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Abstrakt

Koncept ekosystémovych sluzeb (ES) umozniuje Iépe porozumét prinosim prirody pro ¢lovéka a
spole¢nost a tim napomoci informovanéjsimu rozhodovani a udrzitelnéjSimu vyuzivani pfirody
a krajiny. Prestoze mnozstvi védeckych publikaci s tématem ES neustdle roste, redlné vyuziti
znalosti o ES v politikdch, rozhodovani a praxi aktér( je stale velmi omezené. Disertacni prace
prostfednictvim nékolika dil¢ich studii zkoum3, zdali a jak je koncept ES jiz implementovan v
politikdch i v redlné rozhodovaci praxi rGznych aktérd v CR, a jaké jsou moZnosti vyuZiti tohoto
konceptu. PouZité metody zahrnuji obsahovou analyzu narodnich politik, polostrukturované
rozhovory, participativni seminare, focus group, dotaznikové Setfeni s participativnim
mapovanim a systematickou literarni reSersi. Jednotlivé dil¢i studie jsou pak zasazeny do
konceptualniho ramce hodnoceni dopadu na politiku a rozhodovani. Z vysledk( vyplyva, Ze
prestoZe je koncept ES pomérné hojné zastoupen v klicovych narodnich environmentdlnich
politikach CR, jeho aplikace v rozhodovani je minimalni. Zjisténou mezeru mezi existujici Grovni
implementace v politikdch a velmi omezenym vyuZitim v rozhodovani a praxi rlznych instituci,
je mozné vysvétlit fadou identifikovanych prekazek. Predstavené dil¢i studie demonstruji
vybrané moznosti, jak lze podpofrit implementaci konceptu ES skrze participaci aktérl na
hodnoceni ES nebo budovani rozhrani védy a politiky. Tyto moZnosti jsou shrnuty jako tfi
navrhované cesty podpory implementace konceptu ES v rozhodovani v CR: 1) zapojenim aktérd
do vyzkumu a hodnoceni ES; 2) ziskdvanim a vyuzivdnim znalosti o moznostech implementace
ES; 3) budovanim rozhrani védy a politiky prostfednictvim narodni platformy. Pravé
dlouhodobé fungujici Narodni platforma pro ekosystémové sluzby (NPES) by méla umoznit
efektivni zacleriovani védeckych znalosti v rdmci procesu tvorby politik tak, aby byla cilené
minimalizovdna existujici mezera mezi védou a politikou i védou a praxi. Tato disertacni prace
prindsi nové poznatky v podobé zhodnoceni sou¢asného stavu implementace konceptu ES v CR,
a zaroven na nékolika prikladech participativnich pfistupl a metod ukazuje, jakym zplsobem
Ize podpofit rlizné drovné dopadu na politiku a rozhodovani. Uplatnitelnost vysledkd je
podporena tim, Ze navrhované participativni pristupy jsou prenositelné do rliznych kontextt

nebo jiz explicitné pracuji se zapojenim raznych aktérd (NPES).
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Abstract

The ecosystem services (ES) framework enables a better understanding of the benefits of
nature to people and society. Thus it can help to inform decision-making and promote a more
sustainable use of nature and landscape. Although the number of scientific publications on ES
is steadily increasing, the actual application of ES knowledge in policy, decision-making and
practice by actors is still very limited. The dissertation examines through several sub-studies
whether and how the ES framework is already implemented in policies and in the real
decision-making practice of various actors in the Czech Republic, and what the possibilities are
of using this framework. The methods used include policy content analysis, semi-structured
interviews, participatory workshops, focus groups, questionnaire survey with participatory
mapping and a systematic literature review. The individual studies are then embedded in a
conceptual framework of impact assessment for policy and decision-making. The results show
that although the ES framework is relatively abundant in key national environmental policies,
its application in decision-making is minimal. The identified gap between the existing level of
implementation in policies and the very limited use in decision-making and practice can be
explained by a number of identified barriers. The presented studies demonstrate selected ways
in which the implementation of the ES framework can be facilitated through the participation
of stakeholders in ES assessment or building of the science-policy interface. These options are
summarised as three proposed ways to support the implementation of the ES framework in
decision-making: 1) by involving stakeholders in ES research and assessment; 2) by gathering
and using knowledge on the possibilities for ES implementation; 3) by building a science-policy
interface through a national platform. The National Platform for Ecosystem Services (NPES)
should enable the effective integration of scientific knowledge in the policy-making process in
order to minimise the existing gap between science and policy and science and practice. This
dissertation provides new insights by assessing the current level of the ES framework
implementation in the Czech Republic, and also shows examples of participatory approaches
and methods that can support different levels of impact on policy and decision-making. The
applicability of the results is supported by: a) the ability to apply the proposed participatory
approaches in different contexts; b) the already established involvement of different actors

(NPES).
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1. Uvod

Pfiroda a ekosystémy poskytuji lidem a spolecnosti celou fadu prinost, které mohou byt
konceptualizovdny rdznymi zpUsoby. Jeden takovy pohled predstavuje ramec
ekosystémovych sluzeb (ES), ktery umoziiuje analyzovat vztahy mezi ¢lovékem a pfirodou,
které maji vliv na lidsky blahobyt (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). Tradicné se ES
déli na tfi az ¢tyti hlavni kategorie — regulacni, zadsobovaci, kulturni a (v nékterych pripadech)
podplrné (Costanza et al., 2017). Nejnovéjsi ,,evoluci” rdmce ES predstavuje koncept pfinosu
pfirody lidem (NCP) od Diaz a kol. (2018), ktery rozsifil pohled na hodnoty pfirody pro
Clovéka, ale zaroven rozvifil mnoho konceptudlnich diskusi (napf. Peterson a kol., 2018;
Maes a kol., 2018). Bez ohledu na specificky konceptudlni ramec Ize ES obecné popsat jako
,Spolecenské konstrukty odvozené z dostupného antropogenné utvdreného, ale na pfirodnich

procesech zaloZeného fungovadni ekosystému” (Spangenberger a kol., 2015).

Jednim z hlavnich cill lepsiho porozuméni hodnotam pfirody a ES je umoznit informovanéjsi
rozhodovani o vyuziti pfirody a ekosystému (Blicharska a Hilding-Rydevik 2018), které by
v disledku mélo znamenat udrZitelnéjsi hospodareni s pldou, vodou, a dalSimi prvky
pfirodniho kapitalu (Daily a kol.,, 2009). Vyuziti konceptu ES mulZe prispét
k transparentnéjSimu rozhodovani o kompromisech (trade-offs), efektivnéjSimu vyuzivani
pfirodnich zdroji (Greenhalgh a Hart 2015), nebo posileni odolnosti a udrZitelnosti socidlné-
ekologickych systéml (Schaefer a kol., 2015; Sarkki a kol., 2017). PrestoZe mnoZstvi
védeckych publikaci s tématem ES stdle roste (Obrazek 1), redlné vyuziti znalosti o ES stdle
nereflektuje snahy védecké komunity implementovat ES do rozhodovani v praxi (Keenan a
kol., 2019; Mandle a kol., 2020). Dukladné informace o vlivu na politiku a rozhodovani, napfr.
jak osoby s rozhodovaci pravomoci vyuzivaji znalosti o ES, jsou stdle spiSe vzacné (Posner a
kol., 2016b; Rinne a Primmer 2016; Saarikoski a kol., 2018; Zolyomi a kol., 2023).
V poslednich letech se nicméné objevilo velké mnozstvi studii, zamérenych na zkoumani
faktord a vyzev, které ovliviiuji implementaci konceptu ES v politikdch a rozhodovani (viz
napf. Spangenberger a kol., 2015; Wright a kol. 2017; Ainscough a kol., 2018; Dick a kol.,
2018; Saarikoski a kol., 2018; De Vreese a kol., 2019; Keenan a kol., 2019; Mandle a kol.,
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2020; Grunewald a kol., 2021). Néktefi autofi pak mluvi specificky o zallefiovani!
(mainstreaming) jako o procesu internalizace ES do politik a praxe rGznych instituci ¢i sektort

(Cowling a kol., 2008; Maes a kol., 2013; Schleyer a kol., 2015; Noe a kol., 2017).
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=@==Nazev ¢lanku, abstrakt, klicova slova Nazev ¢lanku

Obrazek 1 — Pocet publikovanych ¢lanka s tématem ekosystémovych sluzeb. Klicové slovo ,,ecosystem services”
bylo vyhledano v databazi SCOPUS (dne 25.2.2023) dvéma zpUsoby: a) dle vyskytu klicového slova v nazvu
publikaci (Cervena line); b) dle vyskytu klicového slova v nazvu publikaci, abstraktu a klicovych slovech (modra
linie). Pocatek grafu je umistén do roku 2008, kdy doslo ke vzniku Partnerstvi pro ekosystémové sluzby (The
Ecosystem Services Partnership — ESP).

DuleZitou roli predstavuje také &lenstvi CR v Evropské unii (EU), ktera prosazuje myslenky
vyuziti konceptu ES v rdmci celosvétového Usili a je povazovdna za priakopnika politiky
Zivotniho prostfedi na mezinarodni politické scéné (Claret a kol., 2018; Zolyomi a kol., 2023).
Napriklad Strategie EU v oblasti biologické rozmanitosti do roku 2020 méla jeden z cild
zastaveni degradace ES a jejich obnovu (Evropska komise 2011), coz vedlo ke snaze zlepsit
znalosti o ekosystémech a jejich sluzbach v EU prostfednictvim mapovani a hodnoceni ES
¢lenskymi staty (Maes a kol., 2013). Ze studie zamérené na analyzu 12 politik EU potom
vyplyva, Ze koncept ES je explicitné implementovan v poloviné z nich, a to zejména v téch,
které se zabyvaji pfirodnim prostfedim a ekosystémy (Bouwma a kol., 2018). Zde je ovsem
tfeba upozornit, Ze zminéna analyza byla zaméfena zejména na politiky, jejichz platnost
koncila okolo roku 2020. Aktudlni Strategie EU v oblasti biologické rozmanitosti do roku 2030
pak obsahuje pouze jednu explicitni zminku o ES na rozdil od predchozi strategie, kde byl

tento koncept zminén 23krat (Zolyomi a kol., 2023). Nicméné, existence politiky zahrnujici

! Principialné se v kontextu konceptu ES jednd o stejny fenomén jako implementace, a proto neni v souladu
s cili disertacni prace mezi témito terminy nijak rozliSovano.
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koncept ES na evropské urovni oviem diky principu subsidiarity neznamena, Ze bude takova
politika automaticky implementovana na urovni ¢lenskych statl EU. Zaroven to ale otevira
prostor pro zkoumani implementace, protoZe lze predpoklddat alespori néjakou formu

prenosu politik z drovné EU na uroven ¢lenskych stata.

Na obecné Urovni lze predpoklddat, Ze kazdy novy koncept, ktery neni jednoduse
kompatibilni se stdvajicim systémem a procesy, bude nardZet na tento nesoulad se
stdvajicimi pristupy (Greenhalgh a Hart 2015). Teorie zkoumajici fungovani rozhrani védy a
politiky pak zdlraziuji klicovou roli znalosti v jejich schopnosti ovliviiovat rozhodovani
(Posner a kol., 2016b). Na druhou stranu nelze predpokladat, Ze vice znalosti bude
automaticky vést klepsimu a informovanéjSimu rozhodovéani (Saarikoski a kol., 2018).
Nékteri vyzkumnici proto zdlraznuji dlleZitost relevance hodnoceni ES, napf. v ramci
pFistupu CRELE (Cash a kol., 2003), ktery uvadi kredibilitu?, relevanci® a legitimitu* jako
podminky nutné pro realny dopad v praxi (Wright a kol., 2017). Z téchto tfech faktorl se
ukazuje, Ze nejvétsi dopad ma legitimita znalosti (Posner a kol., 2016a), coz ovSsem nijak
nesnizuje dulezZitost zbylych dvou faktorl. Zminény CRELE ramec umoZiuje porozumét a
zhodnotit v kontextu implementace ES komplexni proces diseminace novych védeckych

informaci (Hatton MacDonald a kol., 2014).

V kontextu implementace je participace aktérd zdsadnim pfistupem pro zvySeni relevance,
napf. pro podporu pfrijeti vysledk( vyzkumu ES aktéry skrze jedndni s jeho moznymi uzivateli
(Cowling a kol., 2008; Luyet a kol., 2012; Durham a kol., 2014; Scemama a kol., 2022; Danék
a kol., 2022 — priloha V). Ukazuje se také, Ze participace a spoluprace napfi¢ rdznymi aktéry
muzZe zvysit mozZnosti operacionalizace konceptu ES (Dick a kol., 2018) a predstavuje klicovy
element pro dosazeni dopadu v politikach (Zolyomi a kol., 2023). Davéryhodnému zapojeni
aktérd do vyzkumu a hodnoceni ES mohou napomoci doporuceni z literatury zamérené na
analyzu a zapojeni aktérd do vyzkumu (viz napf. Gramberger a kol., 2015; Spangenberger a
kol., 2015; Raum 2018). Vramci hodnoceni ES je participace aktérl nejen zakladnim
predpokladem zjistovani sociokulturnich hodnot (Scholte a kol., 2015), ale zarovern umoziuje

zachytit pluralitu hodnot ES (Jacobs a kol., 2016; Schoonover a kol., 2019; Leventon a kol.,

2 Kredibilita = dGvéryhodnost védeckych zjisténi, tzn. Ze informace byly spravné méteny.

3 Relevance (salience) = vhodnost (relevance) hodnoceni potfebdm cilovych uZivateld.

4 Legitimita = znalosti, které |ze povaZovat za nezkreslené (unbiased) a které spravedlivé zahrnuji rGzné
percepce a hodnoty aktéra.
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2022) a to obzvlast téch, které jsou povaZovany za spoluvytvarené clovékem (Fish a kol.,
2016; Setten a Brown 2018; De Vreese a kol., 2019; Danék a kol., v recenznim fizeni — ptiloha
IV). Zapojeni aktér( je také povaZovano za vhodny ndstroj k provazani funkci ekosystému
s lidskym blahobytem (Seppelt a kol., 2011) a souvisi s neoddélitelnou roli lidského faktoru
v kaskadé ES (Spangenberger a kol., 2015).

S participaci aktérd souvisi i schopnost konceptu ES hrat roli transdisciplindrniho hrani¢niho
objektu (boundary object), diky kterému je moZné zapojit nejen rizné odborniky, ale i jiné
aktéry vcetné verejnosti do spole¢ného feseni environmentalnich probléma (Abson a kol.,
2014; Saarikoski a kol., 2018). Tim je umozZnéno prekonat tradi¢ni Uzké zaméreni aktért dle
sektord nebo disciplin (Metzger a kol., 2019), napf. v kontextu transdisciplinarniho vyzkumu
(Nesshover a kol., 2016) nebo zlepseni spoluprace aktérd na rozhrani védy a politiky v raémci
cilené vytvorené ,hrani¢ni” organizace (Honeck a kol., 2021). Spoluvytvareni znalosti napfic¢
odborniky i verejnosti je pak povazovano za efektivni zplsob rfeseni dnesnich komplexnich
vyzev udrzitelnosti (Norstrom a kol., 2020). Navic, participativni metody maji potencidl
odhalit nebo zdlraznit ¢asto neviditelné (nemateridlni) socidlni hodnoty a jsou stdle ¢astéji

vyuzivany ve vyzkumu udrzitelnosti (Torralba a kol., 2022).

PrestoZe se v posledni dobé zvySuje objem znalosti ohledné implementace konceptu ES
(Droste a kol., 2018; Jax a kol., 2018; Valencia Torres a kol., 2021) a to i vramci studii
zamérenych na specificky kontext urcitého statu (viz napf. Keune a kol., 2015 — Belgie;
Greenhalgh a Hart 2015 — Novy Zéland; Schaefer a kol., 2015 — USA; Rinne a Primmer 2016 —
Finsko; Blicharska a Hilding-Rydevik 2018 — Svédsko; Keenan a kol., 2019 — Australie;
Metzger a kol.,, 2019 — Skotsko; Tusznio a kol., 2020 — Polsko; Honeck a kol., 2021 -
Svycarsko), v Ceské republice (CR) dosud tato problematika pfedstavuje a? na vyjimky
(Schneider a Kubic¢kova 2020; Grunewald a kol., 2021) slepé misto. Z prvni globdlni studie
zamérené na implementaci konceptu ES ve verejnych politikdch pak vyplyva zvysujici se
trend tohoto zaclefiovani ES do politik (Robinne a kol., 2019). Bohatou historii vyzkumu ES
v CR dokldda rada publikaci (viz napf. Lorencova a kol., 2013; Frélichova a kol., 2014;
Harmackova a Vackar 2015; Krkoska Lorencova a kol., 2016; Danék a kol., 2017; Vackar a
kol., 2018; Pechanec a kol., 2019; Kubalikova 2020; Schneider a Kubickova 2020; Vrabcova a
Hajek 2020) a realizovanych narodnich i evropskych projektl. Vtomto kontextu je vhodné

doplnit znalosti o tom, zdali a jak je koncept ES jiz implementovan na Urovni politik i v redlné
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rozhodovaci praxi riznych aktérl, a zdali tedy presahuje (pouhd) akademicka cviceni
(Hansen a kol., 2015; Barnaud a kol., 2018). Kromé zhodnoceni status quo a mozZnosti
implementace konceptu ES v politikdch a rozhodovani je tato disertacni prace zamérend na
razné aspekty participativnich pristupa, které souvisi jak se samotnym hodnocenim ES, tak i

s podporou implementace.

2. Cile a teoreticky ramec disertace

Cilem disertacni prace je analyzovat soucasny stav a prozkoumat moznosti implementace
konceptu ES do politik a rozhodovani v CR. Problematika vyuZiti konceptu ES v praxi
pfedstavuje mnohorozmérny fenomén (Blicharska a Hilding-Rydevik 2018), ktery zahrnuje
Sirokou skalu prostorovych i spolecenskych urovni nebo tematickych (¢i sektorovych) oblasti,
které odrazi mnohost vztah(l mezi ¢lovékem a pfirodou ve formé ES. PrestoZe je koncept ES
z principu relevantni pro fadu oblasti (ochrana pfirody, lesnictvi, zemédélstvi apod.), jeho
koreny souvisejici se snahou zd(iraznit a pfinést jiny pohled na ekologické problémy (Braat a
de Groot 2012) naznaduji, Ze zejména sektor ochrany ptirody je vhodnd oblast pro blizsi

zkoumani stavu a moznosti implementace.

Na urovni tvorby politik byl stanoven specificky cil 1 — zhodnoceni Urovné implementace
konceptu ES v narodnich politikdch véetné diachronniho srovnani vyvoje implementace
v ¢ase. Za ucelem dosaZeni tohoto cile byly stanoveny nasledujici vyzkumné otazky: Jakym
zplisobem je koncept ES implementovdn v ndrodnich politikdch v Ceské republice? Jak se
v novych ndrodnich politikdch méni uroveri implementace konceptu ES? Pro ziskani dat k
zodpovézeni stanovenych otdzek byla pouZita metoda obsahové analyzy strategickych

dokumentd.

Pro zjiSténi mozZnosti vyuZiti konceptu ES v rozhodovani byl stanoven specificky cil 2 —
zhodnoceni urovné vyuziti konceptu ES v rozhodovani véetné identifikace pfilezitosti a
prekdzek pro implementaci na zakladé percepci aktérd v ochrané p¥irody v CR. Za Gcéelem
dosaZeni tohoto cile byly stanoveny nasledujici vyzkumné otazky: Jakd je uroven vyuZiti
konceptu ES v praxi rGznych aktéru? Jaké jsou vnimané prekdzky a prileZitosti pro vyuZiti
konceptu ES v rozhodovdni? Pro ziskani dat k zodpovézeni stanovenych otazek byly pouzity

metody polostrukturovanych rozhovora, analyzy klicovych aktér( a participativnich seminara
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v riznych kontextech aplikovanych vyzkumnych projektd (Danék a kol., 2022 — pftiloha V;
Danék a kol., 2023 — priloha I).

Za ucelem explorace moznych pfristupl k implementaci konceptu ES byl stanoven specificky
cil 3 — demonstrovat vybrané participativni pristupy, které jsou vhodné pro podporu
integrace konceptu ES v politikach, planovani a rozhodovani na rliznych urovnich. Vybrané
pfistupy odrdzi zaméreni feSenych vyzkumnych projektl a studii a zahrnuji participativni
mapovani kulturnich ES v chranénych krajinnych oblastech (CHKO), zplUsoby pouZiti metody
focus group pro hodnoceni kulturnich ES, konzultace s uzivateli vystupl hodnoceni ES a
budovani rozhrani védy a politiky voblasti ES. Pouzité metody zahrnuji participativni
seminare, polostrukturované rozhovory, dotaznikové Setfeni s participativnim mapovanim,
skupinové diskuze focus group a systematickou literarni reSerSi v rliznych kontextech
aplikovanych vyzkumnych projektl (Danék a kol., 2022 — pftiloha V; Slovak a kol., 2023 -

ptiloha Il; Danék a kol., v recenznim fizeni — pfiloha V).
Teoreticky ramec

Implementace ES do politik a rozhodovacich procesti mlze probihat skrze rizné trajektorie,
které Ize rozlisit dle velikosti jejich dopadu (Obrazek 2) (Ruckelhaus a kol. 2015; Posner a kol.
2016a). Trajektorie 1 (spoluvytvareni znalosti) predstavuje linedrni proces tvorby i
spoluvytvareni znalosti védci, experty a kliCovymi aktéry véetné publikace vysledkl a jejich
diseminace. Trajektorie 2 (konceptualni vyuZiti) popisuje, jak znalosti o ES pomahaji
ovliviiovat mysleni a perspektivy aktér(l ohledné ES diky zvySovani povédomi a nasledném
zaméreni na ES. Tohle wvyuziti znalosti mulze byt také oznacovano jako osvétové
(enlightenment) (viz Weiss 1977). V trajektorii 3 (strategické vyuziti) aktéti pouzivaji jazyk a
terminologii vztahujici se k ES jako ramec pro dialog a tvorbu postoji a podporu urcitych
moznosti tvorby politik nebo rozhodovani. Trajektorie 4 (instrumentalni vyuZiti) pfedstavuje
fazi, kdy jsou ES implementovany v novych politikdch, planech nebo rozhodovacich
procesech. Ve finalni trajektorii 5 jsou vyprodukovany vysledky (napf. jako implementace
nastroji a mechanismO navrZenych v politikdch), které podporuji poskytovani nebo
vyvazenost ES a umoznuji zméfit zlepSeni poskytovani ES a vlivu na lidsky blahobyt. Pokrok
uvnitt jednotlivych trajektorii (v obrazku 2 postup smérem doll) mGzZe zprostfedkovat posun
k vétSimu dopadu i v nasledujici trajektorii — napf. kdyZ participativni vyzkum pfinese nové
znalosti, porozuméni nebo povédomi o ES mezi aktéry, jejichz mysleni a pfistup
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k problémUm je nasledné ovlivnén ziskanym novym pohledem na ES (Ruckelhaus a kol.

2015).
1. Spoluvytvafeni 2. Zména perspektiv 3. Budovani podpory 4, DosaZeni akce 5. Vytvaieni
znalosti (konceptualni vyuZiti) (strategické vyuZiti) (instrumentalnivyuZiti) vysledk(
N " Alternativni
Produkce onlet T moznosti lentens
vysledk Lidé znajia P ylazy zalozené na epsenea’
rozumi ES konceptu ES Nyrovnsne
. ¢ Y N poskytovani ES
, Pla litik:
Publikace RGzné pozice b p? I.! ¢
rsledkd rtikulova zohlednuji
vysledk artikulovany dbpadyEs
Nes . W b Y ¥ 4
Y " " N N 4 Zlepsené
o o > 4 yst
Aktéri zaméreni Fmian ) o bl !)ro
: . S Noveé politiky a zdravi
Diseminace na ES Sblizeni rznych o e
rsledki hledt aktéra financni ekosystému a
VYR EssY | PRILECHaRLELY mechanismy lidsky blahobyt

ZvySovani dopadu na politiku a rozhodovani

Obrézek 2 — Konceptudlni schéma dle Posner a kol. (2016a) popisujici, jak znalost ekosystémovych sluzeb vede
k riznym trajektoriim (pathways) dopadu na politiku a rozhodovani.

