
(identifying 

plants)

User 
Demand

Potential 
Supply



Mixed models approach, for Preference Score

• 4 variables (Diversity, Height, EcoCentrism, Ecoknowledge)
• Most parsimonius model excludes EcoKnowledge (i.e. only 3 variables)
• R2 only 23%
• Need to better capture variability in responses



Bayesian model approach, for Preference Score
Biophysical 
variables 

characterising 
meadows

Social variables 
characterising 

users

Cultural capital
- Values held by users

Human capital
-Knowledge 

held by users

Aesthetic 
appreciation



Urban meadows

• Match is pretty low on discretised data (38% catch)
• Right trend, but lots of scatter, overprediction at lower values
• Less sensitive to EcoKnowledge, other variables were more or 

less equal (with Diversity slightly prevailing)



Urban meadows – uncharacterised variation (so far)

Large differences in 
response among 

users

Low differences 
between sites

• ‘Typical’ explanatory variables: socioeconomic status, age, gender, 
ethnicity have little explanatory power for Preference Score



Conclusions

 Progress in developing flexible 
conceptual framework for CES

 Incorporates stocks and flows
 Multiple modelling approaches 

possible
 Characterising users is the main 

challenge



Thank-you !
Laurence Jones   
LJ@ceh.ac.uk

mailto:LJ@ceh.ac.uk
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