Tento ramec lze pouzit pro kvalitativni i kvantitativni zplsoby hodnoceni postupu skrze
jednotlivé trajektorie dopadu (viz napf. Ruckelhaus a kol. 2015; Posner a kol. 2016a; Posner a
kol. 2016b). Vyhodou tohoto rdmce je, Ze umozZnuje ex post zhodnotit Uroven dopadu
konceptu ES na politiku a rozhodovani na pomérné velké Skale (nejen trajektorie 1 az 5, ale i
postup v ramci jednotlivych trajektorii). To umozZnuje systematizovat rtizné formy vyzkumu a
hodnoceni ES — od zdkladniho vyzkumu s minimalnim zapojenim aktér(®> aZ po vyzkum
aplikovany, pouzivajici participativni Ci deliberativni metody v transdisciplinarnim procesu
hodnoceni ¢i implementace ES. Z téchto dlvodu byl zvolen pravé tento rdmec na zhodnoceni
jednotlivych dil¢ich studii v kontextu Grovné implementace ES (viz kapitola 4.2 Urover

dopadu na politiku a rozhodovani skrze sméry implementace).

Daraz na implementaci konceptu ES vrozhodovani ilustruje také propojeny cyklus
konceptudlniho rdmce dle Daily a kol. (2009), ktery uvadi (ve zjednodusené formé) pét po

sobé jdoucich fazi (Obrazek 3). Rozhodovani a lidské aktivity ovliviiuji stav ekosystéma,

5 Bez zapojeni aktér(l by se nejednalo o spoluvytvafeni znalosti.
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habitatl i krajin, které nasledné poskytuji v uréité mire a kvalité ES. Vyjadreni hodnot ES
muZe pfinést uzitecné informace pro nastaveni fungovani instituci, které ovliviuji chovani a

rozhodovani jednotlivct i spole¢nosti (véetné statni spravy a samospravy).

Rozhodovani Akce a

Pobl'dmy \éna’?e
Informace /

- Sluzby

Ekonomické a
Kulturni modely

Obrazek 3 — Konceptudlni schéma dle Daily a kol. (2009) popisujici jednotlivé kroky, jak mohou byt
ekosystémové sluzby implementovany do rozhodovani.

Tento rdmec je vhodny pro zasazeni jednotlivych dil¢ich studii disertaéni prace do
spole€¢ného ramce vztahujiciho se k riznym fazim implementacniho cyklu konceptu ES (bez
ohledu na hodnoceni dopadu). Zakladni kostru predstavuje schéma dle Daily a kol. (2009),
které bylo ndasledujicim zplsobem upraveno (Obrazek 4). Plvodné dvé samostatné faze, kdy
ekosystémy poskytuji sluzby, byly v kontextu novéjsich pristupt reflektujicich spoluvytvareni
ES mezi ¢lovékem a jeho prostfedim (Fish a kol., 2016; Diaz a kol., 2018; Setten a Brown
2018) spojeny do jedné faze ,Ekosystémové sluzby / Pfinosy pfirody lidem“. Jednotlivé boxy
predstavuji dil¢i studie disertacni prace. Barevné rozliSeni box( pak zobrazuje dva typy studii
dle toho, zdali se zamérfuji na analyzu soucasného stavu implementace ES nebo participativni
pfistupy pro podporu implementace ES. Nékteré studie mohou byt svym zamérenim
prifazeny k vice krokiim a jejich umisténi ve schématu je tak spiSe indikativni dle toho, ktery
aspekt prevazuje. Zvlastni pozici zaujima Narodni platforma pro ekosystémové sluzby (NPES),

ktera soustreduje klicové aktéry (instituce), ktefi maji vliv na tvorbu politik a rozhodovani.
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Prestoze jejiz zaloZeni a fungovani vychazi z vysledkd konzultaci s klicovymi aktéry (Danék a
kol., 2022 - priloha V), jeji existence predstavuje spiSe aplikacni prfesah ve formé

institucionalizovaného rozhrani védy a politiky v oblasti vyzkumu a hodnoceni ES.

[ Analyza souéasného stavu :
implementace
: Pa rticipati;mi.pod pora
Politi ky a 5 implementace
rozhodovani

Implementace ES v
narodnich politikich

Ekosystéemové
sluzby / Pfinosy
pfirody lidem

Instituce, aktéri Viyuith ES v rozhodovani

(Danék a kol., 2022;
Danék a kol., 2023)

Hodnocenl kulturnich ES
(Slovak a kol., 2023)

Konzultace s kli€¢owymi
aktéry a budovani rozhrani
védy a politiky

(Danék a kol., 2022) Pfinosy CHKO

(Danék a kol., 2023)

Participativni mapovani
kulturnich ES v CHKO
(Danék a kol. v recenznim
Fizeni)

Obrazek 4 — Konceptualni schéma popisujici hlavni kroky procesu od hodnoceni ekosystémovych sluzeb po
implementaci do rozhodovani. Upraveno dle Daily a kol. (2009). Jednotlivé boxy pfedstavuji dil¢i studie
disertacni prace.

3. Souhrn hlavnich vysledk

3.1 Obsahova analyza narodnich politik

Za ucelem zodpovézeni prvnich dvou vyzkumnych otazek (Jakym zplisobem je koncept ES
implementovén v ndrodnich politikdch v Ceské republice? Jak se v novych ndrodnich
politikdch méni uroveri implementace konceptu ES?) byla provedena obsahova analyza
strategickych dokument(i, zaméfena na hledani vyrazd obsahujicich explicitni zminky o
konceptu ES. Pouziti shrnujiciho pfistupu (summative) kvalitativni obsahové analyzy (Hsieh a
Shannon, 2005) umoznilo nejen kvantifikovat ¢etnost vyskytu urcitych klicovych slov, ale

zaroven ziskat informace o jejich kontextudlnim poutZiti. Kvantitativni vyhodnoceni ¢etnosti
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vyskytu urcitého fenoménu je validni pfistup, reflektujici saturaci urcité informace v datovém

souboru (viz napr. Danék a kol., 2023 — priloha I).

Proces obsahové analyzy probihal v nékolika po sobé jdoucich krocich. V prvnim kroku bylo
provedeno fulltextové vyhledavani klicovych slov ,ekosyst”, ,pfinos” a ,benefit’. Kazdé
vyhledané klicové slovo bylo zkopirovano s kontextem pfislusné véty do tabulky, kterd
obsahovala nasledujici data: celé klicové slovo, strana, kontext pfislusné véty a kédovani
kontextu to témat (v angli¢tiné) (Tabulka 1). V druhém kroku bylo provedeno induktivni

kddovani do témat pro zjisténi kontextu pouziti kliCovych slov (Bryman, 2016).

Tabulka 1: Ukazka tabulky pro sbér dat v ramci obsahové analyzy dokumentd (Strategie ochrany biologické
rozmanitosti Ceské republiky 2016-2025).

CcZ ENG
Klicové slovo , ekosyst” Strana | Kontext Code for keyword context
ekosystémoveé sluzby” 3 Cil 4.2: Ekosystémové sluZby ES
Statky a sluZby 5 PFiznivy stav biologické rozmanitosti je zakladnim Biodiversity as predictor for
ekosystema” predpokladem pro to, aby ekosystémy poskytovaly | ES
zakladni statky a sluZby lidské spolecnosti.
»ekosystémové sluzby” 7 ..stanoveni postupu pro narodni hodnoceni National ES assessment
ekosystémovych sluieb...
~ekosystémové sluzby” 10 Dochazi tak nejen k Ubytku biodiverzity, ale také s ES degradation
tim primo souvisejicimu zhorseni fungovani
ekosystému a ekosystémovych sluZeb.
ekosystémoveé sluzby” 57 ..potenciald, které méstské prostredi nabizi nejen | Urban ES
vzhledem k biodiverzité samotné, ale i k
ekosystémovym sluzbadm a k celkové kvalité
prostredi.

Obsahova analyza byla zaméfena na ndrodni strategické dokumenty tykajici se zejména
Zivotniho prostredi (ochrana ptirody a krajiny, ochrana biodiverzity, zména klimatu), ale i
dalSich relevantnich politik operujicich s prvky pfirody, krajiny a ekosystému (zemédélstvi,
lesnictvi, vodohospodarstvi, regionalni rozvoj, udrzitelny rozvoj). Vysledky prvni ¢asti
obsahové analyzy ve formé kvantifikace ¢etnosti vyskytu ES byly uloZeny do vysledkové
tabulky, ktera dale obsahuje nasledujici informace: odvétvi politiky, ndzev dokumentu, rok,
platnost, pocet stran a vypocet poméru kolikrat se termin ES vyskytuje na jednu stranu
dokumentu. U vybranych strategii bylo provedeno diachronni srovnani udrovné
implementace konceptu ES u aktudlné platné a pfedchozi verze dokumentu. Porovnani
Cetnosti vyskytu klicovych slov poukazuje na smér vyvoje pokryti konceptu ES ve

strategickych dokumentech.

Mezi narodni politiky, které nejvice implementuji koncept ES, patfi Strategie pfizplsobeni se

zméné klimatu v CR (n=57), Strategie ochrany biologické rozmanitosti CR 2016-2025 (n=41) a
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Statni politika Zivotniho prostiedi CR 2030 s vyhledem do 2050 (n=29) (Tabulka 2). P¥i
zohlednéni délky dokumentu (pocet stran) se na tfetim misté umistila jiz neplatna strategie
Aktualizace Statniho programu ochrany pfirody a krajiny CR. Za vyznamny indikator
dllezitosti konceptu ES vdané politice lze povaZovat existenci samostatné kapitoly
zamérené na ES. Mezi takové se radi ¢tyfi politiky: Statni program ochrany pfirody a krajiny
CR pro obdobi 2020-2025, Strategie ochrany biologické rozmanitosti CR 2016-2025, Strategie
prizptsobeni se zméné klimatu v CR a Strategicky rdmec CR 2030. Vétsina zkoumanych
politik v resortu Zivotniho prostfedi a? na jednu vyjimku (Politika ochrany klimatu v CR)
vyznamnym zpusobem implementuje koncept ES. Z dalSich odvétvi je nejvyznamnéjsi
Strategicky ramec CR 2030 (n=21), ktery se fadi mezi vice-sektorové politiky zaméFené na
udrzitelny rozvoj. Alesponi néjakou zminku o konceptu ES obsahuji dale politiky: Strategie
resortu Ministerstva zemédé&lstvi CR s vyhledem do roku 2030, Koncepce environmentalni

bezpecnosti 2020-2030 s vyhledem do 2050, Strategie regiondlniho rozvoje CR 2021+,

Narodni plany povodi, Koncepce ochrany pted nésledky sucha pro tizemi CR.

Tabulka 2 — Pfehled analyzovanych narodnich politik s vysledky obsahové analyzy ve formé Cetnosti vyskytu
konceptu ekosystémovych sluzeb (sloupec Obsahuje ES). Dokumenty s Sedym pozadim umoziuji diachronni
srovnani aktualné platné a predchozi verze. * Dokument obsahuje zvlastni kapitolu o ES.

Zivotni prostiedi | Statni politika Zivotniho prostiedi CR 2012-2020 2013 | Neplatny | Ano (7) 83 0,084
Statni politika Zivotniho prostredi CR 2012-2020 (akt. 2016) 2016 | Neplatny | Ano (11) | 113 0,097
Statni politika Zivotniho prostfedi CR 2030 s vyhledem do 2050 2021 | Platny Ano (29) | 190 0,152
Ochrana prirody | Aktualizace Statniho programu ochrany pfirody a krajiny CR 2009 | Neplatny | Ano (15) | 65 0,231
a krajiny *Statni program ochrany pfirody a krajiny CR pro obdobi 2020-2025 | 2020 | Platny | Ano (21) [118 [0,178
Strategie ochrany biologické rozmanitosti CR 2005 | Neplatny | Ano (4) 116 0,034
*Strategie ochrany biologické rozmanitosti CR 2016-2025 2016 | Platny Ano (41) | 136 0,301
Zména klimatu *Strategie pizplisobeni se zméné klimatu v podminkach €R 2015 | Platny Ano (57) | 130 0,438
Narodni program na zmirnéni dopadd zmény klimatu v CR 2004 | Neplatny | Ne 104 N/A
Politika ochrany klimatu v CR 2017 | Platny Ano (1) 123 0,008
Zemédélstvi, Strategie resortu Ministerstva zemédélstvi CR s vyhledem do 2016 | Platny Ano (9) 124 0,073
lesnictvi, roku 2030
vodohospodaFstvi | Narodni plany povodi (Labe, Odra, Dunaj) 2015 | Platny Ano (2-3) | 296-
400
Regionalni rozvoj | Strategie regionalniho rozvoje CR 2014-2020 2013 | Neplatny | Ne 150 N/A
Strategie regionalniho rozvoje CR 2021+ 2019 | Platny Ano (5) 196 0,026
Politika Uzemniho rozvoje CR — aktualizace 2015 2015 | Neplatny | Ne 87 N/A
Politika izemniho rozvoje CR, aktualizace ¢. 4 2021 | Platny Ne 94 N/A
Koncepce statni politiky cestovniho ruchu v CR na obdobi 2014-2020 | 2013 | Neplatny | Ne 91 N/A
Strategie rozvoje cestovniho ruchu CR 2021-2030 2021 | Platny Ne 134 N/A
Vice-sektorové a | Strategicky ramec udrzitelného rozvoje CR 2010 | Neplatny | Ano (3) 96 0,031
tematické *Strategicky ramec CR 2030 2017 | Platny | Ano(21) |396 | 0,053
strategie Koncepce environmentalni bezpec¢nosti 2020-2030, s vyhledem do 2020 | Platny Ano (6) 52 0,115
2050
Koncepce ochrany pred nasledky sucha pro Gizemi CR 2017 | Platny Ano (2) 67 0,03
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PFi srovndani aktudlni platné a predchozi verze politiky lze u strategii v resortu Zivotniho
prostiedi vysledovat jednoznacny trend, a to zvySovani Cetnosti vyskytu konceptu ES
v jednotlivych politikach (Obrazek 5). Nejvétsi zména je pozorovana u Strategie ochrany
biologické rozmanitosti CR, kde se ¢&etnost zminek o konceptu ES zvysila zhruba
desetindsobné (ze 4 na 41, pti zapocitani poméru ES na pocet stran dokumentu je zména
20,034 na 0,301). Vyznamné se také zvySuje vyskyt konceptu ES ve Statni politice Zivotniho
prostiedi CR a také ve Strategickém ramci CR. V3echny tyto sledované politiky maji zvy3ujici

se trend i s ohledem na rlizny rozsah (pocet stran) jednotlivych dokumenta.

W W b
o v o v

Cetnost wyskytu
Boe NN
o 0 S &

wl

o

Zivotni prostiedi Ochrana pfirody a krajiny Ochrana biodiverzity Vice-sektoroveé strategie
m SP7P 2012-2020 W SPZP 2012-2020 aktualizace 2016 m SPZP 2030
= SPOPK 2009 SPOPK 2020-2025 SOBR
B SOBR 2016-2025 B SRUR CR m SR CR 2030

Obrazek 5 — Graf prezentujici zmény Cetnosti vyskytu konceptu ekosystémovych sluzeb v pfi srovnani aktualné
platné a predchozi verze politiky.

Analyza kontextu poutziti konceptu ES byla provedena na dvou vybranych politikach a jeji
vysledky jsou prezentovany v grafickém shrnuti prostfednictvim mrakd slov (Obrazek 6).
Strategie ochrany biologické rozmanitosti CR 2016-2025 se nejéastéji vénuje hodnoceni ES
(n=11) a narodnimu hodnoceni ES (n=7). Zbylych 28 témat se az na jednu vyjimku (stav ES,
n=2) objevuje vjednom vyskytu a pokryva Sirokou Skalu aspektl konceptu ES od typu
ekosystém (ES rybnikd, lesa, mést, suchozemskych ekosystému) az po vliv na rozhodovani a
politiky (ES pro rozhodovani, koherence politik pro ES, narodni platforma pro ES). Vedle toho
Strategicky ramec CR 2030 pokryvé celkem 18 riznych aspektd konceptu ES, kdy nejéastéji
jsou zminény ES krajiny (n=4), hodnoceni ES (n=3), obnova ES (n=2) a hodnoty ES (n=2).
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Narodni platforma pro ES
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b)
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Obrazek 6 — Mraky slov prezentujici nakédovana témata konceptu ekosystémovych sluzeb v politikach: a)
Strategie ochrany biologické rozmanitosti CR 2016-2025; b) Strategicky ramec CR 2030. Velikost textu
znazornuje Cetnost jednotlivych kddd, maximalni cetnost je: a) 11 u téma “Hodnoceni ES”; b) 4 u téma ,,ES
krajiny“. Barva textu nema vliv na ¢etnost ani dlleZitost jednotlivych kédu.

3.2 Moznosti vyuZziti konceptu ES v rozhodovani
3.2.1 Koncept ES pro podporu rozhodovani v CHKO

Vysledky studie dle Danék a kol. (2023 — pfiloha I) slouzi k zodpovézeni dvou vyzkumnych
otazek (Jakd je uroven vyuZiti konceptu ES v praxi riznych aktért? Jaké jsou vnimané
prekdzky a prileZitosti pro vyuZiti konceptu ES v rozhodovdni?) v ramci specifického cile 2 —
zhodnoceni Urovné vyuziti konceptu ES v rozhodovani véetné identifikace pfilezitosti a
prekazek pro implementaci na zakladé percepci aktérd. Studie prostifednictvim polo-

strukturovanych rozhovor( s vedoucimi sprav CHKO zjistovala kromé vnimanych pfinos(
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téchto chranénych uUzemi také roli konceptu ES vrozhodovéani. Pro identifikaci témat
tykajicich se znalosti a zkuSenosti s konceptem ES a potencidlnich oblasti vyuziti v
rozhodovani v CHKO (napft. planovani, fizeni ochrany pfirody, zvySovani povédomi) byl pouzit
induktivni pristup kédovani v ramci kvalitativni obsahové analyzy (Hsieh a Shannon, 2005).
Na zakladé nasycenosti kédld a kategorii v souboru dat byla stanovena klicova témata
souvisejici s implementaci konceptu ES a vnimanymi prekazkami implementace. Tato témata
byla také propojena s podobnymi tématy v existujici literature (viz tabulka 4, Danék a kol.,
2023 — pfiloha I). Zjisténa témata byla usporadana jako odpovédi na nasledujici dvé otdzky:
a) Jak by mohl ramec ES podpofit cile ochrany prirody a krajiny? b) Jaké jsou hlavni prekazky

pfi zaclefiovani ramce ES do rozhodovani o chranénych krajinnych oblastech?

Z vysledk( vyplyvd, Ze s konceptem ES jsou obeznameni témér vsichni dotazovani zastupci
Sprav CHKO, ale v rozhodovaci praxi jej zatim nikdo nepouzivd (Danék a kol., 2023 — ptiloha
I). Nékolik respondentli ovSsem uvedlo, Ze ¢asto pouZzivaji principialné podobny pohled, ale
nenazyvaji to terminem ,ekosystémové sluzby“. Z hlediska potencidlni implementace
konceptu ES vyjadrila vétSina respondentl otevienost a ochotu vyuZit tento koncept pfi
rozhodovani, planovani nebo komunikaci. Z analyzy vyplynulo celkem 5 hlavnich aspektt
implementace konceptu ES, které by mohli podpofit cile ochrany ptirody a krajiny v praxi

Sprav CHKO:

e Zdaraznéni hodnot pfirody a davod( pro ochranu

e Snizeni Urovné subjektivity v rozhodovani

e Informovani o rozporech (trade-offs) v managementu vyuziti Gzemi

e ZvySovani povédomi o pfinosech prirody spole€nosti

e Pfinaseni ekonomickych argumentli, které mohou byt l|épe pochopeny nez

argumenty ochrany pfirody

Mezi hlavni vnimané prekazky implementace konceptu ES, které brani vyuziti ES v praxi

Sprav CHKO, patfi zejména:

e Chybéjici pravni Uprava a metodiky
e Nedostateénd znalost konceptu ES

e Nedostatecné kapacity
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Tyto vysledky jsou ¢astecné v souladu s nékterymi podobnymi studiemi ze zahranici (napft.
Blicharska a Hilding-Rydevik 2018; Ainscough a kol., 2019; Tusznio a kol., 2020), ale oproti
jinym pfindsi i odliSné vysledky (napf. Beaumont a kol., 2018). Tato zjisténi podtrhuji
dllezitost empirickych pripadovych studii pro zkoumani potencialné odliSného kontextu,

napf. v rdznych zemich.

3.2.2 Koncept ES pro podporu rozhodovani v praxi riznych aktéru

Vysledky studie dle Danék a kol. (2022 — pfiloha V) slouzi k zodpovézeni dvou vyzkumnych
otazek (Jaka je uroven vyuZiti konceptu ES v praxi ruznych aktéri? Jaké jsou vnimané
prekdzky a prileZitosti pro vyuZiti konceptu ES v rozhodovdni?) v ramci specifického cile 2 —
zhodnoceni Urovné vyuziti konceptu ES v rozhodovani véetné identifikace pfilezitosti a

prekazek pro implementaci na zakladé percepci aktér(.
Prvni faze konzultaci — polostrukturované rozhovory

Prvni &ast studie prostfednictvim polo-strukturovanych rozhovor(® s klicovymi aktéry
v soustavé Natura 2000’ zjistovala kromé mozZnosti pfizpusobeni hodnoceni ES potfebam
cilovych uzivatel( také obeznamenost s konceptem ES i moznosti implementace v praxi
aktérd. S prepisy rozhovorQ byla provedena zamérena (directed) obsahova analyza (Hsieh a
Shannon, 2005) s prvky tematické analyzy (Braun a Clarke, 2006). Vzhledem k tématu
rozhovor( byl kladen dlraz na analyzu manifestnich sdéleni a Siti informaci zjisténych od
respondentl. Témata byla usporddana do nasledujicich skupin: a) znalost a vyuZivani konceptu

ES; b) moznosti a prekazky implementace konceptu ES.

Z vysledk( vyplyva, Ze vétsina aktérd koncept ES zn4, ale ne vSichni se dosud setkali presné s
timto pojmem. Néktefi pak znaji néjaky analogicky ptistup, specificky pouZivany ve svém
oboru (napf. mimoprodukéni funkce). Asi polovina respondentl rozumi konceptu ES
prevainé jako ekonomickému pfistupu, kdy je potfeba vyjadfit hodnotu sluzeb v
ekonomickych jednotkach. Pouze nékolik malo respondentt uvedlo, Ze jejich instituce tento
koncept vyuzivd v praxi. Jednd se prevainé o vyuZiti v koncepénich dokumentech, jako

podpora argumentace nebo ve vyzkumnych projektech. Dva respondenti uvedli, Ze koncept

6 Celkem bylo v obdobi ¢erven az listopad 2020 provedeno 18 rozhovor( - 10 rozhovor( bylo provedeno
osobné, zbyvajicich 8 se uskutecnilo online prostrednictvim videohovoru. Vice podrobnosti viz kapitola 2.2.2.
Koncept a realizace vyzkumnych rozhovort v Danék a kol. (2022 — pfiloha V).

7 Podrobnosti viz kapitola 2.1. Identifikace a analyza kli¢ovych aktért v Danék a kol. (2022 — pF¥iloha V).
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ES vyuZili v rdmci pfiprav programl a opatfeni (v oblasti zemédélstvi) nebo jejich ex post
hodnoceni z hlediska vlivu na vybrané ES. Dalsi respondent ze sektoru lesnictvi uvedl, Ze
tradi¢né poutzivaji koncept mimoprodukénich funkci lesa, ktery vnimaji jako urcitou
podmnoZinu ES. Zadny respondent neuved|, e by byl koncept ES explicitné vyuZivan pfi

rozhodovani.

V prabéhu rozhovor(i predstaveny konceptualni rdmec ES (NCP dle Diaz a kol., 2018) vidi
témér vsichni respondenti (az na jednu vyjimku) jako vyuzitelny, pricemz poukazali na
nékolik oblasti, kde by podle nich mohl byt implementovan (napf. v politikach, legislativé,
rozhodovaci praxi, Uzemnim planovani, rozhodovani o zpisobech hospodareni v krajiné
nebo o vyuziti uzemi, zhodnoceni vlivu dotaci na ES, platby za ES, vzdélavani, vysvétlovani

pfinosl chranénych uzemi).

Jako prekazky moiného vyuZiti konceptu ES néktefi respondenti vyjadfili obavu z
»ekonomizace” a mozné komodifikace sluzeb — nékteré sluzby mohou byt ohodnoceny v
neodpovidajicich jednotkach, nebo by ekonomické hodnoceni mohlo vést k ,,ekonomizaci”
sluzeb, které podle nich nemaji ekonomickou hodnotu a nedaji se vycislit penézi.
Vyznamnym faktorem byla rovnéz zminéna nedostateéna kapacita vlastnich instituci k
zavadéni hodnoceni ES do svych agend. Dalsi prekazku predstavuje slozitost kvantifikace
nékterych sluzeb nebo nejednotnost pristupld k hodnoceni, kdy rGzné typy hodnoceni davaji
razné vysledky. Z dalSich prekazek byly v rozhovorech zminény: nesoulad s platnou
legislativou (lesnictvi), nedostatecnd informovanost pracovnikd provadéjicich samotné
hospodareni nebo mozné zneuZiti hodnoceni zplsobem, Ze v pfipadném sporu si obé strany
mohou nechat vytvorit hodnoceni dle rozdilnych metodik tak, aby kazdé strané hodnoceni

vice vyhovovalo (viz také Kull a kol., 2015).
Druha faze konzultaci — participativni seminare

Druhd ¢&&st studie prostfednictvim participativnich semindfa® s klicovymi aktéry v soustavé
Natura 2000 zjistovala mozZnosti pfizplsobeni hodnoceni ES potfebam cilovych uZivateld,
souvisejici moznosti implementace hodnoceni konkrétnich ES v praxi aktér(i, a nékteré dalsi

aspekty implementace konceptu ES vrlznych oblastech politiky, rozhodovani a praxe.

8 Seminafl se dohromady zU&astnilo 53 zastupcl z celkem 44 instituci statni spravy, statnich podnikd,
samosprav, zastupcd zajmovych svazll a neziskovych organizaci. Vice podrobnosti viz kapitola 2.2.4. Koncept a
realizace seminard v Danék a kol. (2022 — ptiloha V).
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Vzhledem k existujicim omezenim proti $iteni COVID-19 v CR byl zvolen online format
seminare (webinar). V prvnim kole byly usporadany 2 webinare s cilem pokryt vSechny
klicové aktéry (instituce) jako v rozhovorech. V druhém kole byly usporadany dalsi 4
webinare se stejnym programem. Participativni ¢ast webinare obsahovala dvé aktivity, vidy
navazujici na predchdzejici prezentaci. Pro prvni aktivitu a zdroven pro evaluacéni dotaznik
byla pouZita webova aplikace Google Forms (google.com/forms/about/) pro hlasovani a sbér
kvalitativnich i kvantitativnich dat. Pro druhou aktivitu byla pouzita participativni platforma
Mentimeter (mentimeter.com), kterd umoZniuje pokladat otdzky ucastnikim formou

interaktivni prezentace a generovat kvantitativni i kvalitativni data v redlném case.

Z vysledk( participativnich seminarQ vyplyva, Ze si drtiva vétSina (49 z 50) zucastnénych
dovede predstavit, jak konkrétné by ve svoji praxi dokazali vyuZit vysledky hodnoceni
alespon jedné ze dvou detailnéji predstavenych ES (regulace klimatu, fyzické a dusevni
zazitky). Nejcastéji zminovanym pouzitim vysledkli hodnoceni bylo u regulace klimatu
poskytnuti argumentl pro ochranu urcitych ekosystému nebo Uzemi; u fyzickych a dusevnich
zazitkd pak usmérnéni ¢i vhodnéjsi distribuce navstévnosti. Vnimané bariéry pro vyuziti
hodnoceni u obou pfinost zahrnuji nejéastéji narocnost provedeni hodnoceni a také
nedostupnost kvalitnich a detailnich dat pro celé uzemi CR, které ovliviiuji podobu i

vyuzitelnost vysledk( hodnoceni.

Ucastnici seminaf( také prioritizovali dal$i ES pro zpracovani hodnoceni — vybirali pfitom ze
zbyvajicich 15 sluzeb® (zahrnutych v celkovém konceptu hodnoceni), které by byly relevantni
pro jejich praxi. Otazka byla pfitom nastavena jako vybér dalSich maximadlné péti sluzeb pro
zpracovani hodnoceni. Nejvice Ucastnik(l zvolilo sluzbu regulace mnozZstvi a odtoku vody,
tésné nasledovano dalsi regulacni sluzbou vytvareni a udrzovani habitat(. Vyznamna je pro

zucastnéné také sluzba udrzovani budoucich moznosti, ktera se umistila na tretim misteé.

Seminare ddle poskytly podklady pro identifikaci moZnosti pro implementaci konceptu ES do
raznych oblasti politiky, rozhodovani nebo praxe. Nikdo z ucastnik(i neuvedl|, Ze by se
koncept ES v nékteré konkrétni oblasti nemél vyuzivat. Nejcastéji bylo zminéno, Zze by

koncept ES mély vyuZivat vSechny oblasti politiky, rozhodovani nebo praxe (n=5). Druhé

° Dvé ES jiz byly do hodnoceni zahrnuty (regulace klimatu, fyzické a duevni zaZitky). Cely konceptudlini rémec
ES byl ucastnikim prezentovan prostrednictvim letaku Pfinosy prirody lidem, pdf ke stazeni -
https://www.jednapriroda.cz/download/3591/
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nejcastéji zminované pak byly zemédélské politiky (n=4) a Uzemni planovani (n=4),

nasledovano vodohospodarstvim (n=3) a zemédélskymi dotacemi (n=3).

Implementaci konceptu ES v praxi respondentll by podle nejcastéjsich reakci uUcastniku
usnadnila lepsi informovanost verejnosti (n=12). Také odbornd osvéta (n=6) a rovnéz
existence metodickych postupl hodnoceni ES (n=3) je podle respondentl duleZitou

prerekvizitou.

3.3 Participativni pfistupy pro podporu implementace konceptu ES
3.3.1 Participativni mapovani kulturnich ES v CHKO

Vysledky studie dle Danék a kol. (v recenznim fizeni — pfiloha 1V) slouZi k predstaveni
moznych pfistupl k implementaci konceptu ES v ramci specifického cile 3 — demonstrovat
vybrané participativni pfistupy, které jsou vhodné pro podporu integrace konceptu ES v
politikdch, planovani a rozhodovani na rlznych urovnich. Studie prostfednictvim
dotaznikového Setfeni s participativnim mapovanim mj. zjistovala, jak a jaké kulturni ES
vnimaji (a vyuZivaji) ndvstévnici vyzkumnych oblasti a jakd je prostorova reprezentace
kulturnich ES v krajiné. Participativni mapovani se uskutecnilo ve dvou CHKO (Moravsky kras,
Litovelské Pomoravi) a zucastnilo se jej celkem 490 respondentll. Soucasti studie byl rovnéz
predvyzkum v podobé skupinovych diskuzi focus group s experty, jejichz cilem bylo najit

vhodna mista pro sbér dat v terénu.

Zjistovani preferenci a postoji k ES, véetné jejich prostorového zachyceni spomoci
participativniho mapovani, spadd mezi ptistupy sociokulturniho hodnoceni ES (Scholte a kol.,
2015). Studie klade ddraz na inkluzivni sbér dat, a to jednak v podobé mozZnosti pouZiti vice
geometrii (body, linie, polygony) pfi sbéru prostorovych dat. Dale pak pti kategorizaci
kulturnich ES z kvalitativnich dat — aby bylo mozné identifikovat Sirokou Skalu kulturnich ES,
byla pouzZita kombinace deduktivnich a induktivnich pfFistupl ke klasifikaci kategorii

kulturnich ES.

Z vysledk( studie vyplyva, Ze navstévnici Moravského krasu a Litovelského Pomoravi
vyuzivaji a ocenuji Sirokou $kdlu kulturnich ES, a to konkrétné 13 aZ 16 rliznych ES v zavislosti
na typu otazky. V kontextu ddvod(, proc lidé chodi do pfirody nebo navstévuji sva oblibena
mista, se mezi nejvyznamnéjsi pfinosy fadi rekreacni aktivity (Rekreace), estetické prozitky v

prirodé (Estetika) a naplnéni potfeby kontaktu s pfirodou (Ekofilie). Dale vysledky odhalily, Ze
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mnoho kulturnich ES pfispivd k mistu vazanym pocitim a emocim a také hodnotam
eudaimonie??, pficemZ nejvyznamnéjsi kategorii kulturnich ES je vtomto ohledu Dusevni a
fyzické zdravi. Explorativni charakter vyzkumu a inkluzivni pfistup ke klasifikaci kulturnich ES
umoznily vznik neobvyklych kategorii, jako je napr. Ekofilie, kterd se objevila mezi nejcastéji

zminovanymi pfinosy.

Vysledky studie p¥inasi hlub%i poznani v CR nedostate¢né probadaného fenoménu kulturnich
ES a mohou pomoci zdUlraznit dosud ¢asto opomijenou skupinu ES napf. pfi strategickém
pldnovani a rozhodovani o udrzitelném vyuzivani krajiny, které bere ohled na rGzné zajmy a
hodnoty aktérd (v€etné verejnosti). Participativni zapojeni navstévnikl chranénych tzemi do
hodnoceni kulturnich ES pfispiva k lepSimu pochopeni jejich vztah( a vazeb s mistni krajinou

skrze konceptudlni rdmec ES.

Participativné ziskané znalosti o skute¢ném vyuzZivani a prostorovém zastoupeni kulturnich
ES mohou podpofit informovanéjsi environmentdlni management a krajinné planovani, které
usiluje o multifunkéni a vyvazené vyuzivani krajiny ve velkoplosnych chranénych dzemich
(Plieninger a kol., 2015). Participativné vytvorené mapy kulturnich ES pak predstavuji
prostorovou artikulaci rdznych hodnot vztahujicich se ke konkrétnim mistiim v krajiné. Mapy
kulturnich ES mohou byt vyuZity k vyhodnoceni potencidlnich synergii*!, trade-offs a
konflikti s lokdlnim managementem (Cusens a kol., 2021), nebo pro nastaveni priorit
budouciho managementu. Pro implementaci vysledkli nebo samotnych participativnich
procesl je vSak nutna schopnost relevantnich instituci tyto vysledky nebo procesy zaclenit
do svého fungovani (Cvitanovic a kol., 2019). Proto bylo v pribéhu studie zapojeno nékolik
aktérd z krajskych uradi a sprdv CHKO do konzultaci ohledné nastaveni vyzkumu a moznosti
vyuziti vysledk( v praxi. Napfiklad Krajsky urad Jihomoravského kraje planuje vyuZzit vysledky
v pripravované aktualizaci krajské politiky zivotniho prosttedi. Dale jsou vysledky relevantni
pro pripravované koncepce prace s ndavstévnickou verejnosti v CHKO Moravsky kras a

Litovelské Pomoravi.

10 Hodnoty spojené s Zitim dobrého, naplnéného Zivota (Chan a kol., 2016).
11 Napf. kdy? je néjaké uzemi, kde se pravidelné kosi a lidé tam vnimaji estetickou hodnotu, tak je to podpora
tomu managementu.
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3.3.2 Konzultace s klicovymi aktéry a budovani rozhrani védy a politiky

Vysledky studie dle Danék a kol. (2022 — pfiloha V) slouZi k pfedstaveni moznych pfristupt
k implementaci konceptu ES vramci specifického cile 3 — demonstrovat vybrané
participativni pristupy, které jsou vhodné pro podporu integrace konceptu ES v politikach,
planovani a rozhodovani na rdznych urovnich. Studie prostfednictvim konzultaci s klicovymi
aktéry identifikovala moznosti pfizplisobeni hodnoceni ES potfebdm cilovych uZivatelG a
zaroven umoznila zacit komunikovat s potencidlnimi ¢leny NPES. Samotné konzultace s
aktéry byly provedeny ve formé rozhovor( a seminarl (viz kapitola 3.2.2), pfiéemz nutnym

predpokladem nastaveni konzultaci byla identifikace a analyza klicovych aktérd.

Identifikace a analyza klicovych aktérd sestavala z postupnych krokd, kdy byla nejprve
vytvorena databaze aktér( pulsobicich na narodni ¢i regionalni Urovni v soustavé Natura
2000. Nasledné byla definovana kritéria pro hodnoceni klicovych aktérl a provedeno
expertni hodnoceni jednotlivych aktérd podle téchto kritérii, podle kterych byli aktéri déle
kategorizovani do skupin. Tyto kroky probihaly iterativné, v nékolika kolech, a metodologicky
vychazeji z metod integrovaného zapojeni stakeholder( (Gramberger a kol., 2015) a zaroven

z analytické kategorizace aktéra (viz napr. Reed a kol., 2009; Raum, 2018).

Vysledkem analyzy aktérl je matice, v niz jsou aktéfi kategorizovdni do skupin podle typu
vlivu (kritérium: vliv pfimy ¢i nepfimy) a sily vlivu na soustavu Natura 2000, s ohledem na
prioritizaci vyuziti poznatkQ z hodnoceni ES aktéry v praxi. Zvlastni skupinu v matici tvori
aktéri, ktefi na rozhodovani o soustavé Natura 2000 nemaiji vliv, avSak jsou primarnimi
uzivateli hodnoceni ES — jednd se o aktéry, ktefi mohou vysledky vyuzit ve své praxi i je
snadno komunikovat dalsim skupinam aktért (a pomoci tak zajistit udrzitelnost vysledk

projektu).

Systematické zahrnuti konzultaci s uZzivateli vysledk(i vyzkumného projektu od jeho
samotného pocatku v rdznych podobach je nezbytné nejen pro spoluvytvareni nové znalosti
ve vSech fazich projektu, ale také pro budovani dlouhodobé fungujiciho vztahu védeckych
pracovnikl a aktér( z politické sféry a praxe zaloZzeném na oboustranném dialogu a dlvére
(Reed a kol., 2014; Metzger a kol., 2019). Koncept konzultaci vychazi z nékolika strategii pro
spoluvytvareni znalosti (Reed a Abernethy, 2018), a to prenos znalosti (knowledge

translation) a socialni uceni (social learning). Strategie socidlniho uceni podporuje pochopeni
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pohledu na svét jinych aktérd, budovani divéry napfti¢ Ucastniky konzultaci a mlze vést k
postupné zméné norem a hodnot. Cilem konzultaci je umoznit socidlni uceni a
spoluvytvareni novych znalosti (co-production of knowledge, Reed a Abernathy, 2018), a to

ohledné:

e 7adouciho ucelu, rozsahu, postupli, metod, nastaveni detailu, vyuziti a komunikace
vysledk(l hodnoceni ES, véetné identifikace moZznych presahl ¢i kompromisl mezi
raznymi ucely hodnoceni;

e vhodného nastaveni a funkcénosti NPES jakozto platformy pro dlouhodobou
spolupraci v tomto tématu napfi¢ aktéry v CR, ktera vytvofi vhodné prostfedi pro
inovace smérem k udrzitelnému vyuzivani pfinost prirody skrze zapojeni relevantnich

aktéra.

U skupiny aktérd vybranych pro ucéast na konzultacich je podle vysledk( analyzy kli¢ovych
aktérd Zadouci vysoky stupen zapojeni v projektu (a rovnéz lze ex ante predpokladat jejich
zajem o intenzivnéjsi zapojeni do projektu), coZz umozniuje zaméfrit se na Sirokou skalu urovni
participace pro tyto aktéry (Luyet a kol., 2012): informace (vysvétleni cil( projektu aktériim);
konzultace (prezentace projektovych témat, shromazidéni namétl aktérl, rozhodnuti
zohlednujici také vstupy od aktér(l); spoluprdce (prezentace projektovych témat,

shromazdéni namétd aktérd, rozhodnuti berouci v vahu vstupy od aktéra).

3.3.3 Vyuziti metody focus groups pro hodnoceni kulturnich ES

Vysledky studie dle Slovdk a kol. (2023) slouZi k pfedstaveni mozinych pfistupu
kimplementaci konceptu ES vramci specifického cile 3 — demonstrovat vybrané
participativni pristupy, které jsou vhodné pro podporu integrace konceptu ES v politikach,
pldnovani a rozhodovani na rlznych Uurovnich. Metodologicky zamérend studie se
prostfednictvim systematické literarni reSerSe podrobnéji vénuje pouziti metody
skupinovych diskuzi focus group na vyzkum a hodnoceni kulturnich ES. Zaméreni na skupinu
kulturnich ES vychazi z predpokladu, Ze sociokulturni hodnoceni ES je casto pouZivany

participativni pristup pravé pro hodnoceni kulturnich ES (Scholte a kol., 2015).

Studie pouzila systematickou literarni resersi k vytvoreni datového souboru publikaci a ke
shromazdéni, vyhodnoceni a syntéze dat strukturovanym, spolehlivym a opakovatelnym

zpusobem. Byl vytvoren protokol vstup-proces-vystup, ktery jasné definoval jednotlivé kroky
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systematické reserSe (viz obrazek 2, Slovak a kol., 2023 — pfiloha II). Cilem vyzkumu bylo
odpovédét na otazku — Jakym zplsobem a do jakych metodologickych detaild byla pouzita
metoda skupinové diskuze focus group ve vyzkumu zabyvajicim se kulturnimi ES? Celkem
bylo analyzovano 245 publikaci, ze kterych 49 splfiovalo kritéria dana procesem systematické
reSerse. Za ucelem shrnuti obecnych informaci o pouziti metody focus group byla sbirana
data o: zemé plvodu pripadové studie; rok vydani; typ studované oblasti (typ ekosystému
nebo krajiny); pocet focus groups v kazdé pripadové studii; typ a pocet uUcastnikl; pouZiti
jinych metod. Dale byly identifikovany charakteristiky souvisejici s kulturnimi ES: klasifikace
kulturnich ES; dalsi zkoumané skupiny ES; pocet a kategorie zkoumanych kulturnich ES. Déle
byly hodnoceny dva aspekty pouZivani metody focus group: uroven komplexnosti
informovani o poufziti této metody; vyznamné odchylky od hlavnich charakteristik pouZziti
focus goups dle metodologické literatury (napt. extrémni pocet ucastniki nebo spole¢na

analyza dat z rliznych metod).

Skupinové diskuze focus group poskytuji (induktivné i deduktivné) pfistup k osobnimu i
skupinovému vnimani, vyznamim a hodnotdm, které jsou zvlasté dilezité pfi zkoumani
kulturnich ES. Zvysujici se vyuZivani této metody v poslednich letech mizZe také naznacovat,
Ze vice vyzkumnik( povaZuje tuto metodu za vhodnou. Z vysledk(i napf. vyplyva, Ze focus
groups byly ¢asto vyuzivany jako soucast vyzkumu s vice metodami. V takovych pfipadech by
vhodnd integrace dopliujicich se metod mohla ukazat jako velmi uzite¢nd pro lepsi
prozkoumani komplexni povahy kulturnich ES — napf. poufZiti s dalSimi metodami jako je
participativni mapovani, prochazka s fotografickou elicitaci nebo bodovaci cvic¢eni, by mohlo
zlepsit nebo katalyzovat samotnou focus group a pomoci Ucastnikim s pochopenim

nemateridlnich charakteristik kulturnich ES.

Prestoze je metoda focus group potencidlné vhodna pro zkoumani nematerialnich hodnot a
kulturnich ES, jeji pouziti neni dle vysledk( reserSe vidy dostatecné popsano, a zdroven je
v nékterych pfipadech metodologicky nekonzistentni. Vysledky reserse pfinasi kromé shrnuti
raznych kontextl aplikace metody focus group pro vyzkum kulturnich ES také doporuceni
pro robustnéjsi a dlvéryhodnéjsi pouziti této metody. Tyto poznatky mohou pomoci zlepsit

vyzkum v této oblasti, ale i pfispét k implementaci konceptu ES v budoucnu.
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Implicitné dana ucast aktér na hodnoceni ES (nebo obecnéji hodnot prirody) vytvari vhodné
prostfedi pro spoluvytvareni znalosti a dle kontextu aplikace této metody muze pfispét i ke

konceptualnimu nebo strategickému vyuziti konceptu ES (Posner a kol., 2016a).

v ’

4. Diskuze a syntéza zjisténi

Pro dosazeni cile disertaéni prace (analyzovat soucasny stav a prozkoumat mozZnosti

implementace konceptu ES do politik a rozhodovani v CR) bylo pouzito nékolik réiznych

metod (Tabulka 3) a zapojena Sirokd $kdla aktér(.

Tabulka 3 — Pfehled pouzitych metod v ramci disertacni prace.

Metody

Cil pouzitych metod

Kontext

Obsahova analyza

Zhodnoceni status quo implementace

konceptu ES v politikach

Narodni strategické dokumenty

Polostrukturované

rozhovory

Zhodnoceni status quo implementace

konceptu ES

- Sprava CHKO

- Praxe aktér( v soustavé Natura 2000

Identifikace moZnosti a prekazek

implementace konceptu ES

- Sprava CHKO

- Praxe aktér( v soustavé Natura 2000

Pfizplsobeni hodnoceni ES potfebam

uzivateld

Praxe aktér( v soustavé Natura 2000

Participativni seminare

Identifikace moZnosti a prekazek

implementace konceptu ES

- Sprava CHKO

- Praxe aktér( v soustavé Natura 2000

PrizplGsobeni hodnoceni ES potiebam

uzivatelQ

Praxe aktért v soustavé Natura 2000

Dotaznikové Setreni
s participativnim

mapovanim, focus group

Sociokulturni hodnoceni kulturnich ES
Prostorové zachyceni kulturnich ES v

krajiné

Vyuzivani kulturnich ES v CHKO

Systematicka reserse

Zhodnoceni pouziti metody focus group

pro vyzkum kulturnich ES

Reserse publikované literatury

4.1 Implementace konceptu ES v politikdch a rozhodovani v CR

Z provedené analyzy narodnich strategickych dokumentl vyplyva, Ze koncept ES je nedilnou
soucasti zejména environmentalnich politik, ale je zastoupen i v dalSich sektorovych a vice-
sektorovych politikach. Z diachronniho srovnani je pak zfejmy trend zvySujici se Urovné

implementace konceptu ES ve vsech takto zkoumanych politikdch. Na drovni ndrodnich
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politik Ize povaZovat implementaci konceptu ES za celkové velmi vyznamnou se zvySujicim se
trendem. Tuto Uroven lze zafadit mezi druhou nejvyssi trajektorii dopadu (instrumentalni
vyuziti) dle Posner a kol. (2016a), kterd oznacuje vyuziti konceptu ES v novych politikach,
planech nebo rozhodovacich procesech. Tyto vysledky jsou v souladu s podobnym zvysujicim
se trendem implementace v kontextu globalni studie zamérené na verejné (nejen narodni)
politiky (Robinne a kol., 2019). Objevuje se ale i opacny trend — napt. aktudlni Strategie EU
v oblasti biologické rozmanitosti do roku 2030 obsahuje nékolikanasobné méné zminek o ES

nez jeji predchozi verze, platna do roku 2020.

Obé predstavené studie zamérené na zhodnoceni sou¢asného stavu implementace ukazaly,
7e koncept ES neni dosud v CR v kontextu ochrany pFirody a krajiny ani v praxi klicovych
aktérd v soustavé Natura 2000 explicitné vyuzZivan pti rozhodovani. Zaroven ale vétsina
aktérd vyjadrila otevienost a podporu mozinému budoucimu vyuziti konceptu ES v fadé
oblasti, od zdlraznéni hodnot pfirody a divodl pro jeji ochranu pfes rozhodovani o
zpUsobech hospodareni az po vzdélavani a legislativu. Bohaté portfolio pfileZitosti pro
implementaci je ovSem omezovano fadou prekazek, mezi které patfi zejména nedostatecna
kapacita a informovanost odbornych pracovnik( i verejnosti, ale i chybéjici pravni Uprava a

metodiky.

Z hlediska pfileZitosti a prekazek pro implementaci konceptu ES pfindsi podobné vysledky
pfipadovd studie z 10 evropskych mést zamérenad na rozhodovani a Uzemni planovani
v méstském prostredi (Grunewald a kol., 2021). Nejcastéji je koncept ES vyuzivan jako
komunikaéni nastroj, ktery navic maze diky své roli hrani¢niho objektu (boundary object)
(Abson a kol., 2014; Honeck a kol., 2021) privést k jednomu stolu rGizné skupiny aktéra, kteri
by spolu jinak pfimo nekomunikovali (Greenhalgh a Hart 2015; Boeraeve a kol., 2018). Mezi
hlavni prekdzky patfi nedostatek znalosti, metodik, relevantni legislativy nebo omezené

kapacity.
4.2 Uroveri dopadu na politiku a rozhodovani skrze sméry implementace

Zasazeni dil¢ich studii do konceptualniho rdmce hodnoceni dopadu na politiku a rozhodovani
dle Posner a kol. (2016a) umoznuje naznacit dva sméry implementace (Obrazek 9). Prvni je
tzv. top-down implementace, ktera aktualné zahrnuje zejména prenos pozadavkl a zavazki

globalnich a evropskych strategickych dokumentd do narodnich politik CR. Z hlediska obsahu
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environmentalnich politik Ize tuto implementaci povazovat za Uspésnou, coZ potvrzuje druha
nejvyssi trajektorie dopadu (instrumentalni vyuziti) dle Posner a kol. (2016a). Jedna se oviem
spiSe o formalni zacleni, které zatim neni dostatecné reflektovano v rozhodovani a praxi
relevantnich instituci (Danék a kol., 2022 — pfiloha V; Danék a kol., 2023 — pfiloha I). Do
tohoto sméru implementace by teoreticky spadal také pfenos narodnich politik do praxe,
ktery ale dle zjisténi vySe prezentovanych studii neni vtomto kontextu dosud realizovan.
Pravé existence evropské politiky a pobidek v oblasti ES se jevi jako vyznamna hnaci sila

implementace do politik na ndrodni drovni (viz napt. Claret a kol., 2018).

Urovné dopadu na politiku a rozhodovani:
1 —spoluvytvafeniznalosti; 2 — konceptudlni vyuZiti; 3 — strategické vyufZiti; 4 — instrumentalni vyuZiti

Top-down implementace

© Dopad1+2+3 R Dopad1+2
Konzultace s kli¢owymi Participativni mapovani
Dopad3+4 aktéry a budovani rozhrani kulturnich ES v CHKO Dopadi1+2+3
‘ Implementace ES v ‘ védy a politiky (Danék a kol. vrecenznim Narodni platforma pro
narodnich politikdch (Danék a kol., 2022) fizeni) ekosystémoveé sluzby
A _d =
| | ||
Dopad 1 Dopad 1+2 (+ 3)
Pfinosy CHKO Focus group pro hodnoceni
Vyufiti ES v rozhodovéni kulturnich ES
(Danék a kol., 2023) (Slovak a kol., 2023)

v L] L]

Bottom-up implementace

Obrazek 9 — Konceptualni schéma zobrazujici diléi studie disertacni prace v kontextu dvou smérd implementace
konceptu ES. Jednotlivym studiim jsou pfirazeny Cisla dle pfedpokladané urovné dopadu na politiku a

rozhodovani dle Posner a kol. (2016a).

Druhy smér je tzv. bottom-up implementace, kterd zahrnuje zejména samotny vyzkum ES
v CR, ktery umoziiuje mj. artikulovat poZadavky na lepsi informovanost pro rozhodovéni (o
ES) od riznych aktér( (Danék a kol., 2022 — pfiloha V). Tento smér ma vliv na to, Ze se rtzni
aktéfi v CR o hodnoceni ES zajimaji a zajima je, jak jim m(Ze pomoci pfi prosazovéni riiznych
zajmUl, jak se lépe domluvit na vyuZiti pfirody, ekosystéml a krajiny. Prezentovany
participativni vyzkum ES v CR, ktery zaclefiuje rdizné aktéry na rdznych Grovnich, spadd do
prvni az treti trajektorie dopadu dle Posner a kol. (2016a). Prostrednictvim identifikace

ptfinost CHKO a moZnosti vyuZziti konceptu ES v rozhodovani dosahuje studie dle Danék a kol.
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(2023 - pfiloha 1) prvni trajektorie dopadu®? (vytvareni a $ifeni znalosti). Do konceptudlniho
vyuziti ES (zména perspektiv) by bylo mozné zaradit participativni mapovani kulturnich ES
v CHKO dle Danék a kol. (v recenznim fizeni — pfiloha IV). Treti droven dopadu oznadujici
budovani podpory pro ES (strategické wvyuZiti) dosahuji konzultace s uzivateli vystupl
hodnoceni ES a budovani rozhrani védy a politiky dle Danék a kol. (2022 — pfiloha V).
Potencialné Ize této Urovné dopadu dosahnout i pfi realizaci hodnoceni ES dle doporuceni
pro robustné;jsi a davéryhodné;jsi pouziti metody focus group (Slovak a kol., 2023 — pfiloha

1), které muze ve vysledku podpofit vyssi legitimitu ziskanych znalosti.

Do zvlastni kategorie dle smérl implementace Ize zaradit NPES, ktera na jednu stranu
vychazi z vyzkumu ES — jeji zalozeni se uskutecnilo v ramci vyzkumného projektu IP LIFE
Jedna pfiroda (bottom-up implementace). Zaroven by jeji dalsi fungovani mélo stimulovat
vyménu informaci ohledné hodnoceni ES a v dlsledku tak podpofit spolupraci aktéri na
daldim vyzkumu a hodnoceni ES v CR. Na druhou stranu byla platforma zfizena v ramci
Ministerstva Zivotniho prostfedi a sméfuje ktransformaci v oficidlni poradni organ
ministra/ministryné, jehoz cilem je mj. podporovat zac¢lenovani ES do rozhodovacich procesu
na rlznych drovnich (top-down implementace). Role NPES pro podporu tvorby politik,
strategii i legislativy je umoznéna tim, Ze mezi ¢leny platformy jsou uUstfedni organy statni
spravy (ministerstva) s pravomocemi tvorby prdvné zavaznych i nezavaznych norem. Dalsi
fungovani NPES tedy ma predpoklady pro prenos narodnich politik (¢i potencialni legislativy)

do rozhodovani a praxe na nizSich Urovnich.

Zhodnoceni urovné dopadu operacionalizace konceptu ES na rozhodovani provedené v ramci
analyzy 27 prevdiné evropskych pfipadovych studii dle Dick a kol. (2018) ukazalo, ze
v rlznych kontextech bylo dosazeno konceptudlniho, strategického i instrumentdlniho
vyuziti, priemz nejvétsi dopad byl asociovan s efektivnimi interakcemi aktérd na rozhrani
védy a praxe. Dalsi analyza zamérena na institucionalni prekdzky vyuziti konceptu ES ukazala,
Ze z 22 pripadovych studii nebylo v Zadné z nich reportovano instrumentalni vyuziti znalosti o

ES (Saarikoski a kol., 2018).

12 studie zjistovala pouze status quo implementace konceptu ES a z vysledk( vyplyva, Ze explicitné tento
koncept Zadny z respondent(l nevyuzZival. Nicméné potencidlné mizZe mit tato studie i druhou, pfip. vyssi
trajektorii dopadu, ale z dostupnych dat toto nelze vyhodnotit.
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Resersni studie dle Wright a kol. (2017) pak vyuZiva aplikaci CRELE (kredibilita-relevance-
legitimnost) kritérii pro zhodnoceni toho, jaké typy informaci o ES mohou podporovat riizné
typy implementace (konceptualni / strategické / instrumentaini vyuZiti). Z vysledkd vyplyva,
Ze nejcastéji vysledky vyzkum(O ES podporuji pouze konceptualni vyuZiti, kdezto
instrumentalni vyuZiti podporuji pouze nékteré pristupy jako napf. hodnoceni svazki
(bundles) ES a jejich mapovani, které ovsem casto pfilis zjednodusuje komplexni informace o
vicero typech hodnot. Autofi rovnéz zdlraznuji dalezitost participace aktérd (ovliviujicich
rozhodovani) na hodnoceni ES tak, aby prezentované informace o hodnotdch ES odpovidali

potfebam aktérl a jejich rozhodovaci praxi.

4.3 Mezera mezi implementaci v politikach a praxi

Prestoze je koncept ES pomérné hojné zastoupen v klicovych narodnich environmentalnich
politikach CR, jeho implementace a aplikace v rozhodovani je stale velmi omezena. Pfitom
existujici implementace v politikdch vyssi drovné by dle zjisténi nékterych studii méla
napomahat implementaci i na nizsich drovnich v praxi (Greenhalgh a Hart 2015; Hansen a
kol., 2015). V kontextu CR se analyzou implementace konceptu ES vénovala také studie
zamérena na Uzemni planovani (Schneider a Kubickova 2020). Z vysledk( této studie vyplyva,
Ze koncept ES neni zatim nijak explicitné implementovan ve zkoumanych dzemnich planech
(5 velkych mést v CR), ale implicitné s fadou ES Gzemni planovani pracuje. Participativni
pristupy a zdjem verejnosti o udrzitelny rozvoj mést vsak maji pozitivni vliv na tvorbu
Uzemnich pland (Schneider a Kubickova 2020) a poskytuji tak prostor i pro zaclenéni

konceptu ES do téchto procesu.

Zjisténa mezera mezi existujici, a dokonce v fadé pripadl zvysSujici se irovni implementace
konceptu ES v politikaich a minimalnim vyuzitim v rozhodovani a praxi ruznych instituci
podtrhuje diileZitost zkoumani tohoto fenoménu. Toto je navic zvyraznéno tim, Ze vétsina
aktérd zapojenych do vyzkumu v ramci predstavenych studii vnimd koncept ES jako vhodny a
vyuzitelny v fadé oblasti. | proto byla studie dle Danék a kol. (2022 — ptiloha V) zamérena
nejen na identifikaci existujicich prekazek a prilezitosti, ale i na zjistovani podminek (enabling
factors), které by mohly facilitovat vyuziti konceptu ES v praxi rlznych instituci (viz také

Blicharska a Hilding-Rydevik 2018; Saarikoski a kol., 2018; Keenan a kol., 2019).
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Dalsi faktory, které mohou vysvétlovat zaostdvani vyuzivani konceptu ES v praxi, identifikuji
nékteré recentni studie. Napfiklad dle Mandle a kol. (2020) je pro zvySeni relevance vyzkumu
ES pro rozhodovéani nutné lépe predikovat dopady konkrétnich rozhodnuti na hodnotu a
distribuci ES pro rlizné skupiny prijemc( ES. K tomu je zapotiebi |épe integrovat ekologické
modely se socioekonomickymi a kulturnimi rozméry ES. Nékteré vyzkumy pak naznacuji, ze
potencidlnim ddvodem pro nizké vyuZiti konceptu ES je nesoulad mezi teoretickym
konceptem ES a tim, jak nad pfirodou aktéfi uvazuji (social representation of nature)

(Primmer a Furman 2012; Hauck a kol., 2013; De Vreese a kol., 2019; Scott a kol., 2021).

PFiliSné , odtrzeni” od reality rozhodovaci praxe mlze byt zplisobeno odliSnym rdmovanim a
historickym vyvojem konceptu ES prevazné v environmentalnich a ekonomickych doménach,
které omezovalo vyuZivani tohoto konceptu SirSim publikem kvili nedostatku
interdisciplindrnich a transdisciplinarnich pfistupt (Scott a kol., 2021). Tyto pfistupy jsou
vSak dnes jiz bézné aplikovany (viz napf. Spangenberger a kol., 2015; Boaraeve a kol., 2018;
Valencia Torres a kol., 2021) a mohou tak pomoci preklenout existujici mezeru mezi

implementaci ,na papire” a v redlném rozhodovani aktér( v praxi.

4.4 Moznosti podpory implementace ES v CR

Predstavené studie umoziuji demonstrovat vybrané existujici moznosti, jak lze podpofrit
implementaci konceptu ES skrze participaci aktérii na hodnoceni ES nebo budovani
rozhrani védy a politiky (a praxe) (viz napf. Turnhout a kol., 2014; Dick a kol., 2018; Brites a
kol., 2021). Tyto mozZnosti, které lze oznacit také jako doporucené postupy implementace,
jsou shrnuty jako tfi cesty podpory implementace konceptu ES v rozhodovani v CR (Obrazek

10):
1) zapojenim aktérd do vyzkumu a hodnoceni ES;
2) ziskdvanim a vyuzivanim znalosti o moznostech implementace ES;

3) budovanim rozhrani védy a politiky prostfednictvim narodni platformy.
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MoZnosti
S  pa—. implementace

Participace

s o T
aktéru

ES

Relevance +
legitimita znalosti

| Es jako hrani¢ni objekt ‘

| PrekdZky implementace

\T Spoluvytvéieni znalosti + socidlni ucenf ‘

\ I Enabling factors
| PfizpGsobeni hodnoceni ES ‘ Zie aktérd/oblasti
\ pro implementaci

‘ Sociokulturni hodnoceni ES |

\

Implementace konceptu ES

(zvySovanidopadu na politiku a rozhodovani)

Podpora cili OP

Obrazek 10 — Konceptudlni schéma zobrazujici tfi mozné cesty pro podporu implementace konceptu ES
v rozhodovéni v CR. Jednotlivé boxy v priibéhu cesty predstavuji dlleZité aspekty procesu hodnoceni ES a
vyuzivani ziskanych znalosti a fungovani rozhrani védy a politiky z hlediska zvySovani Urovné dopadu na politiku
a rozhodovani dle Posner a kol. (2016a). Tyto cesty ani jednotlivé aspekty uvniti cest nepredstavuji vsechny
existujici moznosti, ale vychazi z vysledk( dil¢ich studii a reSersSe provedené v ramci disertacni prace.

Tyto cesty se vzajemné ovliviiuji a mély by se ovliviiovat dale i do budoucna, aby bylo
dosazeno efektivni spoluprace (v€etné zvyseni relevance hodnoceni ES) pfi implementaci
konceptu ES v rozhodovani a praxi kliCovych aktérl na rlznych drovnich. DuleZité je rovnéz
zminit, Ze studie tvoFici tuto disertaéni praci pfedstavuji pouze zlomek vyzkumu ES v CR a z

mnozstvi projektl resicich (explicitné) ES lze usoudit, Ze nové znalosti z ¢eského kontextu i

syntéza zkusenosti ze zahranici ohledné implementace ES mohou najit Siroké uplatnéni.

Ad1) Participativni pfistup je dllezitym predpokladem nejen pro zvyseni relevance vysledku
vyzkumu (Durham a kol., 2014; Wright a kol. 2017), ale m{ze byt i vstupem pro samotné
hodnoceni ES (Danék a kol., 2022 — pfiloha V). Umoznuje zohlednit zkusSenosti i preference
aktérd, spoluvytvaret nové znalosti, a zaroven nastavit komunikaci vysledkd projektu napftic
aktéry tak, aby mohly byt lépe zaclenény do jejich rozhodovaci praxe i do politik, jako v
pripadé kontextu soustavy Natura 2000 v CR. Naptiklad poznatky o potfebdach a preferencich
klicovych aktér( ziskané v ramci konzultaci (rozhovory, participativni seminare) jsou dale
vyuzity v projektu IPLIFE Jedna pfiroda pro informovanéjsi nastaveni dalSiho vyzkumu v

oblasti ES (viz také Scemama a kol., 2022).
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Ucast aktérd na hodnoceni je rovné? zakladem pro zjistovani sociokulturnich hodnot ES
(Scholte a kol., 2015), které muze probihat formou predstavenych participativnich seminara,
dotaznikového Setfeni, participativniho mapovani, skupinovych diskuzi focus group nebo
individualnich rozhovoru. Zjistovani preferenci aktér(i vzhledem k ES mzZe také probihat ve
specifickém kontextu planovani a vyuzivani krajiny, napf. planované vystavby vétrnych parki
v chranénych Uzemich soustavy Natura 2000 (Vlami a kol., 2020 — ptiloha Ill). Vysledky
takového hodnoceni ES pak mohou pomoci Iépe identifikovat potencialni konflikty pfi rozvoji

vétrnych park( z hlediska vnimani verejnosti nebo riznych skupin aktéra.

PFizplsobeni hodnoceni ES predstavam a potifebam aktér( by mélo vést k vysledkiim, které
lépe reflektuji feseny problém a zdroven aktérim vice pftiblizi proces hodnoceni i jeho
vysledky za ucelem vétSiho dopadu v praxi (Jacobs a kol., 2016; Boeraeve a kol., 2018).
Participace aktérd na hodnoceni pak predstavuje moznou cestu, jak zaplnit mezeru mezi
védou, existujici implementaci v politikdich a redlnou praxi, ktera presahuje (pouhd)
akademickd cvi¢eni (Hansen a kol.,, 2015; Barnaud a kol.,, 2018). Sblizovani mezi
yteoreti¢nosti” konceptu ES a redlnym uvazovanim aktér( predstavuje dulezity predpoklad,
ktery mlze zvysit zajem aktérll samotnych o vyuZivani tohoto pfistupu v praxi (Asah a kol.,

2014; De Vreese a kol., 2019).

Ad2) Participativné ziskané znalosti od klicovych aktérd ohledné implementace konceptu ES
v rozhodovani umoznily identifikovat nékolik klicovych faktor(, které vyuzivani ES v praxi
vyznamné ovliviiuje (Tabulka 4). Napfiklad nedostate¢nd znalost konceptu ES (u odbornikd,
politikQl i vefejnosti) je jedna z nejcastéji zmifnovanych prekdzek implementace, kterou lze
resit zvySovanim povédomi o ES (Danék a kol., 2022 — pfiloha V; Danék a kol., 2023 — pfiloha
1). Za aktivity zvySujici povédomi o ES lze povazovat samotny participativni vyzkum, ale
rovnéz ma tento cil i fungovani NPES (viz dalsi bod 3).

Tabulka 4 — Pfehled klicovych faktorl a moZnosti implementace konceptu ES (pfekazky, enabling factors,

podpora cild ochrany ptirody) dle vysledk( studii v ramci disertacni prace. Pro kompletni prehled viz vysledky

jednotlivych studii.

Prekazky implementace Enabling factors Podpora cilii ochrany pfirody a
(Danék a kol., 2022 — pfiloha V; (Danék a kol., 2022 — priloha V) krajiny

Danék a kol., 2023 — pfiloha I) (Danék a kol., 2023 — ptiloha 1)
Nedostatecna znalost konceptu ES Informovanost verejnosti Zdudraznéni hodnot ptirody a

39




dlvodU pro ochranu

Chybéjici pravni Uprava a metodiky Odborna osvéta ZvySovani povédomi o pfinosech

pfirody spolecnosti

Nedostatecné kapacity Metodické postupy Snizeni Grovné subjektivity v
rozhodovani
SloZitost kvantifikace nékterych ES Informovanost politiky Informovani o rozporech (trade-

offs) v managementu vyuziti dzemi

Nejednotnost pfistupl k hodnoceni Dostupnost dat Ekonomické argumenty

Obava z ,,ekonomizace” a mozné Akceptace konceptu ES verejnosti

komodifikace ES

Obava ze zneuziti hodnoceni ES Dotacni politika

Dalsi klicovy faktor, zaznivajici zejména od zastupcu instituci statni sprdvy, je chybéjici pravni
Uprava (resp. nekompatibilita stavajici Upravy) a chybéjici metodické postupy hodnoceni ES a
zaclefiovani do rozhodovacich procesl. Reseni téchto prekazek vyzaduje dlouhodobou
spolupraci odbornik(i na ES a zastupcl statni spravy a mélo by byt jednou z priorit, jak
podpofit implementaci ES v rozhodovani v CR. Pfestoze jiz dnes existuje nékolik metodik jako
vystupl aplikovanych vyzkumnych projektd, jejich vyuzivani v rozhodovani je stale velmi
omezené. Spolupraci odbornikl a aktérd, ktefi mohou iniciovat legislativni zmény, by méla

facilitovat také NPES.

Casto zmifiovanou prekazou (napfi¢ rGznymi aktéry) je také nedostate¢nd kapacita vlastnich
instituci k zavadéni hodnoceni ES do svych agend (Danék a kol., 2022 — pfiloha V; Danék a
kol., 2023 — pfiloha 1). Tento zasadni problém lze pravdépodobné c¢éastecné prekonat
participaci aktér(Q a naslednym zvySovanim jejich zajmu na vyuZziti hodnoceni ES. Za efektivni
(byt docasné) reSeni Ize pak povaZovat mozné financovani kapacit na agendu ES z externich
prostfedkl aplikovanych vyzkumnych projektd. VyuZiti téchto pfilezitosti ¢asto predstavuje
jedinou mozZnost, jak se tématu ES d(ikladné vénovat i v jinak omezeném rozpoctu dané
instituce. Jako pfiklad lze zminit narodni hodnoceni ES, jehoZz potieba je jiz delsi dobu
zminéna v rfadé politik, konkrétni aktivity vedouci ke vzniku takového hodnoceni ale zapocaly
az vramci vyzkumného projektu IP LIFE Jedna pfiroda. Existence omezenych kapacit na
agendu ES u nejvyssich organ( statni spravy v oblasti ochrany pfirody poukazuje na sloZitou

a zdlouhavou cestu implementace konceptu ES.
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Ad3) Participativni vyzkum vedouci kzaloZeni narodni platformy predstavuje diky
iterativnimu procesu konzultaci na urovni védy a politiky (viz také Ruckelshaus a kol., 2015;
Norstrom a kol., 2020) a zahrnuti Siroké skaly aktérl na ndrodni Urovni (véetné téch
s pravomocemi tvorby politik a pravné zavaznych norem) potencialné velmi ambicidzni
prostor pro podporu implementace konceptu ES na rlznych udrovnich tvorby politik a
rozhodovéni v CR. Vznik a fungovani NPES reflektuje participaci jako proces (Spangenberger
a kol., 2015), ve kterém se aktéfi v raznych fazich a rlznou mérou spolupodili na smérovani
platformy. V rdmci prvnich dvou jedndni NPES'® byla FeSena a diskutovana témata jako
zvySovani povédomi o ES (v konzultacich identifikovdno jako tzv. enabling factor
implementace), moznosti implementace konceptu ES nebo predstaveny razné typy

hodnoceni ES zohlednujici poptdvku ¢lent platformy.

Néktefi autofi rozliSuji dva rdzné modely rozhrani védy a politiky, a to linedrni a
koproduktivni, pficemz casto jde v praxi o néjakou kombinaci obou (Maas a kol., 2022).
Prestoze byl koncept konzultaci vedouci k zaloZzeni NPES zaloZen na spoluvytvareni znalosti,
v praxi je plné koproduktivni model rozhrani védy a politiky stdle spiSe idealem, ke kterému
smérujeme. Autofi zminéné studie rovnéz upozornuji (Maas a kol., 2022), Ze v aktudlnim
spolecenském kontextu odmitani védy (science denialism) se objevuji hlasy, které zdaraznuji,
Ze védé a jejim poznatklim je tfeba naslouchat. Tyto poZadavky sice na jednu stranu
podtrhuji dalezitost zodpovédnosti, kterou tvarci politik maji, na druhou stranu tim ale
podporuji tradiéni linearni model, ktery umoZzniuje tvirciim politik schovat se za védu a jeji
poznatky bez toho, aniz by museli byt sami aktivni (Rovelli 2021). Tento linedrni model
prenosu znalosti pak v kontextu implementace ES narazi na fakt, Ze ES nejsou jen problém

znalostni, ale ze své podstaty jsou také otazkou spolecenské diskuse a spravy (governance)

(Keune a kol., 2015).

4.5 Aplikace vyzkumu v praxi — podpora implementace ES v CR prostiednictvim

narodni platformy

Jednim z moinych nastroja, jak podpofit nedostateénou implementaci konceptu ES v CR, je
budovani funkéniho rozhrani védy a politiky (a praxe), v oblasti vyzkumu a implementace

konceptu ES a jejich hodnoceni. Stimto cilem byly zamysleny jiz zminéné konzultace

13 Prvni zasedani se uskuteénilo 4. fijna 2022 a druhé 13. éervna 2023.
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s klicovymi aktéry, které byly prvnim krokem k nastaveni dlouhodobé fungujiciho rozhrani

védy a politiky v tématu ES a jejich hodnoceni v CR (na narodni trovni).

Zminéné rozhrani méa podobu narodni platformy — NPES, kterd pfimo navazuje'* na
pfipravné konzultace s klicovymi aktéry (viz kapitoly 3.2.2 a 3.3.2) a vyuZziva vysledk(i analyzy
klicovych aktérl (Danék a kol., 2022 — pfiloha V). Vétsina aktérl jiz byla zapojena do
konzultaci (rozhovorl a seminarua), které poskytli informace pro zaméreni i strukturu NPES
v ramci participativniho pfistupu. Nominacni proces predchazel ustaveni NPES, celkem bylo

formalné osloveno (prostiednictvim MZP) téméF 60 instituci v nasledujicich oblastech:

e organy ochrany pfirody (MZP, AOPK CR, Spravy narodnich parka);

e zemédélstvi (MZe, Asociace soukromého zemédélstvi, Zemédélsky svaz, UZEI);

e lesy (MZe, Lesy CR, UHUL, Vojenské lesy a statky, SVOL, CMMJ);

e voda (MZe, Spravy povodi, VUV TGM, Rybarské sdruzeni);

e obce, regiony a kraje (MMR, Asociace kraju, Svaz mést a obci);

e nevladni organizace (CSOP, €SO, Hnuti DUHA, Arnika, Beleco, Ceska krajina);

e akademicky sektor (AV CR, UK, SoWa, Mendelu, CZU, UPOL, OU, UJEP);

e dal3i: Ministerstvo obrany, Ministerstvo kultury, CSU, TA CR, CENIA, VUKOZ, VUMOP,

CUZK, Statni pozemkovy Gfad, Cesky svaz véelaro.

Site typ( aktér(l odrazi identifikované vhodné oblasti implementace konceptu ES — Gzemni
pldnovani, zemédélstvi, vodohospodarstvi, lesnictvi, krajinné pldnovani, hodnoceni vlivu

dotaci na ES, platby za ES, vzdélavani (Danék a kol., 2022 — pfiloha V).
Okruhy agendy NPES a jejich vize stanovené ke dni prvniho ustavujiciho setkani:

1) vyména informaci a sdileni zkusenosti z oblasti hodnoceni ES;

2) koordinace zapojeni do mezindrodnich platforem a procest jako je Ecosystem
Services Partnership (ESP), Mezivladni panel pro biodiverzitu a ekosystémové sluzby
(IPBES) a ptipadné dalsich;

3) podpora politického rozhodovani na strategické, legislativni, metodické a koncepcni
drovni (postupné se NPES transformuje do poradniho organu MZP;

4) podpora a koordinace tvorby vyzkumnych program v oblasti hodnoceni ES.

14 Tato ndvaznost ma také formu persondini — autor disertace J. Danék je odborny koordinator NPES.
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Soucdsti NPES je systematické zavadéni mechanismu pro zlepSeni spoluprace mezi
odborniky, verejnou spravou a dalSimi kliCcovymi aktéry: navazovanim kontakt(, vytvarenim a
udrzovanim komunikacnich kandll, podporou vzajemné diskuse a sdilenim zkuSenosti,
zvysSenim frekvence spoluprace pfri reseni problémd ochrany prirody. DlleZitym aspektem
procesu vzniku NPES je vznik transdisciplinarniho prostoru (Nesshéver a kol., 2016), ktery
umoznuje sblizovani pohledd a budovani davéry (Schoonover a kol., 2019; Honeck a kol.,
2021). Rada Uc&astnikd zasedani NPES (i ucastnikd seminafd v ramci konzultaci) pozitivné
reflektovala moZnost diskuze s jinymi aktéry (institucemi), se kterymi by se béiné ve své
praxi prilis nesetkali. Tyto zkusSenosti potvrzuji dllezitou roli konceptu ES jako hrani¢niho
objektu a zaroven komunikacniho nastroje, ktery umoznuje holistickym zplsobem nahlizet,
diskutovat a analyzovat rfadu environmentalnich problém0( napti¢ obory a sektory (napf.

ochrana pfirody, lesnictvi, zemédélstvi, vodohospodafstvi).

4.6 Dalsi vyzvy a prednosti participativnich pristupl v kontextu implementace ES

Podobné jako fada jinych pfistupd, i participativni procesy maji fadu limitll a omezeni (viz
napf. Seppelt a kol., 2011; Boeraeve a kol., 2018; Schoonover a kol., 2019; Leventon a kol.,
2022). Jednou z vyzev je tzv. management ocekavani (expectations management), ktery je
dle nékterych studii relevantni zejména v pfipadé ekonomického hodnoceni ES nebo pouziti
konceptu ES v kontextu ochrany biodiverzity (McShane a kol., 2011; Schleyer a kol., 2015).
Pfehnana ¢i neredlnd ocekavani aktérd mohou zkomplikovat jejich dalsi zapojeni a
vdisledku omezit moZnosti implementace konceptu ES. Napfiklad vnimani vysoké
dullezitosti existencnich hodnot v CHKO (Danék a kol., v recenznim fizeni — pfiloha IV) mGze
podpofit argumenty pro ochranu pfirody a souvisejici spravu chranénych Uzemi v kontextu
managementu navstévnosti. Zaroven je ovsem tfeba zminit, Ze zohlednéni kulturnich ES pfi
pldnovani a managementu krajiny nemusi byt vidy a ve vSech pfipadech nutné nejlepsim
feSenim pro environmentalni udrzitelnost a souvisejici ochranu biodiverzity (Plieninger et al.,

2015).

V rdmci horizontalni implementace do politik dalSich sektord muze zapojeni aktérd z riznych
oblasti komplikovat existence nevyrovnanych mocenskych vztahl nebo vzijemné
protichtdnych agend (Schleyer a kol., 2015). Jako dilezZity faktor zminuji nékteré studie také
spravné nacasovani (window of opportunity), které mlze rozhodovat o vyuzitelnosti novych

védeckych zjisténi a moznosti prekonani jinak existujicich administrativnich prekazek (Hatton
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MacDonald a kol., 2014). Uspésnd spoluprace saktéry pak mlze vyzadovat jejich

dlouhodobou angaZovanost a odpovidajici rozdéleni zdrojl a znalosti (Verburg a kol., 2016).

Pfesto se ukazuje jako dulezité hledat zpUsoby, jak zvysit uZiteCnost participativniho
uvazovani o hodnotach prirody a hledat budouci cesty v ramci stavajicich sociokulturnich a
instituciondlnich bariér (Saarikoski a kol., 2018; Leventon a kol., 2019). Napfiklad v kontextu
environmentalniho managementu Ize zapojeni aktérl povaZzovat za zpUsob, ktery umoznuje
ziskat SirSi obraz a ovéfit si moznosti navrZzenych opatreni pro spravu ekosystému (véetné
jejich vnimani verejnosti) (Seppelt a kol., 2011). Moznost reflektovat heterogenni preference
aktérd (Ci verejnosti) pak predstavuje dalsi vyhodu pouziti konceptu ES oproti podobnym, jiz

existujicim pristuplm — napf. mimoprodukcni funkce lesa (Meyer a Schulz 2017).

5. Zavér

Problematika implementace konceptu ES je podobné jako koncept samotny velmi komplexni
fenomén, ktery i pres stale rostouci pocet publikaci zamérfenych na hodnoceni ES
pfedstavuje vyznamnou mezeru ve znalostech. Na alespon ¢aste¢né doplnéni empirickych
znalosti o moznostech implementace konceptu ES v CR je zaméfena i tato disertaéni prace, a
to zejména vsektoru ochrany pfirody. PouZité studie zaméfené na rUzné aktéry
v chrdnénych uzemich odhalu;ji jejich postoje a hodnoty vzhledem k ES a vyuZitelnosti tohoto
konceptu. Stdle ovSem existuje znaény prostor pro zkoumani moznosti ¢ vhodnych
specifickych postupl pro implementaci konceptu ES v dalSich oblastech (napf. vzdélavani,
vodohospodafstvi, zemédélstvi, lesnictvi) i mimo kontext chranénych Gzemi ¢i jako soucast

jiz existujicich rozhodovacich procest (nap¥. EIA, SEA) v CR.

Identifikované prekazky (a souvisejici enabling factors) implementace konceptu ES vysvétluji
zjiSténou mezeru mezi existujici implementaci v ndrodnich politikdch a velmi omezenym
vyuzivanim konceptu ES v praxi. Pfestoze nékteré faktory poukazuji na aspekty vyzkumu a
hodnoceni ES, které jsou fesitelné v ramci samotného vyzkumu (napf. sloZitost kvantifikace
ES), mnoho z nich je fesitelnych pouze s participaci a vzajemnou spolupraci klicovych aktéra
(napt. Sifeni povédomi o ES) majicich vliv na ptirodu a ekosystémy a jejich prinosy
spolecnosti. Jako vhodny pfistup se proto jevi pouziti participativnich metod, které jsou pro
hodnoceni ES i komunikaci o pfinosech pfirody aplikovatelné nejen v sektoru ochrany

prirody, ale i v dalSich odvétvich. Dlouhodobé fungujici narodni platforma (NPES) by pak
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méla umoznit efektivni zaclefiovani védeckych znalosti v ramci procesu tvorby politik tak,
aby byla cilené minimalizovdna existujici mezera mezi védou a politikou i védou a praxi.
Unikatni role NPES spociva vtom, Ze umozZniuje podporu obéma smérim implementace —
skrze vyzkum a hodnoceni ES i prostfednictvim narodnich politik a zvySovani jejich prenosu

na dalSi irovné rozhodovani i praxe raznych aktéra.

Tato disertacni prdce pfinasi nové poznatky v podobé zhodnoceni soucasného stavu
implementace konceptu ES v CR, a zarovef na nékolika pfikladech participativnich pfistupd a
metod ukazuje, jakym zplsobem Ize podpofit rGzné uUrovné dopadu na politiku a
rozhodovani. Zda se, Ze stejné jako jsou mnohorozmérné moznosti zachyceni hodnot pfirody
skrze koncept ES, jsou mnohorozmérné i vyzvy a prekdazky SirsSiho vyuziti tohoto konceptu v
praxi, které je nutné resit s ucasti aktért ovliviiujicich tvorbu politik a rozhodovani. Faktor(,
které ovliviuji moZnosti implementace je mnoho, ale stejné tak jsou Siroké i moZnosti,

jakymi pFistupy €i ndstroji Ize tato omezeni obejit nebo alespon ¢aste¢né minimalizovat.
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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Protected areas safeguard species and habitats, but also provide ecosystem services (ES) and quite often
Protected areas simultaneously protect landscape character and associated cultural values. Exploratory qualitative research and
DeCiSi')‘“'makir"g . interviews specifically have been rarely used to investigate benefits of protected areas and associated challenges
_[:;t:::ﬂﬁsmnmbunom to people in their delivery as perceived by their managers. There is also a lack of attention to the potential role of the ES
Qualitative analysis framework in nature conservation decision-making in protected areas. We address the gaps by identifying: (1)
Interviews perceived benefits (by their managers) that protected landscape areas provide; (2) challenges and trade-offs that

protected landscape areas face in delivering these benefits; (3) role of the ES framework in protected landscape
areas decision-making. We conducted a qualitative analysis of 20 semi-structured interviews with heads of
Protected Landscape Areas Administrations in the Czech Republic. Cultural or non-material benefits were the
most referenced group closely followed by regulating benefits. However, the single most frequently referenced
benefit was Habitat creation and maintenance, emphasizing the role of protected landscape areas in protecting
and managing habitats and ecosystems. The positive and negative themes showed a key role of various types of
land-use management (esp. agriculture and forestry) and their enhancing or deteriorating effects on specific
benefits (esp. Habitat creation and maintenance). All respondents perceived future implementation of the ES
framework as a possible contribution to support goals of nature conservation and decision-making in protected
landscape areas. This study provides empirical evidence for a strong societal role of protected landscape areas by
safeguarding specific benefits and their essential role in nature conservation. The use of the ES framework sheds
light on key benefits of protected landscape areas but also key challenges and trade-offs in delivering these
benefits.

1. Introduction

Despite increasing human pressures on ecosystems and widespread
decline of ecosystem services (ES) (IPBES, 2019), protected areas still
represent an essential conservation strategy to protect biodiversity and
ecosystems (Hoffmann et al., 2018). While in Europe protected areas
have sufficient coverage, they are not free of human pressures. For
example, Natura 2000 as the largest protected area network worldwide
covers over 18 % of the terrestrial area in the European Union (Miiller
et al., 2018). However, the state of nature within protected areas has
been deteriorating, mainly due to agriculture, urban sprawl and leisure
activities and unsustainable forestry activities (EEA, 2020). The critical

components of protected areas are therefore not only coverage and
composition of ecosystems, but also management and threats abatement
(Rodrigues and Cazalis, 2020).

The governance of protected areas and associated management in-
terventions (i.e., “principles, policies and rules regarding decision-making”
and “what is done in pursuit of given objectives” — see Borrini-Feyerabend
et al., 2013, p. 10-11), together with the individual biophysical and
socio-economic context, play an important role in ES delivery (Span-
genberg et al., 2014; Eastwood et al., 2016). In general, the complex
relationship between nature conservation and delivery of ES has been
studied in many different contexts (see for example Maes et al., 2012;
Duran et al., 2013; Ziv et al., 201 8). However, studies on protected areas
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often apply quantitative data analysis focusing e.g. on management
effectiveness or congruence of biodiversity conservation and ES pro-
tection objectives (Lecina-Diaz et al., 2019; Xu et al., 2017). Evaluation
of major barriers and opportunities associated with the adoption of ES
approach has rarely been analysed from the perspective of protected
area managers (cf. Garcia-Llorente et al., 2018). There is a lack of
attention to what ES are delivered by protected areas and what in-
fluences the flow of these societal benefits, also referred to as the ES
governance (Winkler et al., 2021). Furthermore, there is a demand to
explore the implementation gap between ES science and policy and
decision-making applications in the conservation field (Blicharska and
Hilding-Rydevik, 2018; Ruhl et al., 2021).

Our aim was to explore the role of the ES framework in protected
areas decision-making in the Czech Republic. Research exists that ex-
plores the roles, opportunities and challenges of incorporating ES into
such decision-making (e.g. Schirpke et al., 2017). However, increasing
the contribution of evidence from Central and Eastern Europe is
important because countries here can embody different knowledge
cultures, land-use pressures, or stakeholders’ perceptions. Indeed, con-
servation in Eastern Europe faces different pressures to Western Europe,
e.g. due to more extensive farmland environment than in Western
Europe (Fischer et al., 2012; Tryjanowski et al., 2011). Governance has
also evolved differently under path dependencies from transition from
socialist regime to EU member, and the adoption of EU institutions,
norms and policy instruments (Yakusheva, 2019). Further, a recent re-
view on the use of interviews in conservation decision-making
concluded they have been applied worldwide but still present a blind
spot in the Czech Republic (Young et al., 2018).

We apply our aim in a case study of protected landscape areas which
are, together with national parks, a major form of large-scale nature
conservation in the Czech Republic. The International Union for Con-
servation of Nature’s (IUCN) international classification distinguishes
six categories of protected areas based on their management objectives
and ranges from strict nature reserves or wilderness areas (categories Ia
and Ib) to generally large areas allowing multiple land-use other than
nature conservation (category VI) (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013).
Protected landscape areas would fit in Category V: Protected Landscape/
Seascape. There are currently 26 protected landscape areas covering
nearly 14 % of the territory of the Czech Republic. They allow coexis-
tence of nature conservation with human use and according to national
law (Act no. 114/1992 Coll. on Nature and Landscape Protection) are
defined as extensive territories having a harmoniously formed land-
scape, a characteristically developed relief, a significant share of natural
ecosystems of forest and permanent grasslands, with abundant wood
species, or with preserved monuments of historical settlement. Protected
landscape areas represent a mixture of smaller strict nature reserves,
Natura 2000 sites protecting habitat and species of European impor-
tance, as well as landscapes with specific character, cultural heritage,
and agricultural and other use. Protected landscape areas are important
not only from a biodiversity conservation perspective but also provide a
wide array of ES, including provisioning, regulating and cultural bene-
fits. Protected landscape areas cover multiple values, from intrinsic to
instrumental (Palomo et al., 2014) and therefore, are a particular hot-
spot of challenges of decision-making where the ES framework might be
useful.

In order to answer our aim, we identify perceived benefits delivered
by protected landscape areas and challenges that these areas and their
managers face in delivering these benefits. As the main conceptual
approach, we used the ES framework which has proven useful to inform
environmental management and planning (Daily et al., 2009). This
framework enables the involvement of stakeholders in ES assessment
and management (Lopes and Videira, 2016) and can foster integration of
multiple values of ES (Jacobs et al., 2016; Lopes and Videira, 2019). In
the context of protected areas, the ES framework holds promise to better
integrate the social dimension into decision-making (Garcia-Llorente
et al., 2018). We therefore focus our attention on the perceptions of the
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managers of protected areas as the key actors responsible for making
decisions. We have three specific objectives: 1) to identify the perceived
benefits (by their managers) that protected landscape areas provide; 2)
to identify the challenges (including trade-offs) that managers face in
delivering these benefits; and 3) to highlight the perceived role of the ES
framework in nature conservation decision-making in protected land-
scape areas.

2. Methodology
2.1. Conceptual framing

To frame the identified benefits that protected landscape areas pro-
vide we have created a classification largely based on the Nature’s
Contributions to People framework (NCP - Diaz et al., 2018). While we
appreciate the broad theoretical foundations for non-material NCP (see
also Gould et al., 2020) we find it very limiting that the classification
consists of only three specific categories (Physical & psychological ex-
periences, Learning & inspiration, Supporting identities; or four with the
Maintenance of options which also belongs to the regulating and ma-
terial group). Therefore, we followed the same categories only for
regulating and material NCP. For non-material NCP we used a more
detailed distinction of specific benefits inspired by the Common Inter-
national Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES) framework (Czticz
et al., 2018) and the cultural ES classification developed in the “CultES”
project focused on sociocultural valuation and participatory mapping of
cultural ES in landscape. We distinguished following categories of
benefits within each NCP: Learning & inspiration NCP — Educational,
Inspiration, Entertainment and Scientific benefits; Physical & psycho-
logical experiences NCP — Recreation, Aesthetics, Therapeutic benefits;
Supporting identities NCP — Heritage, Cultural identity, Sense of place,
Existence, Spiritual benefits. This is in line with efforts to make the
group of cultural ES more inclusive and diversified to support a more
comprehensive capture of non-material benefits (Asah et al., 2012;
Gould and Lincoln, 2017). Such an approach is especially suitable for
processing qualitative data from open ended questions to better reflect
on qualitative in-depth information provided by individual perceptions.
Otherwise, significant detailed information would be lost inside a coarse
classification system. For the purpose of our analysis, we refer mainly to
the broader term ‘benefits’ delivered by protected landscape areas
which also include ES (or NCP) categories. In general, we use benefits
and ES (or NCP) interchangeably but for the classification of specific
categories of benefits we use either the NCP framework or an extended
version of it in the case of our frequency analysis.

There are different types of trade-offs that are likely to be relevant
while analysing benefits of protected landscape areas - e.g. between
categories of ES, between conservation and human well-being, between
land cover and land use change (de Groot et al., 2010; Eastwood et al.,
2016; Maes et al., 2012; McShane et al., 2011). We used an inductive
analytical approach to identify these trade-offs, and distilled broader
categories directly (separately) drawn out from the qualitative dataset.
Some trade-offs are overlapping with ES, but mostly they reflect a type
of land-use, activity or management intervention.

3. Research areas

Conservation in protected landscape areas in the Czech Republic is
executed by the Nature Conservation Agency of the Czech Republic
through its regional administration offices. Protected landscape areas
vary in the number of years they have been operating, with the oldest
being established in 1955 (Bohemian Paradise) and the youngest in
2016 (Brdy) and in their size as well. The smallest protected landscape
areas has 40 km? (Blanik Hill) and the largest covers an area of 1160 km?
(Beskids Mountains).
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3.1. Data collection

We conducted semi-structured interviews with the heads of the
Protected Landscape Areas Administrations in the Czech Republic to
gather in-depth information on the respondent’s views and perspectives
on the topic of interest (Newing, 2011). In each protected landscape
area, we followed a purposive sampling strategy (Bryman, 2016) and
selected chief officers responsible for their management as targeted re-
spondents. We refer to them as protected areas managers but they have
broader responsibilities also in decision-making and governance of these
areas (for the distinction between governance and management see
Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013). Potential respondents were first con-
tacted by the headquarters of the Nature Conservation Agency, a supe-
rior body to Protected Landscape Areas Administrations, which
recommended participating in these interviews. The Nature Conserva-
tion Agency was interested in using the results of this research for their
further work and therefore, helped us to reach selected respondents (see
also Harmackova et al., 2021). After consultation with the Nature
Conservation Agency, 22 out of 26 protected landscape areas were
recommended as targeted research areas for further inquiry. The
described sampling process assured a very high response rate — 20 out of
22 representatives of protected landscape areas were willing to partic-
ipate in the interviews. We consider all respondents as highly skilled
professionals who have been working for the Nature Conservation
Agency for at least 8 years, with 35 % working for the institution longer
than 20 years. Nearly half (45 %) of all respondents have been in the
leading position for more than 10 years. Regarding gender composition
of our sample, 19 respondents were men and one was a woman. They all
hold a university degree.

The interviews were conducted between June and September 2018
and took place locally in the offices of Protected Landscape Areas Ad-
ministrations with one exception, when the interview took place in the
headquarters of the Nature Conservation Agency in Prague. Two re-
searchers conducted the interviews independently. Each researcher
undertook half of the interviews, with the division of areas running
approximately between the east and west of the Czech Republic. When
we contacted respondents, we framed the interview as research about
the current state of protected landscape areas in the context of social-
ecological interactions between society and ecosystems. In the begin-
ning of each interview the project and aim of the interview were briefly
introduced and the respondents were asked to read and sign informed
consent regarding their participation in the research. All interviews
were audio-recorded to enable consequent transcription and analysis.
Duration of interviews ranged between 47 and 142 min. A map of the
protected landscape area was provided for a better orientation in the
study area and to help respondents make a location specific reference
when describing some local facts or stories.

The interview protocol consisted of five parts: a) Introductory part
with self-identification of the respondent in the context of a particular
protected landscape area; b) Contributions of the protected landscape
area to society and to nature itself; c) Problems in the protected land-
scape areas with a focus on related human activities and stakeholders
engaged; d) Barriers and relationships which included identifying all
stakeholders that the protected landscape area administration is dealing
with; e) The ecosystem services framework. The complete interview
protocol translated from Czech to English is presented in Appendix A.

In order to avoid biases in pre-understanding of the ES concept
(Raymond et al., 2013), we omitted using the term “ecosystem services”
until the last part of the interview. Instead, we asked about perceived
benefits or contributions more broadly, e.g. “What do you think is the
most important benefit of this protected landscape area for nature it-
self?” or “What do you think is the most important contribution of this
protected landscape area for society?”.
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3.2. Data analysis and interpretation

Data were analysed with the qualitative data analysis software
MAXQDA (maxqda.com). The interviews, transcriptions and the anal-
ysis were done by the same two researchers (the first two authors). We
applied two different approaches to qualitative content analysis - con-
ventional and directed content analysis (Hsieh and Shannon, 2005). For
the conventional content analysis, we used an open coding approach
(inductive), i.e., going through all transcripts and coding the informa-
tion with newly originated codes as they appeared. A directed (or
theory-driven; Bryman, 2016) approach to content analysis was then
used to extract information related to predefined categories of ES.
Conducting the content analysis as a reflective process, we reworked our
data in several rounds to reflect on the initial analysis and consolidated
codes and categories (Saldana, 2016). During this iterative process we
discussed our coding system to assess and improve the inter-coder reli-
ability between the two researchers (Erlingsson and Brysiewicz, 2017).
Depending on the transcript, approx. 5 to 15 % of codes needed clari-
fication and had to be done repeatedly to synchronise the coding system.
The final code scheme consisted of 2369 coded segments which were
organized into seven code categories: 1) Positive aspects; 2) Negative
aspects or conflicts; 3) Trade-offs; 4) Ecosystem services; 5) Status quo
information / Miscellaneous; 6) Stakeholders; 7) Legislation.

To identify the perceived benefits that protected landscape areas
provide (objective 1), we analysed data in two different ways. Firstly, by
following a deductive approach to content analysis, we looked for
relative importance of ES by counting the number of times respondents
referred to specific benefits in the whole dataset (frequency of occur-
rence analysis). These benefits were translated from a common language
into predefined categories (O’ Connor and Kenter, 2019) and we refer to
them as benefits that people receive from protected landscape areas.
This is a valid inquiry of importance because it reflects saturation of the
information in the dataset (in this case ES categories). For the inductive
approach to content analysis, we linked specific codes to a specific topic
and extracted positive themes that pertained to decision-making in
protected landscape areas. These themes emerged around the topics we
asked (forestry, tourism, etc.) but also spontaneously as we wanted to
leave enough space for issues that respondents had felt that were
important in a particular protected landscape area. Consequently, all
themes were content analysed for any explicit connection to ES cate-
gories. Drawing on the contextual meaning described in the interview,
ES reflected in positive themes were understood as being enhanced or
playing a key role in delivering referred positive effects (e.g. quote”. We
are good at providing the places with tourist infrastructure, with making
the places accessible. We constructed a bird observatory and people like
to go there.” under the theme Advantages of protected areas manage-
ment allowed to assign Physical & psychological experiences benefit
that was being positively influenced). Because of the relatively low
amount of data, we used the NCP classification in this exercise for
linking narratives to specific benefits because it has relatively few and
broad categories.

To identify the challenges (including trade-offs) that managers face
in delivering these benefits (objective 2), we looked for references to
trade-offs and challenges encountered in protected landscape areas
decision-making as part of the inductive content analysis. Following the
same process as for the positive themes, we linked specific codes to a
specific topic and extracted negative themes that pertained to challenges
that protected landscape areas and their managers face in various areas
(conservation, water management, etc.). Consequently, ES found in
negative themes were understood as being under pressure or deterio-
rated by specific aspects of each theme (e.g. quote “When the grassland
is mowed in a short period of time, the corncrake is being killed and also
the insects have no time and place where to escape” under the theme
Conventional agriculture allowed to assign Habitat creation & mainte-
nance benefit that was being negatively affected). Independently from
analysing positive and negative themes or frequency of occurrence of
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specific benefits we extracted trade-offs that mostly reflect relations
between types of land-use, management or activities. We did not
explicitly ask respondents about trade-offs but in the initial phases of
coding we found many references to existing nonlinear relations and
therefore, decided to include trade-offs as part of answering the objec-
tive about challenges. During the iterative coding process, we grouped
similar trade-offs into broader categories. Similarly to the frequency
analysis of ES, we counted the frequency of occurrence of trade-offs
which reflects its saturation in the dataset (Fig. 1).

To highlight the perceived role of the ES framework in nature con-
servation decision-making in protected landscape areas (objective 3),
we followed an inductive coding approach and extracted themes related
to familiarity and experiences with the ES framework and potential
areas in protected landscape areas decision-making where the ES
framework could be implemented (e.g. planning, conservation man-
agement, raising awareness). Drawing on the saturation of codes and
categories in the dataset, we established key themes related to potential
implementation of the ES framework and perceived barriers for imple-
mentation and linked them to similar topics in existing literature. We
organized our findings as responses to the following two questions: a)
How could the ES framework support the goals of nature and landscape
protection? b) What are the main barriers in integrating the ES frame-
work in protected landscape areas decision-making?

4. Results
4.1. Perceived benefits provided by protected landscape areas

With regard to perceived benefits provided by protected landscape
areas, the answers of the respondents reflected mainly cultural and
regulating benefits of these protected areas (Fig. 2). The most frequently
mentioned group of benefits were non-material or cultural benefits (n =
270), highlighting the importance of protected landscape areas for
peoplés interactions with nature, mainly as a space for recreation and
education and with cultural heritage values. Second, respondents talked
about protected landscape areas as areas which provide a range of
essential regulating benefits (n = 198), mostly as habitats for species or
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water regulation. This reflects the perceived importance of protected
landscape areas for maintenance of natural processes. Material benefits
were also mentioned (n = 36), mainly in the context of food and feed and
materials provision.

The most frequently referenced category of benefits was Habitat
creation and maintenance (n = 122) reflecting that protected landscape
areas and their management interventions are able to provide suitable
habitats for certain (often rare) species. The second most frequently
referenced benefit was Recreation (n = 89), as many respondents were
clearly stating the importance of the recreation function: “protected
landscape area is for people, for recreation” or “with this mission it was
designated, that it is a specific quiet zone for nature but also for recreation”.
Protecting a characteristic landscape together with relics of historical
settlement is an essential part of protected landscape areas role and as
such was underlined by the next benefit, Heritage (n = 50). Nearly
similar importance can be assigned to Educational benefits of PLAs (n =
47). The so-called Houses of Nature or educational paths play a key role
in ecological education: “We can positively influence the public, we have
the educational path there, the House of nature, so they learn that this pro-
tected landscape area is nice and that we take care of it, so it is worth having
this protected landscape area”.

Reflecting positive aspects of the actual existence of protected
landscape areas, including their governance and management, four
themes which appeared in more than 25 % of PLAs were established: 1)
Advantages of protected landscape areas governance; 2) Nature friendly
forestry and farming; 3) Unique biodiversity; 4) Finances for conserva-
tion (Table 1). All themes are described in more detail with quotes
providing contextual information in Appendix B.

All positive themes referred to some extent to the most frequently
mentioned benefit Habitat creation and maintenance. Therefore, the
ability to govern protected landscape areas, the existence of unique
biodiversity, nature friendly forestry and farming practices and the
availability of finances for conservation can be understood as enhancing
or providing conditions for delivery of this key benefit (in the context of
protected areas). The next important benefit emphasized in three out of
four themes was Maintenance of options. Other benefits have a singular
appearance in one of the positive themes and are equally distributed into
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Fig. 2. Summary of all benefits of protected landscape areas coded into specific ES categories as mentioned by respondents in the data set. Groups of ES (distin-
guished by different colours) are presented according to the NCP classification which is deliberately extended in case of non-material or cultural benefits.

regulating and non-material / cultural groups. Material benefits were
not mentioned in the content of the four positive themes.

4.2. Challenges encountered in protected landscape areas decision-making

The managers of protected landscape areas referred to a multiplicity
of challenges they face in their areas. They are presented within seven
negative themes which appeared in more than 50 % of protected land-
scape areas: 1) Conventional agriculture; 2) Regional planning issues; 3)
Overtourism; 4) Water shortage; 5) Forestry for profit; 6) Conservation
conflicts; 7) Urbanisation pressure (Table 2). All themes are described in
more detail with quotes providing contextual information in Appendix
B.

Stemming from the content of negative themes, Habitat creation and
maintenance and Supporting identities were two of the most negatively
influenced benefits which were referenced in five out of seven themes.
Delivery of the Habitat creation and maintenance benefit is under
pressure mainly from conventional agriculture, forestry for profit and
conservation issues but also from water shortage and overtourism. On
the other hand, the Supporting identities benefit is affected by aspects of
urbanization and regional planning, overtourism but also conventional
agriculture and forestry for profit. These are followed by Regulation of
water quantity which was mentioned in four themes - conventional
agriculture, forestry for profit, water shortage and conservation issues.

In two cases (water shortage; conservation issues) the delivery of ma-
terial benefit Food and feed is affected. In general, negative themes are
referenced more often (than positive themes) to specific benefits,
possibly due to more information in the dataset.

Trade-off analysis resulted in a total of 39 different trade-offs with
varying frequencies of occurrence (from 1 to 24) and therefore, varying
levels of saturation of the topics in the dataset. Here, we only present
trade-offs that appeared in more than two protected landscape areas.
The most significant trade-offs were connected to the basic role of pro-
tected landscape areas primarily safeguarding space for nature conser-
vation (Fig. 3). Protecting species and habitats was referred to as being
mainly traded-off against tourism followed by sport activities, building
and roads development and agriculture. These represent the most
imbalanced types of land-use, management or activities. For example,
there are a variety of aspects of tourism which are perceived as detri-
mental or contradictory to nature conservation. Respondents mentioned
issues such as overtourism in both terrestrial ecosystems: “...the influ-
ence of tourists at the most interesting places would be really devastating.” or
“It will probably never happen [due to overtourism] that there would be a
breeding place for some bigger species of birds which would theoretically be
there.” but also in aquatic ecosystems: “...there are efforts to use the lake
over its limit which would have an impact on parts of the shore which are
naturally valuable.”. Increase in landscape fragmentation (due to de-
velopments of tourist infrastructure) or simply appearance of humans in
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Table 1
Summary of positive themes with their key topics which are linked to specific
benefits (using the original NCP framework).
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Table 2
Summary of negative themes with their key topics which are linked to specific
benefits (using the original NCP framework).

Positive themes and their key topics Benefits (NCP) enhanced

Negative themes and their key topics Benefits (NCP) impacted

Advantages of protected landscape areas governance @ Habitat creation &
(ability to govern and manage nature’s use) maintenance
Management interventions in ecosystems @ Learning & inspiration
Regulation of construction and building activities =~ @ Physical & psychological
Regulatory power and independence of the Nature experiences

Conservation Agency @ Supporting identities
Public relations and education @ Maintenance of options
Providing protected places with tourist
infrastructure

Nature friendly forestry and farming @ Habitat creation &
Close-to-nature forestry and regeneration of maintenance
forests @ Water quality
Environmentally friendly agricultural @ Soil protection
management in cooperation with the Nature @ Pests regulation
Conservation Agency
Small extensively managed agricultural areas
Lower chemical pollution from agriculture
Management type is more suitable for certain
places

Unique biodiversity @ Habitat creation &
Unique species and habitats maintenance
Critically endangered species or endemits @ Maintenance of options
Specific bedrock, geological and pedological
diversity
Protected landscape areas provide sensitive
species with suitable habitats

Finances for conservation @ Habitat creation &
Payments for management maintenance
Compensations for farmers for nature protection @ Maintenance of options

Options when Nature Conservation Agency is
owner of the land

areas where they disturb specially protected species are other disturbing
aspects of tourism in some protected landscape areas. In general, all
trade-offs presented here have on one side various goals of protected
landscape areas management - nature conservation, aim to increase
forest diversity, preference of non-production forests, protection of
water and cave systems and also landscape character preservation.

4.3. The perceived role of ES as a framework supporting decision-making
in protected landscape areas

When asking respondents about familiarity with the ES framework,
only one response (out of 20) was negative. However, many respondents
familiar with the framework described their knowledge as general,
partial or limited: “I heard something, but it is a wide theme, so not much”
or “Sure I've heard about it, but I don’t know it in detail”. Only two re-
spondents were classified as having a good or advanced knowledge of
the ES framework and could provide some detailed examples. Some of
the respondents referred to the framework mainly or solely from the
economic point of view: “the framework is about putting services of nature
into numbers, if I'm right”.

Experiences with using the ES framework in any form of protected
landscape areas decision-making were limited. Only one respondent
used the framework at work but , not in decision-making, mainly in the
national Man and Biosphere Committee”. However, some respondents
pointed out that they have already been considering things in a similar
way: “Possibly we use it often, but we don’t use the term” or “Maybe we use
it unintentionally, when we talk about water for drinking, water as a
biotope...".

Regarding potential implementation, 15 out of 20 respondents
expressed openness and willingness to use the ES framework: ,, It seems a
logical thing which should be used in our decision-making, or ,I can’t
imagine anything specific... but generally I understand that it will be neces-
sary and that there is a reason for it“. Five specific themes related to
implementation of the ES framework in the context of protected

Habitat creation & maintenance
Regulation of water quantity
Regulation of water quality

Soil protection

Supporting identities

Conventional agriculture
@ Big size of fields
@ Intensive agricultural practices
@ Heavy machinery compacting soils
@ Declining water retention ability
@ Inappropriate agricultural subsidies
Regional planning issues
@ Too many development intentions
@ Unsuitable development projects
@ Industrial zones / detention basins
@ Destroying landscape character

Supporting identities

Overtourism @ Habitat creation & maintenance
@ Increasing number of visitors @ Physical & psychological
@ Lacking infrastructure experiences
@ Loss of authenticity @ Supporting identities

@ Freeloading on public infrastructure
@ Damage on ecosystems

Water shortage @ Habitat creation & maintenance
@ Impact on ecosystems @ Regulation of water quantity
@ Rivers and streams drying out @ Regulation of water quality
@ Social and economic dependence on @ Food & feed
water @ Physical & psychological
@ Issues with drinking water supply experiences
@ Species decline @ Supporting identities
Forestry for profit @ Habitat creation & maintenance
@ Unsuitable forest structure @ Climate regulation
@ Management for economic profit @ Regulation of water quantity
@ Forest policy against conservation @ Soil protection
@ Insensitive forest works @ Pests regulation
@ Overpopulated game impacts forest @ Physical & psychological

quality

Conservation issues
@ Visitors digging out rare orchids
@ Meadows overgrowing into forests
@ Conflicts with protected species
@ Overpopulated game

experiences

Habitat creation & maintenance
Regulation of water quantity
Hazards regulation

Pests regulation

Food & feed

Maintenance of options
Supporting identities

Urbanisation pressure
@ Large pressure close to cities and
highways
@ No control in 4th zones
@ Destroying village character

landscape areas decision-making together with three specific themes
presenting main barriers in integrating the ES framework into protected
landscape areas decision-making were identified and are described in
Table 4 with supporting quotes. Each theme is then linked to an example
of a relevant topic in existing literature (and does not represent a com-
plete list of a recent or ongoing research). The ES framework could
provide another justification for the protection of nature, raise aware-
ness about benefits of nature to society, and provide a suitable vehicle to
inform stakeholders and public about trade-offs in land-use manage-
ment. Furthermore, it could also provide protected landscape areas
managers with economic arguments which could be (in some cases)
better understood than conservation arguments. Generally, the ES
framework could help decrease the level of subjectivity in decision-
making. Regarding main barriers in integrating the ES framework into
protected landscape areas decision-making, respondents mentioned the
need for a suitable administrative or regulatory framework which is
currently missing. Other key barriers were insufficient knowledge about
the ES framework and also insufficient capacities in their everyday
work. Results in this chapter suggests implementation of the ES frame-
work in protected landscape areas management or decision-making is
still at the very beginning but as one respondent suggested, protected
landscape areas might be the right institutions to start with: "but we
should be the institution which uses it first*.
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Fig. 3. Trade-offs between the various aspects of protected landscape areas (type of land-use, management or activities). The numbers in the arrows represent the
frequency of trade-offs coded in the data set. The colour of the arrows reflects the assigned level of importance of the trade-off based on its saturation in the data set:

red - high importance; orange - medium importance; grey - low importance.
5. Discussion

Our results highlight the importance of cultural or non-material
benefits delivered by nature and landscape in large-scale protected
areas. Overall it was a more referenced group of benefits than the
regulating benefits which traditionally underpin conservation goals by
protecting habitats suitable for targeted species (Duran et al., 2013).
Nevertheless, the joint major significance of both cultural and regulating
benefits fulfil the role of protected landscape areas defined by IUCN
(Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013): A protected area is a clearly defined
geographical space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through legal or
other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with
associated ecosystem services and cultural values. Similar findings were
reported by Hummel et al. (2017) when interviewing protected areas
managers about the importance of ES where cultural benefits (leisure
activities, education and research) slightly outweighed regulating ben-
efits (habitat for feeding and breeding). Furthermore, the links between
benefits and positive themes highlight what works and to what benefit
(e.g., Nature friendly forestry and farming supports following benefits:
Habitat creation & maintenance, Water quality, Soil protection, Pests
regulation), which provides insights into societal functions of protected
landscape areas in other than traditional conservation values or eco-
nomic terms (see also Danek et al., 2017). However, it should be noted
that perceived benefits would probably differ when asking the benefi-
ciaries such as visitors or locals or other groups of stakeholders (Garcia-
Llorente et al., 2018; Lopes and Videira, 2016).

Some of the negative themes (esp. those related to agriculture and
forestry, urbanization, tourism) have been reported on the national
(Petiik et al, 2015) but also the European level (EEA, 2020) as
contributing to nature and landscape deterioration. We suggest that our
linking of themes to benefits, especially in the case of negative themes,
provides important insights into ES-related challenges and conflicts in
protected areas, which is still rare in the literature (Kovacs et al., 2015;
Niedziatkowski et al., 2014). In this context, conservation conflicts
entail inherent trade-offs and hard-choices (McShane et al., 2011) and
represent a critical issue to understand (Redpath et al., 2013). Our
findings from the trade-off analysis stress the problematic role of tourism
and some recreation activities that undermine the goals of protected
landscape areas management (such as increasing diversity of birds ete.).

Such trade-offs present a significant challenge that protected landscape
areas managers face. According to Ziv et al. (2018) similar trade-offs
between recreation activities and nature conservation were reported
in a large study in the cross-European context (in Natura 2000 sites).
This is also in line with results from a study conducted in South African
national parks which uncovered potential discrepancies between cul-
tural ES delivery and biodiversity conservation (Roux et al., 2020). In
our case, it is important to note that we were not able to assign specific
benefits that would be impaired by specific trade-offs. Such analysis
would require explicit prompts on trade-offs as part of the data collec-
tion which was out of the scope of our research design. Nevertheless, our
results still point to some similarities in trade-offs regarding nature
conservation in protected areas placing our Central European case study
within a broader global context (Roux et al., 2020; Ziv et al., 2018).

Keeping in mind the main goal of nature conservation, we suggest
paying attention to existing studies that focus on the relationship be-
tween biodiversity (or species conservation) and ES as both synergies
and trade-offs can occur (Chan et al., 2006; Roux et al., 2020; Xu et al.,
2017; Ziv et al., 2018). Also, a higher degree of protection does not al-
ways results in more ES and higher biodiversity (Lecina-Diaz et al.,
2019). Therefore, refocusing too much on ES might end up being
disadvantageous to biodiversity (Chan et al., 2006; Ramel et al., 2020)
or other socio-economic benefits that protected landscape areas might
want to provide. However, our research design did not allow us to
explore relationships between ES and biodiversity and it still remains a
key knowledge gap (Ziv et al., 2018).

Referring to the ES framework only from the economic perspective is
a known myth (misrepresentation of the concept) in the ES literature
(Ainscough et al., 2019). Nonetheless, the majority of respondents
perceive the implementation of the ES framework as a possible contri-
bution to enhance various aspects of nature protection or sustainable
development (e.g., by justifying values of nature and reasons for its
protection, decreasing the level of subjectivity in decision-making, etc.)
of the area (see also Harmackova et al., 2021). However, it should be
noted that most respondents reported rather basic knowledge about the
ES framework and therefore our findings are not comparable to other
studies focused on forerunners regarding ES work (e.g. Blicharska and
Hilding-Rydevik, 2018). Several lessons for implementation of the ES
framework into policy and practise can be drawn out from a rich body of
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Table 4

Key themes related to potential implementation of the ES framework and
perceived barriers for implementation by respondents summarized and linked to
relevant topics in existing literature.

How could the ES framework support  Similar themes recognized in the ES
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Table 4 (continued)

How could the ES framework support
the goals of nature and landscape
protection?

Similar themes recognized in the ES
literature

that some ecosystem services exists...*

the goals of nature and landscape
protection?

literature

Justifying values of nature and
reasons for its protection by bringing
convincing arguments: ,, One day it
could convince the public about our
targets and intentions, but mainly the
importance of what we protect and the
importance of the landscape“ or
emphasizing the importance of
habitats (e.g. wetlands): ,,...especially
now it’s the period of drought and its
impacts... especially the importance of
wetlands can be presented very well and
clarified by this concept”

Decreasing the level of subjectivity in
decision-making: , They often blame
us, rightly, that we make subjective
decisions “ or “And we would need it [ES
concept] so we could make decisions
without conflicts, so it would be
convincing and somehow defined “

Informing about trade-offs in land-use
management: “damaging this area
means that you destroy ecosystem
services of this value, then it would be
easier for public and for the mayors to
understand that their cadastre provides
certain ecosystem services”

Raising awareness about benefits of
nature to society: “It can be used well
in the field of presentation, importance of
habitats, reasoning...” or ,, The more we
will talk about and emphasize everything
that ecosystems and semi-natural
ecosystems give us and what all we don’t
realize and don't see, the more the public
will take nature protection more
seriously... and we might also have more
finances... and better arguments and
more people will listen to us”

Bring economic arguments which
could be better understood than
conservation arguments: “So it is
necessary to tell them that regulation
functions of natural rivers, natural
floodplains and wetlands in protected
landscape areas include the unique
ability to retain 50 to 100 years floods
and could be estimated to 50 billion
[Czech Crowns] a year”

What are the main barriers in
integrating the ES framework in
protected landscape areas decision-
making?

Missing regulation or methodology
which would provide protected
landscape areas with suitable legal or
administrative framework: “the concept
can’t be really used in current decision-
making, because the law is not build in
such a way“ or “It would be good if we
would know how to use it, but we don’t
know”

Insufficient knowledge: “Higher
popularization of the ES concept is
needed, because many people have
different imagination of what it is about
or ”If only the concept would be
generally accepted, because so far it is
still rather some chimera of ecologists,

- understanding social and cultural
values in policy and decision-making (e.
g., Ainscough et al., 2019)

- decision-making aid (e.g., Ainscough
et al., 2019)

- trade-offs in social-ecological systems
(e.g., Lu et al., 2021)

- awareness raising metaphor (e.g.,
Ainscough et al., 2019)

- concerns with the use of economic
valuation (e.g., Ainscough et al., 2019)

- lack of standardisation and the user-
friendliness (e.g., Ainscough et al.,
2019)

- a problem of methodological
inconsistency (e.g., Tusznio et al., 2020)
- develop standards, routines and
templates for ES work (e.g., Blicharska
and Hilding-Rydevik, 2018)

- a problem of precise wording of ES (e.
g., Tusznio et al., 2020)

- ability to comprehend the general
theory of the ES concept (e.g., Tusznio
et al., 2020)

- clarify terms and classifications (e.g.,
Blicharska and Hilding-Rydevik, 2018)

or ,It’s still rather an academic thing*
Insufficient capacities: “I cannot even

have experience with it, because we don’t

do it here... There is no time for it here,

- provide a mandate to work with ES and
take others’ time to work with ES (e.g.,
Blicharska and Hilding-Rydevik, 2018)

it’s busy here”

recently published literature (e.g. Beaumont et al., 2018; Dick et al.,
2018; Jax et al., 2018; Blicharska and Hilding-Rydevik, 2018; Honeck
et al., 2021). Beaumont et al. (2018) suggest primary barriers to suc-
cessful implementation of the ES framework are not data gaps and
resource limitations, but instead are organizational and communication-
based issues. This is partly in contrast with our results suggesting the
main barriers are insufficient knowledge and capacities followed by
missing methodologies or regulatory frameworks. Therefore, our results
help to fill the research gap in understanding the Czech context which
varies from findings reported in Western Europe (Beaumont et al.,
2018). A common element which is in line with our results is a lack of
standardisation (e.g., ES regulation or methodologies) which was noted
by Ainscough et al. (2019) as a key challenge in the science-policy
interface.

The range of cultural or non-material benefits identified in our re-
sults is significant. A decision-making reflecting on the benefits that
protected landscape areas provide could strengthen their societal role by
adding an emphasize on (but not only to) anthropocentric values (see
also Loft et al., 2015). It could also increase the relevance of these
protected areas to people and human well-being, focusing for example
on a relational approach to conservation (Garcia Rodrigues et al., 2021).
However, such an approach should be aligned to existing conservation
goals with a systematic planning framework (Chan et al., 2006), e.g. to
allow optimization for cultural ES delivery with biodiversity conserva-
tion (Roux et al., 2020). The use of transdisciplinary approaches that
draw on participatory methods and collaborative practices might help to
articulate different value dimension of ES (Lopes and Videira, 2017) but
also facilitate the uptake of the ES approach across different stake-
holders and contexts (Ainscough et al., 2019; Carmen et al., 2018).
Nevertheless, an inclusion of multiple, non-state actors in decision-
making (a key component of the ES governance) brings various chal-
lenges such as dealing with vertical hierarchies and coordination
mechanisms (Loft et al., 2015). While we did not specifically address the
role of various stakeholders in ES provision, our links between themes
and specific positively enhanced or negatively influenced benefits sug-
gest key role of certain institutions or stakeholders (e.g. agricultural or
forestry companies). Thus, future research could focus more explicitly
on the role of various stakeholders and values in ES governance and its
relationship with nature conservation (Harmackova et al., 2021). Ex-
amples can be also drawn out from studies addressing e.g. governance
for sustainable provision of forest ES (Mann et al., 2021).

Our results suggest there is a need to raise awareness on the role of
the ES framework in conservation and protected landscape areas
decision-making, and increase engagement of relevant actors. Protected
areas managers and other officials could benefit from training on how
the ES framework can contribute to planning and conservation. Imple-
mentation of the ES framework into protected landscape areas decision-
making could enhance inclusion of various social aspects of the human-
nature relationship and also provide another perspective to challenges
in ES governance and conservation conflicts (Garcia-Llorente et al.,
2018). In the context of protected areas governance, there are various
governance mechanisms which could benefit from stakeholder partici-
pation for a more inclusive conservation governance and decision-
making (Lopez-Rodriguez et al., 2020). However, we acknowledge
that protected areas (various types) are complex social-ecological
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systems (Cumming et al., 2015) within which ES are produced and used
and that not all ecological or social management objectives can be
clearly phrased or articulated as an ES problem (see De Vos et al., 2017).

Characteristics of our respondents underline the relevance of our
research with regards to the specific Central European context.
Reflecting their extensive work experience in the field, we consider our
respondents as appropriate and reliable informants providing rich and
robust information about various aspects of these protected areas
including their management and decision-making. We are aware that
our data reflect a significant gender bias in the leading positions of
Protected Landscape Areas Administrations (except 1 woman, all our
respondents were men). However, we were not able to influence struc-
tural gender inequality (Jones and Solomon, 2019) due to the nature of
the purposive sampling process aiming at heads of the Protected Land-
scape Areas Administrations. Lastly, we would like to stress that the
views of our respondents represent particular perspectives (of protected
area managers) and not a general view or a view of different stake-
holders. We acknowledge the importance of multi-stakeholder per-
spectives and therefore, this researched was followed by a
transdisciplinary knowledge co-creation process in selected protected
landscape areas (Harmackova et al., 2021).

6. Conclusions

This study provides evidence for a strong societal role of protected
landscape areas and their important benefits for society but also con-
firms their essential role in large scale nature conservation. Application
of the ES approach enables us to shed light on key benefits provided by
protected landscape areas as well as key challenges protected landscape
areas decision-making based on qualitative research approach. Such
information could be used as a novel perspective for protected landscape
areas governance providing insights on social-ecological links between
various types of land-use, management or activities and their effects on
specific benefits. The ES framework allows us to determine which ben-
efits are being enhanced and by what but also which benefits are being
negatively affected and by what. Lastly, we explored the potential for
implementation of the ES framework in nature conservation and
decision-making which resulted in a significant openness and willing-
ness to use the ES approach (among our sample of protected areas
managers). Addressing key issues and barriers identified (insufficient
knowledge and capacities, missing regulation or methodologies) can
help researchers and practitioners in integrating the ES framework into
protected landscape areas decision-making. Thus, these results can pave
the way for a more efficient process in building the science-policy
interface in the area of ES research and its practical use (Ruhl et al.,
2021).

Some studies suggest creating a new category of protected areas for
sustaining the provision of ES for human well-being (Xu et al., 2017), or
provide examples on governance innovations supporting sustainable
provision of ES (Mann et al., 2021). In line with the expected goals of
protected areas (protect biodiversity, ES and cultural values) we propose
that protected landscape areas have all important institutional means to
be able to reach these goals if their governance and management would
be able to make better-informed decisions and planning especially with
regards to ES. The inseparable landscape scope of protected landscape
areas might help integrate the ES approach with nature conservation to
deliver effective conservation policies (Lecina-Diaz et al., 2019).
Drawing attention to ES does not have to make their provision a higher
priority than nature conservation. While we recognize that the ES
framework may not be an all-encompassing answer we suggest it pre-
sents an approach with the potential to balance arguments from both
biocentric and anthropocentric paradigms which need to be considered
carefully in each specific case.
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The use of focus groups in cultural ecosystem
services research: a systematic review

Lubod Slovak %>, Jan Dangk® 3™ & Tomas Danak"*

Focus groups are an increasingly popular method for eliciting non-material values and cultural
ecosystem services (CES) in the context of studying human-nature relationships. We con-
ducted a systematic review of the literature with the aim of exploring where and how focus
groups were used in the research into CES. Furthermore, we aimed to highlight good prac-
tices and potential caveats of the use of the focus groups method with respect to recom-
mendations in methodological literature. We employed an inclusive CES classification
framework and observed that focus groups were mostly used to research Recreation, Aes-
thetics, and Education categories. The review also discovered insufficient reporting and
methodological inconsistencies in some of the studies. We provide suggestions for more
robust and trustworthy applications of the focus group method, which can advance both
research in this field and the implementation of the ecosystem services concept in the future.

Introduction
ature and its ecosystems provide a plethora of benefits to people and society, which can
be conceptualized in various ways. The ecosystem services (ES) framework provides one
such lens to look at human-nature relationships which can highlight the importance of
nature for human well-being (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). Traditionally, ES are
distinguished into three to four main categories—regulating, provisioning, cultural, and (in some
cases) supporting (Costanza et al., 2017). The latest ‘evolution’ of the ES framework into nature’s
contributions to people (NCP) framework by Diaz et al. (2018) brought up many conceptual
discussions (e.g., Peterson et al., 2018; Maes et al., 2018), some of them focusing on the role of
social science in ES research (Kadykalo et al, 2019). Especially in the case of cultural ES (CES),
scholars were calling attention to insufficient research coverage in other than ecological and
economic disciplines (Daniel et al, 2012). The involvement of social science researchers and
methods in ES research seems to be growing (Kadykalo et al, 2019). Thus, we assume that the
social perspectives on ES are better reflected in this growing body of research (Scholte et al,
2015). Generally, the ES framework can be applied as a transdisciplinary and multidisciplinary
approach that has the potential to work as a boundary object across disciplines (Milcu et al.,
2013; Steger et al,, 2018).
Most CES are intangible and therefore need different approaches to elicit them compared to
other ES categories which can be relatively ‘straightforwardly’ measured in biophysical or

1 Global Change Research Institute of the Czech Academy of Sciences, Brno, Czech Republic. 2Department of Environmental Studies, Faculty of Social
Studies, Masaryk University, Brno, Czech Republic. 3 Faculty of Humanities, Charles University, Prague, Czech Republic. * Department of Development and
Environmental Studies, Faculty of Science, Palacky University, Olomouc, Czech Republic. “These authors contributed equally: Lubo Slovak, Jan Danék.
Bemail: danek j@czechglobe.cz

HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES COMMUMICATIONS| (2023)10:45 | https://doi.org/10.1057 /541599-023-01530-3 1


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1057/s41599-023-01530-3&domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1057/s41599-023-01530-3&domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1057/s41599-023-01530-3&domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1057/s41599-023-01530-3&domain=pdf
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2445-7614
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2445-7614
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2445-7614
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2445-7614
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2445-7614
mailto:danek.j@czechglobe.cz

REVIEW ARTICLE

economic terms (Raymond et al., 2013). Thus, the specific nature
of CES calls for appropriate methods for an empirical assessment
(Dickinson and Hobbs, 2017). On the one hand, CES can be
measured or assessed with biophysical or economic indicators
(e.g., diversity of potential for nature experiences, the density of
monuments and cultural historical facilities, and number of
tourists per year) (Jakubinsky et al., 2021). Such approaches are
more suitable to address the potential of a certain landscape or
ecosystem to provide specific ES. They can also provide infor-
mation on the actual use of CES but with a significantly limited
depth compared to other, e.g., social science methods. On the
other hand, the actual use of CES calls for its empirical mea-
surement with the actual beneficiary of the service, which is a
cornerstone of socio-cultural valuation methods (Scholte et al.,
2015). The importance of involving the human element in the
study of CES is highlighted by the fact that CES is inextricably
linked to e.g., the physical and mental health of humans, their
emotions and perceptions, meanings of nature and landscape,
identities or sense of belonging to a place: in other words, they are
co-constructed by humans (Fischer and Eastwood, 2016). Given
the increasing number of CES publications (Milcu et al, 2013;
Gould et al., 2019), we suggest there is a need to reflect on and
discuss the use of specific methodological tools. Such integration
and synthesis of research can enrich scientific discourse and
progress in the ES field. We also acknowledge the need to be
clearer and reflexive within the CES research to overcome existing
confusions and contradictions (Gould et al., 2020a).

The social science arena has a range of methods from both
qualitative and quantitative domains which can be used to
address and systematically assess CES, or non-material NCP, that
people obtain from nature, landscape, and ecosystems (Daniel
et al., 2012). The need to elicit in-depth information or meaning
of phenomena favors qualitative and participatory methods such
as interviews, focus groups, or ethnography methods (Bryman,
2016). In this paper, we will look more closely at the focus groups
method, which is an established interpretative approach suitable
for researching a range of intangible benefits stemming from the
human-nature relationship (O'Brien, 2003) and as such can
presumably be successfully used also to study CES. However, it
has been argued that it could have often been adopted as a
fashionable research technique that is considered to be easy to
organize and inexpensive and used “without any prior con-
sideration of whether it really is the most suitable research
technique for achieving the cognitive goals of the research”
(Acocella, 2012, p. 1126). Further potential concerns can be
drawn out from reflections on the use of focus groups (or other
typologically similar methods such as interviews) in other related
areas, such as biodiversity and conservation research (Young
et al,, 2018; Nyumba et al,, 2018).

In this paper, we aim to provide an overview of the current
state of research and critically reflect on the use of the focus group
method to study CES. Furthermore, we highlight good practices
and limitations of the method in addressing CES. For these
purposes, we use a systematic literature review and apply
recommendations from methodological literature. Our review
consists of both quantitative and qualitative components
(Palmatier et al., 2018). In order to achieve our aims, we first
develop our methodological approach. To assess the use of the
focus groups method in the studies, we produce a synthesis of
recommendations found in methodological literature. Then we
develop a CES conceptual framework based on a synthesis of
various established classifications. This framework will be used to
analyze the reviewed studies. The section “Methodology” con-
cludes with an elaboration on the systematic review method we
used. For the review itself, we then defined four objectives. First,
to provide an overview of how the focus groups method was used
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to elicit CES, including the temporal trends, the geographical
distribution of case studies, and specific characteristics of the use
of the focus groups method. Second, to provide descriptive
characteristics of CES conceptual frameworks used and categories
addressed in the studies. Here we apply the CES classification
developed in our framework. Third, to critically assess the
reported use of the focus groups method with respect to general
recommendations in methodological literature. Moreover, fourth,
to provide critical reflection on selected aspects of the use of the
focus groups method— suitability, limitations, and its use in
combination with other methods. For the latter two objectives, we
utilize the methodological synthesis from the focus group’s lit-
erature. The results are presented in the “Results” section
according to the four objectives. In the “Discussion” section, we
discuss the most important issues encountered in the review and
compare the findings with similar reviews, especially the use of
focus groups and interviews in conservation research (Young
et al,, 2018; Nyumba et al, 2018) and examine the most proble-
matic issues discovered. Finally, we provide suggestions for more
robust and trustworthy use of it in future research and discuss the
general question of the suitability of the focus groups method for
the research into CES.

Methodology

Focus groups in the methodological literature. First, we sum-
marize key characteristics and recommendations in methodological
literature in order to provide an analytical framework to critically
reflect the use of focus groups in our sample of case studies.

Uses and dis/advantages. The focus group methodology is a
qualitative method based on group discussions aimed at eliciting
the perspectives and experiences of their participants on a par-
ticular topic, especially when the intersubjective dimension is
important. Similarly to in-depth interviews, focus groups are used
to not only discover what the participants think but also why.
Focus groups stem from a premise that these perspectives,
experiences, and thoughts are not static, but dynamic, i.e. can be
modified through interaction with others; focus groups can, and
are, particularly suited for capturing this process (Morgan, 2019).
Similarly, they are useful for studying group norms, meanings
and processes and can be well used as a method of public par-
ticipation (Bloor et al., 2001). In terms of participants, they are
especially good for “accessing the hard-to-reach” persons due to
their informal character (Barbour, 2018, p. 17). Furthermore, they
can allow the researchers to reach vulnerable groups—also thanks
to their informality as well as allowing the participants to meet
with others with a similar experience. Content-wise this means
that sensitive topics might be more easily discussed in a focus
group than in an interview (Barbour, 2018).

If one needs to find out as much as possible about individuals,
interviews are a better choice, as in a focus group, there is
comparably less time for each participant and much of the time is
spent discussing, not elaborating one’s own views. However, if
one is interested in diversity, consensus, group meanings, and
processes, focus groups are better (Morgan, 2019). It might even
be said that these aims are better and economically more efficient
than other ethnographic methods in general (Blor et al., 2001).
Though, if only idea generation is required, several interviews are
proven to be more effective than a focus group with the same
number of participants, basically because of a “process loss” with
the discussion between participants in a focus group (Morgan,
2019). On the other hand, focus groups are not very good for
studying group behavior or group attitudes, “since intra-group
variations will be under-reported” (Bloor et al, 2001, p. 17).
Interviews or questionnaires are better for this goal.

| (2023)10:45] https:// doi.org/10.1057 /s41599-023-01530-3



REVIEW ARTICLE

There are also disadvantages and issues to pay attention to.
Focus groups are generally rather difficult to organize—e.g. to
find a common time and to get the right number of participants,
since often they may not even turn up if they signed up for the
discussion (Bloor et al,, 2001). Therefore, it might be desirable to
over-recruit a bit (but not too much). There are also challenges
arising from group dynamics. Some people tend to be more
dominant in discussions, while others are rather submissive or
not assertive enough to express their true views (Morgan, 2019).
Dominant participants may not only steer the discussion towards
issues they consider important, but also intimidate other people.
Good facilitation is crucial to tackling these possible problems.
Attention should also be given to how the participants may feel
within the group and also with the facilitator. It is important that
precautions are taken to allow them to feel as comfortable as
possible (Morgan, 2019).

Combining with other methods. Focus groups might be and
indeed often are employed together with other methods, both
qualitative and quantitative. Within qualitative research, focus
groups and interviews are complementary (Morgan, 2019),
though not equivalent methods, as they produce different kinds of
data (Barbour, 2018). Interviews may be used e.g., to inform the
discussion guide for focus groups or to select participants. Con-
versely, focus groups might be utilized to select participants for
more in-depth interviews. Combination with quantitative meth-
ods is also common. They might serve as input, e.g., to help create
or validate a questionnaire, or as a follow-up method to expand
findings with deeper insights or to improve the interpretation of
results (Bloor et al, 2001; Barbour, 2018; Morgan, 2019). They
can also be used to communicate the findings to the research
subjects or to get feedback on these findings (Bloor et al., 2001).
In such multi-method research, combining focus groups with
other methods should not be understood as a way to validate the
results, but rather as expanding or complementing them for a
better understanding of the phenomenon (Bloor et al, 2001;
Barbour, 2018). Richardson (1994; in Barbour, 2018) calls this
crystallization, as it is different from triangulation (see also
textbox Quality in qualitative research).

Doing focus groups—crucial aspects. In the following table, we
compiled the recommendations and best practices from selected
methodological literature concerning design, conducting of the
discussions, and data analysis. We selected the literature based on
three criteria: first, the recency of the title. Methodologies evolve
and we wanted to capture the current standard. Second, we
included authors that are heavily cited in social sciences (Morgan,
Barbour). Third, we aimed for a diversity of approaches in terms
of the aspects in Table 1.

Drawbacks and limits. One set of drawbacks is logistical. Focus
groups are harder to organize than individual interviews. While for
some people and in some cases, group discussion might be more
comfortable, it is usually harder to get more people to attend at the
same time (Morgan, 2019). In terms of data, focus groups are not
able to yield narrative data and they are not very well suited to elicit
attitudes (in a manner relevant to social science research; marketing
applications aside) (Barbour, 2018). The disadvantages in com-
parison to other methods, especially interviews, were already dis-
cussed (see the section “Uses and dis/advantages”).

Conceptual framework of cultural ecosystem services. Here, we
define our analytical framework of CES, including specific cate-
gories which we applied to each case study in order to provide
descriptive characteristics of CES across the publications reviewed.

The intangible nature of CES and their difficult operationaliza-
tion in the context of other ES categories motivated us to use an
inclusive CES framework which could accommodate a broad and
detailed range of benefits derived by qualitative methods such as
focus groups or interviews (see also Danék et al, 2023). Since we
found that some CES categories would fit into one classification but
not into another, we conducted a “concept matching” exercise
(Czucz et al, 2018) by linking correspondent categories of CES or
non-material NCP from the following frameworks: MA—Millen-
nium Ecosystem Assessment, TEEB—The Economics of Ecosys-
tems and Biodiversityy, CICES—Common International
Classification of Ecosystem Services, and NCP—Nature’s Contribu-
tions to People (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005; TEEB,
2010; Haines-Young and Potschin, 2018; Diaz et al, 2018). This
allowed us to find both similarities and variations across the
classifications and in this way to arrive at a classification that tries to
be as granular as possible while keeping a reasonable degree of
abstraction. We complemented this desk research exercise with
empirical findings from the “CultES” project focused on socio-
cultural valuation and participatory mapping of CES in the
landscape. It was an iterative dialectic process of categories
clarification between established CES definitions and qualitative
findings from the field. In the end, we established 15 CES categories
that were used in the analysis presented in this paper (Fig. 1).

In general, we do not distinguish between ecosystem “services”
and “benefits” as would be the case, e.g. when employing the ES
cascade model (Potschin and Haines-Young, 2011). Rather, we
conceptualize CES as the benefits stemming from interactions
between the cultural practices of people and the environment or
landscape (Fish et al., 2016). This provides a rationale for the co-
constructed nature of CES (Fischer and Eastwood, 2016). We
agree with Gould et al. (2020a) and use CES in a broader way that
is similar to the approach established by the NCP framework
(Diaz et al, 2018). From the conceptual perspective, it is
important that both frameworks (Fish et al, 2016; Diaz et al,
2018) consider the constituting role of the human element in CES
or its equivalent non-material NCP. The involvement of human
individuals or the collective is in line with the notion of relational
values, which can be understood as a complementary concept to
CES (and has some overlapping aspects such as Social cohesion or
Cultural identity) (Chan et al,, 2016, 2018). While there are only
four non-material categories in the NCP framework they actually
cover all 15 CES categories in our framework For a better
understanding, we provide the corresponding non-material NCP
category for each CES listed in Fig. 1.

Material and methods

Systematic review. We used a systematic review of the literature to
create our sample and to collect, assess and synthesize data in a
structured, reliable, and replicable way. The preparatory phase of
systematic review consists of establishing eligibility criteria and
methodological protocol to ensure “consistent conduct by the
review team, accountability, research integrity and transparency
of the eventual completed review” (PRISMA Group guidelines in
Mobher et al., 2015). Systematic review is a popular methodology
across many disciplines, such as medical or environmental sci-
ence, and with recent applications also in ecosystem services
science (Czucz et al.,, 2018; Vaékaf et al., 2018).

We established an input—process—output protocol that
clearly defined each step of the systematic review (Fig. 2). Our
systematic review process was guided by the following question—
How and to what methodological detail was the focus group
method used in research addressing CES? In 2021, we searched
the following keywords in the academic journal database
Scopus: “focus group” and “cultural ecosystem service” which
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Initial focus group design
Participant selection

Number of participants

Number of focus groups per study

Conducting group discussions
Length of the discussion

Facilitation/execution

Activities and exercises

Data collection

Data analysis
Methods of analysis

Table 1 Description of key characteristics and stages in a focus group process.

The most important criterion is the participants’ interest in the topic and in other people's views on it.
Homogeneous groups are usually preferred, where homogenous means that participants have a similar background
or experience with regard to the topic (Barbour, 2018) or even a rather common, though not equal perspective.
Demographic variables are relevant only as far as they significantly influence the input of the participants (Morgan,
2019). Heterogeneous groups might run into problems with understanding each other or even conflicts leading to
discomfort (Bloor et al., 2001; Morgan, 2019). A commonly applied solution is segmentation: creating several
homogeneous groups while having heterogeneity between the groups (Morgan, 2019). Pre-existing groups might
achieve a more natural feeling in the discussion and might be easier to recruit (Bloor et al., 2001).

In social sciences, the usual size of one focus group is around 6-8 participants, but it sometimes varies from 3 up to
14 (Bloor et at., 2007, Morgan, 2019). Smaller groups might have a more relaxed atmosphere and give more space
to each of the participants who can also get to know each other better. However, if their engagement in the topic is
low, the discussion may get stuck (Morgan, 2019). There is also the risk of the group falling apart when some
people do not attend (Bloor et al., 2001). Larger groups alleviate these problems and it is easier to discuss topics
less interesting to the participants, but it is harder to facilitate and transcribe and each participant has less space
(Bloor et at., 2001; Morgan, 2019).

The appropriate number of focus groups in a study is usually determined by saturation and segmentation. At least
one, but rather a few focus groups should be done for each segment of participants (saturation cannot be judged
from a single focus group per segment) (Bloor et al., 2001; Morgan, 2019). Having more focus groups with similar
participants also allows for ruling out specifics of one group in the interpretation of results (Barbour, 2018).
Repeating the same focus group within one study is done very rarely and is extremely difficult to realize (Barbour,
2018; Bloor et al.,, 2001).

The usual length is around 90 min, and it is recommended not to make the discussion much longer. Even more so if
the participants do not get any financial compensation (Bloor et al., 2001; Morgan, 2019).

Facilitation is a crucial point of focus groups. General requirements for a facilitator (often also called ‘moderator”)
are similar to interviews: the ability to listen, not judge, motivate and incite the participant's input and make them
feel comfortable (Morgan, 2019). Matching between the moderator and the group is sometimes desired, but other
times not—comfort and topic specificity should be considered (Barbour, 2018; Morgan, 2019).

Specific to focus groups are some common issues that the facilitator must cope with: less or no input from some
participants on the one hand, people dominating the discussion on the other. Domination might not only be due to
the participant’s talkativeness but also due to strong involvement in the topic leading to an urge to express oneself
(Morgan, 2019).

Sometimes a “"dual moderators” approach is used, either dividing roles (facilitator vs. expert on the topic) or simply
having a different approach to incite more varied discussion (Barbour, 2018; Morgan, 2019).

It is common to use various techniques to start the discussions or to make them more engaging, such as ranking or
voting, pile sorting, projective and associative techniques, photovoice, photo interpretation, mind maps, and
vignettes (Bloor et al., 2001; Morgan, 2019).

Usually, audio recording is made, and sometimes also a video recording (which might help with identifying
participants' voices). Contrary to interviews, nonverbal language is usually not recorded or analyzed (Morgan,
2019). Sometimes we might need some additional data or insight into the initial standpoints of participants, which
might be collected using a pre-group self-completion questionnaire (Bloor et al., 2001).

It is not always necessary to transcribe the recordings, notes and repeated listening might suffice (Barbour, 2018).
If a transcription is done, it is better when it is done by the researchers. If not possible, it is still recommended that
they go through the transcript and recordings before beginning to analyze (Morgan, 2019). Often, notes about the
way of speaking and interacting might be useful (Barbour, 2018).

Data from all focus groups within research dealing with the same topic/research questions should be coded
together, i.e. using /developing only one set of codes.

Methods of analysis are mostly similar to interviews, with the most used being: summary-based analyses,
qualitative and quantitative content analysis, thematic analysis, or even grounded theory (Morgan, 2019).

yielded 15 results. The year of publication was limited to include
all results until the end of 2020. As this first search brought only a
small number of potentially relevant studies, we added a second
search string: “focus group” and “ecosystem service” which
resulted in 230 publications. Consequently, all 245 search results
were analyzed in the systematic review process following the

established protocol.

The systematic review process had four stages to ensure the
selection of only relevant studies for further analysis (see Fig. 2 for
more information on the content of each step). After the first
round of title and abstract screening, we ended up with 100
potentially relevant studies. These were checked with a full-text
screening based on inclusion and exclusion criteria resulting in a
selection of 49 relevant studies (for a list of publications reviewed,

4

see Supplementary material). During the last stage, we created a
template spreadsheet to collect and organize data extracted from
relevant studies. To provide a general context on the use of the
focus groups method, we established the following categories: case
study country, year of publication, type of study area (ecosystem
or landscape type), number of focus groups per case study, type
and number of participants, use of other methods. We also
extracted the following CES-related characteristics: CES classifi-
cation used, other ES groups addressed, number and categories of
CES researched.

We found no review papers but two methodological or
conceptual studies which deal specifically with the use of the
focus groups method to identify, assess or map CES (Kaplowitz
and Hoehn, 2001; Orenstein et al., 2015).
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Cultural ecosystem services

Non-material nature’s
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ﬁ) RECREATION etc.) for pleasure and recreational activities through active (experiential) or passive
(observational) interactions.
MENTAL AND The use of natural and cultivated landscapes and entities that promotes health Phy5|§al and paychological
&P  PHYSICALHEALTH | and recuperation. experiences
: ) AESTHETICS Aesthetic ap preuatllo'n of and experiences with natural and cultivated
] )‘ landscapes and entities.
EDUCATION Natural and cultivated landscapes and entities as a subject matter of learning,
or as an environment for training skills and cognitive development.
Q KNOWLEDGE The use of natural and cultivated landscapes and entities for scientific investigation
SYSTEMS or the creation of traditional or indigenous knowledge.
. | I . : : ' Learning and inspiration
E ENTERTAINMENT Ex-situ wewmgl,n‘ e)cpgrlence of nature and landscape through different media, such as
1 photographs, films, literature.
e . Natural and cultivated landscapes and entities as an inspiration for art and other creative
'{o. SSEIRALIC activities. The use of natural motives or artifacts in arts, folklore etc.
; ‘Memories’ in the landscape from past cultural ties. Historic records, cultural heritage e.g.
k HERITAGE i , : i
preserved in water bodies and soils. Traditional uses of nature.
IDENTITY Natural and cultivated landscapes and entities contributing to the creation and expression
*' of identity, both personal, group or cultural,
Emblematic natural and cultivated landscapes and entities or species, e.g. regional
SYMBOL
symbols.
o SOCIAL Natural and cultivated landscapes and entities that allow nurturing of human N U T AT
'“ COHESION relationships. pporting
9 SENSE OF PLACE Sites that foster a sense of authentic human attachment. “I feel home” places.
-
- Sacred, religious, or other forms of spiritual values derived from natural and cultivated
@ SPIRITUALITY landscapes and entities.
i‘ EXISTENCE ﬁggl;eclatmn of the existence of natural and cultivated landscapes and entities or species
Capacity of ecosystems and species to keep options open in order to support a good
ﬁ BEQUEST quality of life. Natural and cultivated landscapes and entities motivating preservation Maintenance of options

for the experience and use by future generations.

Fig. 1 CES classification applied in the review. CES categories used in this paper (including their description) and their accordance tonon-material nature’s
contributions to people (for the description of NCP categories see Diaz et al., 2018).

During the last stage (P4) of the systematic review analysis, we
assessed two aspects of the focus group method use. Firstly, we
focused on the level of comprehensiveness of the reporting on
the use of the focus groups method and distinguished three
categories: high (detailed description induding all main steps—initial
focus group design, data collection, data analysis); medium (average
description but some key steps missing); low (insufficient description
with many or most key steps missing). Second, we tracked any
significant inconsistencies from the main characteristics of the focus
groups method as described in the methodological literature (e.g.,
extreme number of participants or joint data analysis from different
methods). Additionally, we provide a reflection on selected aspects of
the use of the focus groups method in order to demonstrate good
practices but also highlight potentially problematic applications. We
guided this reflection with the following questions—why were focus
groups chosen as a suitable method? Do studies indude a critical
reflection on the use of focus groups? What is the rationale for using
focus groups in combination with other methods?

Results

Each subsection in this section is focused on describing results
according to objectives one to four. First, we describe the sys-
tematic review results from the 49 relevant publications about the

general context and design of focus groups. In the second sub-
section, we report on CES-related characteristics. In the third
subsection, we present results regarding the use of the focus
groups method. In the last subsection, we provide a reflection on
selected aspects of the use of the focus groups method—suit-
ability, limitations, and use in combination with other methods.
Where applicable, we also contextualize selected results with
recommendations from methodological literature.

Context and design of focus groups. Geographical distribution
of case studies is uneven across the globe and across continents
(Fig. 3). We found no case study in South America and Australia,
while most case studies were conducted in Africa (n=16) and
Europe (n = 15), followed by Asia (n= 12). and North America
(n=6). The only country with four case studies was the United
Kingdom, followed by several countries with three studies (Italy,
Ethiopia, Tanzania, USA, Vietnam).

There is an increasing trend in the number of studies (Fig. 4a)
with most being published in the years 2016-2020. The majority
of studies were focused on a specific ecosystem or landscape, most
frequently on forest (n = 11) and wetland (n = 8) ecosystems and
mountain landscapes (n=9) (Fig. 4b). However, some char-
acterized their study area as a national park (n =5), watershed
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Fig. 2 Conceptual diagram illustrating how the literature for analysis was selected. This conceptual diagram shows the protocol of systematic review

process (P = process; | = input; O = output).
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Fig. 3 World map illustrating the origin of case studies. Geographical distribution of case studies using focus groups in CES research.

(n=2) or district/region (n=2). The number of focus group
discussions per study greatly varied with the minimum being one
focus group (n=>5) and a maximum of 42 focus groups (n=1),
with a median of 5 (Fig. 4c). Usually there was more than one
focus group per study, most often three. Two studies did not
report the number of focus groups.

6

The types of participants most targeted in the studies reviewed
were community members (n = 12) followed by farmers (n = 11)
and local inhabitants (n = 8) (Fig. 4d), with some studies creating
homogeneous groups while others mixed the types of partici-
pants. The number of participants per focus group per case study
also varied significantly, with the minimum being 3-4 to the
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Fig. 4 Characteristics of case studies presenting year of publication, types of study areas, number of focus groups per study, types of participants.
a Number of case studies using focus groups in CES research published in academic literature. b Wordcloud presenting various types of study areas
(mixture of ecosystems, landscapes, and governance status of study areas based on available data). € Number of focus groups per case study.

d Wordcloud presenting various types of participants in focus groups (coded into similar groups as reported in case studies).

maximum being 41-58. The majority of studies (n = 28) reported
such intervals for the number of participants per focus group, but
some also reported exact numbers (from 5 to 12 participants).
Due to these variations in reporting on the number of
participants, these different types of variables are not simply
comparable by computing a mean number of participants. Two
studies reported an average number of participants (5 and 10,
respectively) and twelve studies did not mention any specification
on the size of their focus groups. Total sample sizes (number of
participants) ranged from 7 to 160 with a median size of 46.
Several studies did not report a total sample size (n = 12).

Regarding gender, only a part of the studies (n = 19) reported
the exact ratio of men and women among the participants.
Several studies (n=15) indicated both men and women
participating or verbally specified a majority of one gender
(“mostly males”). The same number of studies (n = 15) did not
specify the gender composition (or it was reported jointly with
another method, esp. individual interviews). In some studies, the
cultural context was mentioned as the reason for including only
one gender (e.g., Cuni-Sanchez et al., 2019; Gupta et al., 2021) or
having gender-homogenous groups in each focus group (Kaplo-
witz and Hoehn, 2001; Chaigneau et al,, 2019; Ngwenya et al,,
2019; Kpienbaareh et al., 2020).

Cultural ecosystem services addressed. Generally, the majority
of studies did not aim at researching only CES categories but
targeted more ES groups (provisioning, regulating, supporting).
Most of the studies were based on the MA classification (n = 22)
of CES while a few studies used the TEEB classification (n = 5)

(Fig. 5a). One study was based on the UK National Ecosystem
Assessment approach (Church et al, 2011) and one study was
based on the framework proposed by de Groot et al. (2002). Some
studies (n =11) used their own, inductively built classification of
CES without adhering to any established framework. In one of
these cases, researchers aligned their approach with an established
conceptual model of “final” ecosystem goods and services but
used their own, inductively built categories (Weber and Ringold,
2019). Thus, the majority of studies employed a deductive
approach with predefined categories of CES. Unfortunately, some
studies did not describe or mention which classification of CES
was used (n = 11). Regarding the range of CES researched, most
studies selected or ended up (depending on the chosen approach
—deductive or inductive) with one to five, or ten CES categories
(Fig. 5b). Only six studies researched solely CES while most other
studies also addressed other ES categories such as provisioning,
regulating or supporting services.

Recreation (including tourism) was the most researched CES
category (n = 39) followed by Aesthetics (n = 28) and Education
(n=24) (Fig. 6). Nearly half of the studies also focused on
Spirituality (n=21) and Identity (n =20) CES categories. Only
two studies researched Symbol or Bequest CES. Reflecting the
qualitative character of focus group inquiries, many CES
researched do not fit into established categories. Therefore, we
present them in a list to provide an overview of what other CES or
CES-reported categories appeared in relevant studies (list sorted
alphabetically): a place of solitude; animal welfare; archive of
plant history; archive of society and civilization history; built
features; commerce; festivals; general cultural value; hunting;
innovation; landscape variety (colors); management; open space
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Fig. 5 Characteristics of case studies presenting CES classification used, number of CES addressed. a Proportion of case studies distinguished by the
type of CES classification used. b Number of CES categories researched per study.
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Fig. 6 CES categories addressed in the studies. Categories are based on MA, TEEB, CICES, and NCP frameworks but were elaborated into our own CES

classification.

(and sense of), sense of fresh air; opportunities to contact nature;
topography; traditional architecture; traditional boats; traditional
products and handcraft; transportation.

Use of the focus groups method. The extent of reporting on the
use of the focus groups method varied greatly across the studies.
The biggest group of studies was classified as having insufficient
description (low level) of the use of the focus groups method, with
many key steps missing (n = 20). These were followed by studies
with an average description (medium level) of the use of the focus
groups method but some key steps were missing (1 = 18). Lastly,
the smallest group of studies had a detailed description (high
level) of the use of the focus groups method, including all steps
(n = 11). Regarding methodological inconsistencies, only ~25% of
studies (n = 12) were classified as having some aspect of the focus
groups method that lies outside the recommendations and
common practice in focus groups literature (see Table 1: Main
characteristics of the focus groups method). Most studies (n = 30)
did not report any aspect that would not be aligned with the
methodological recommendations. However, some studies
(n =7) did not provide enough information about the use of the
focus groups method, so we could not classify them. We dis-
tinguished two main aspects regarding methodological incon-
sistencies. First, there was an extreme number of participants
ranging from 25 to 49 participants per focus group in some
studies (e.g., Rai et al, 2020; Dou et al., 2020; Gupta et al., 2021).

Second, some studies analyzed data from focus groups together
with data from other methods such as interviews (e.g., Adhikari
et al., 2018), or it was not clear whether the data from the focus
groups were analyzed separately or not (e.g, Ward et al., 2018;
Tran and Brown, 2019).

The focus group method was often used in conjunction with
other methods. In our final review sample, several studies
(n=12) used (or reported) the focus group method as the only
method for data collection. Mostly, the other methods used were
questionnaires or surveys (n = 22), closely followed by interviews
(n=19). Several studies also used participatory mapping (but in
4 out of 6 cases it was part of the focus group) or field observation
(n=4). Other methods include, e.g., workshop, expert panel,
scenario building, spatial analysis, modeling, biophysical assess-
ment, stakeholder analysis, remote sensing, transect walk,
participant observation, literature review, Q-methodology, Del-
phi, and secondary data collection.

Reflection on selected aspects of the use of the focus groups
method. In many cases, the focus group method was selected due
to its suitability to attain a rich or in-depth understanding of
people’s perceptions and experiences. Specific reasons why focus
groups were particularly suitable included the aim of studying
group meanings, values, or processes, or inciting a deeper
examination through discussion (Asah et al.,, 2012; McDonough
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et al,, 2014; O’Brien et al,, 2014; Stilhammar and Pedersen, 2017;
Chan et al., 2019).

A critical reflection on the limitations of the approach was
scarce even in the studies that reported the use of the focus
groups method quite comprehensively. For example, Weber and
Ringold (2019) were an exception in their discussion of
limitations, e.g., people were reluctant to speak about contro-
versial topics and repeatedly slipped into the discussion of other,
well-known and general topics that were not the focus of the
study. A few other studies discussed the challenges and
limitations related to sampling.

Other methods can be either a part of the actual focus group or
used alongside focus groups as complementary methods. In the case
of using other methods within focus groups, participatory mapping
was used to catalyze the discussion using visual and tactile stimuli
(Chan et al, 2019), or a socio-cultural valuation was done through a
scoring exercise (Jeanloz et al, 2016). When using focus groups as
one of the methods for collecting data, it is important to
acknowledge data differences between various methods. Some
studies did not do this and used interviews alongside focus groups
to presumably get the same type of data that was then processed in
a similar way (Moore and Tully, 2018). An example of a better
approach is analyzing the data from focus groups and interviews
separately and then combining only the results (Chan et al, 2019).
Another study used an approach employing interviews as a sort of
validation for checking the results from focus groups (Weber and
Ringold, 2019). This adheres to recommendations in the metho-
dological literature (see the section “Doing focus groups—crucial
aspects”) and serves to improve the trustworthiness of the results
(see the box “Quality of qualitative research”). Moore and Tully
(2018) also used additional methods to accompany the focus groups
and interviews, namely perception mapping and questionnaires.

An exemplary use of focus groups in combination with other
methods can be seen in O’Brien et al. (2014), where the focus
group was used as a direct follow-up after an in-situ walk in
woodlands, during which the technique of photo-elicitation was
also used. Such a procedure can create a very good setting for the
group discussion, which is stimulated by both the previous walk
and the photographs, and which can easily connect to the recent
experience of the participants. Also, the group has more time to
get to know each other during the walk, which might also
enhance the quality of the follow-up discussion.

Discussion

Our review confirms that the focus groups method has been
increasingly employed in CES research, although most of the
studies focused on more ES groups and categories. Most of the
studies utilizing focus groups were done in Africa and Europe,
while in many parts of the world, we found no evidence of the use
of this method in relation to CES research. Such geographical bias
could be partly explained by our systematic review approach,
which excluded studies in languages other than English and gray
literature. The focus groups method was used for eliciting (C)ES
in a range of environments, from forests and mountains, through
wetlands, to urban parks, and with different groups of people,
from community members and farmers, through local authorities
to hunters and pastoralists. Regarding specific CES categories,
focus groups were employed to elicit a broad range of CES, either
deductively (most often based on the MA classification) or
inductively. Recreational and aesthetic services were then the
most frequently addressed in the studies examined. This finding
is consistent with Milcu et al. (2013), who report them as the
most frequently studied categories of CES in general. There were
also many CES-reported categories that do not fit into established
classifications. While there can be new categories emerging based

on empirical findings (cf. Gould and Lincoln, 2017), in some
cases, it is questionable whether categories such as built features,
traditional architecture, or transportation really fit into the con-
ceptual framework of CES.

If we compare our results with that of Nyumba et al. (2018),
who assessed the use of the focus groups method in the context of
conservation research, we can see both similarities and differ-
ences. Regarding the number of focus groups per the study, they
reported a median of 7, while in our sample, it was 5. The size of
the groups in our case varied much more, with a few studies
having more than 20 participants per focus group, while Nyumba
et al. (2018) observed a maximum of 21, with a median of 10. We
were not able to calculate the median value because many studies
reported only a range across all focus groups conducted. How-
ever, in our sample, only 24% of studies did not report the size of
groups, whereas, in conservation research, it was 55%. This
suggests somewhat better reporting about the usage of the
method in our sample, but there were also important issues in
this regard (see the section “Reflection on selected aspects of the
use of the focus groups method”).

Focus groups were often used as a part of multi-method research.
In such cases, proper integration of complementary methods might
prove very useful to better explore the complex nature of CES. As
one typical use, other methods (such as particdipatory mapping, walk
with photo elicitation, or scoring exercise) might be used to
improve or catalyze the focus group itself and help participants with
grasping the eluding characteristics of CES (O’Brien et al.,, 2014;
Jeanloz et al, 2016; Chan et al,, 2019). Another option is to use
focus groups as one of several complementary methods (e.g., with
individual interviews, questionnaires, etc.) to look at the research
question from different angles (O’Brien et al., 2014; Moore and
Tully, 2018; Weber and Ringold, 2019). However, it is crucial to
acknowledge the different nature of data from different methods.
For example, the similarity with individual interviews in terms of
the nature of data and methods of their analysis might mislead
some researchers into the unreasonable simplification of data
analysis. In one case, the researchers tried to get as similar data as
possible from focus groups as from interviews in terms of the type
of data and did so by more strict methodological constraints placed
on the focus groups (Jeanloz et al, 2016). That caused the focus
groups being effectively reduced to group interviews. Other studies
neglected even the question of the type of data generated by the two
methods and simply mixed them together in the same stage of the
research—part of the data obtained through interviews, part
through focus groups, but treated as one homogeneous data set
analyzed in the same way they would analyze interviews (Moore
and Tully, 2018). Such studies did not use any of the advantages of
focus groups regarding group processes and attitudes and instead
presumably obtained much less data from each of the focus group
participants than from their interviewees, making the former
underrepresented in the overall data set. Such an approach prompts
the question of the suitability of focus groups for their purposes, as
it seems that using just interviews would have provided more
consistent and possibly richer data. Differences in the type of data
obtained through interviews and focus groups should also be con-
sidered when choosing approaches to analysis (Barbour, 2018).

One of the aspects we studied proved similarly ambivalent—
the number of participants per focus group. Although there is a
quite strong recommendation as to the maximum number of
participants in one discussion, this still leaves space to do small
groups of a few people, going deep into the topic, or larger groups
of up to 12-13 people, and various sizes were also seen in the
review. In most cases, the studies were complying well with
methodological recommendations, with the number of partici-
pants between 3 and 13. However, there were also a few unusual
cases with sizes of groups ranging from 25 to as much as 58.

| (2023)10:45 | https://doi.org/101057 /s41599-023-01530-3 9



REVIEW ARTICLE

One of these (Ngwenya et al, 2019) divided the group into
smaller subgroups, which is similar to conducting several smaller
focus groups. Others, however, seemed not to do any kind of
division (Gupta et al., 2021; Rai et al,, 2020). In such big groups, it
is questionable whether even the basic processes in focus group
discussions can be achieved (e.g., suitable facilitation or that every
participant can be given enough space). Good facilitation of a
group discussion with tens of people is nearly impossible, and it
raises questions about the available time for each participant, or
the possibility of meaningful interaction. Regarding gender
composition of groups, it is in general only relevant in focus
group design when it has an important bearing on the partici-
pant’s background or experience in relation to the studied topic.
However, the comfort of the group is an important factor as well,
which corresponds with conducting gender-homogenous groups
in certain cultural contexts, such as traditional societies (Bloor
et al,, 2001; Morgan, 2019).

A general insight from this review is that many studies suffer
from improper or inadequate reporting on the use of the focus
groups method. This is in line with results from other fields such
as conservation regarding the use of qualitative methods such as
focus groups and interviews (Young et al, 2018; Nyumba et al,,
2018). What we found particularly lacking was providing a
rationale for the suitability of the method (including its role in the
research framework), reporting key aspects of its application
(separately from the description of other methods), or acknowl-
edging the different nature of data from different methods. These
three practices were also among the basic recommendations for
best practices in focus groups in a similar review of the use of
focus groups in the context of conservation (Nyumba et al., 2018).
Also, a discussion of limits and critical reflection on the metho-
dological approach applied were often missing. In many cases, we
were thus not able to do a more detailed assessment of their use.
This lack of key information supports the argument that focus
groups can be in some cases chosen due to their perceived sim-
plicity and cost-effectiveness (Acocella, 2012).

Insufficient reporting and methodological issues might jeo-
pardize the quality of the research in question. And although the
quality of qualitative research might be perceived as tricky or
unattainable due to the non-exact nature of such research, there
are various established approaches that improve it significantly
(see the following box, Quality of qualitative research).

Suitability of the focus groups method for CES research. The
observed methodological inaccuracy might be the flipside or a
misunderstanding of the possible flexibility in the application of the

method. However, this flexibility, in our view, makes the method
particularly suitable for the research of CES, which are complex,
elusive and context-dependent in character (Chan et al., 2012; Fish
et al,, 2016). Furthermore, due to its possibility to capture meanings
stemming from interpersonal interactions, it can be a suitable
approach to provide insights into the intricate socially constructed,
or co-produced nature of CES (Fischer and Eastwood, 2016).

The suitability of focus groups for studying CES may be shown
by the use of this method in some of the reviewed studies. These
examples may also be considered good practices within the
current state of the field. First, the co-production of CES may be
well accessed through studying group views, attitudes, or values.
For this purpose, focus groups are especially suitable (Morgan,
2019) and were successfully employed to this end, for instance, by
Asah et al. (2012) and Stilhammar and Pedersen (2017). If one
aims to reach a more definitive group view or valuation of CES,
focus groups may well be utilized to facilitate a deliberative
process or to reach a consensus, as in McDonough et al. (2014) or
Shipley et al. (2020). And finally, as a qualitative method that is
particularly suitable for exploring diversity in a certain topic,
focus groups may provide means of discovering a wide range of
CES, including ones that do not fit into established categories (if
using an inductive approach to analysis). Such a diversity of CES
was found in eg. Asah et al. (2012) and Byg et al. (2017).
Therefore, we suggest that focus groups are a potentially unique
and insight-generating methodology in CES research.

On the other hand, the elusive nature of CES together with
unsettled classification based on various conceptualizations can be a
double-edged sword in such research (Blicharska et al, 2017).
Drawing on our results, the unclassified CES-reported categories
may be the result of unsettled terminology and poor understanding
of CES conceptual foundations (Gould et al, 2020a). However,
these ‘other’ categories may also be just a legitimate result of an
inductive approach which is often applied in qualitative methods
such as focus groups or interviews. Some of these ‘other’ CES could
fit into the conceptualization of cultural practices (e.g., hunting),
environmental spaces (e.g., a place of solitude; built features), or
cultural goods (e.g, traditional products and handcraft; traditional
boats) in the CES framework by Fish et al. (2016). Furthermore, this
‘extension’ of what CES can encompass supports the trend of
broadening conceptualizations of CES (Gould et al, 2020b).
Nonetheless, we would need enough justification for CES to be
placed in a certain established category and this information was
not always reported in the publications reviewed. Another flaw in
reporting is that every fifth study did neither describe which CES
classification was used nor that they did not use any classification
intentionally. Furthermore, a potential limitation of our systematic

Box 1 | Quality of qualitative research

There has been an overall move away from trying to establish generally accepted universal criteria of quality akin to those applied in quantitative
research. This reflects both the fact that qualitative research does not and cannot adhere to the positivist requirements, and that there is actually no one
universal research paradigm for qualitative research but rather a plurality of paradigms. Thus, the established notions from quantitative research, such
as validity and reliability, cannot be easily adapted and applied in qualitative research, although there are also approaches that try to do this (e.g.,
Silverman, 2017). Nevertheless, there are various approaches developed that can be used to reflect on and ensure the quality of research. In one of the
quite well-established schemes, Lincoln and Guba (1985) state that the overall goal of ensuring the quality of any research is its trustworthiness.
However, as Seale (1999a:468) notes, “trustworthiness is always negotiable and open-ended, not being a matter of final proof whereby readers are
compelled to accept an account.” Lincoln and Guba (1985) proposed five criteria of trustworthy qualitative research: credibility, transferability,
dependability, confirmability and authenticity (expanded from four, see Guba and Lincoln, 1989, 1994). Silverman (2017) also offers his proposal for
evaluating qualitative research through quality criteria. Seale (1999b), on the other hand, is more skeptical about general criteria and proposes rather
that a variety of procedures might be used to improve the quality of research regardless of the research paradigm applied, such as triangulation,
member checking, accounting for contradiction, or grounding of theory. In general, it can be said that while qualitative research does not and cannot aim
at objectivity, validity or reliability in the positivist sense, the quality of such research should not be neglected. Critical self-reflection of the research,
application of established techniques of improving quality, and transparency and rigor in reporting are key to ensuring the trustworthiness of qualitative
research, including studies using focus groups.
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review design is that we were not able to systematically explore the
rationale behind the CES categories addressed as such information
was not provided in most of the studies, eg., due to their broader
focus on more ES groups. Therefore, our suggestions are rather
based on the general characteristics of CES in relation to possible
applications of the focus groups method.

The aforementioned flexibility of the focus group method
combined with the elusiveness of CES might also lead to
untrustworthy results. This can be mitigated by a more rigorous
application of the method that can be achieved by following a
plethora of recommendations from the literature (some included
in our review) and applying processes for ensuring the quality of
research (see above). For instance, an appropriate combination
with other methods acknowledging various pathways between
different types of data and their analysis might also help address
this potential pitfall.

Conclusions

In this article, we have provided a systematic review describing
the use of the focus groups method in CES research, including its
variations in both quantitative and qualitative terms. They suggest
that opportunities for how and in what context the focus groups
method might be successfully utilized are ample. The potential to
uncover the co-constructed nature of CES, coupled with the
ability to capture nuances in perception, valuation, etc., of non-
material benefits in our view makes the focus groups method an
effective tool in the CES research toolbox. But such flexibility and
potential also require the researchers to be very conscious of
when, why, and in particular how they apply the method and to
report on these methodological aspects (Young et al, 2018;
Nyumba et al,, 2018). Nevertheless, we suggest that focus groups
are a highly suitable method for researching CES. It provides a
way to access both personal and group perceptions, meanings,
and values, that are particularly relevant when studying CES. In
the reviewed sample, focus groups have been used to elicit a broad
range of CES both deductively and inductively. Furthermore, the
increasing use of the method in recent years may also suggest that
more researchers find this method suitable. At the same time, we
have seen significant variations in the contextual but also practical
methodological approach. Therefore, the research community can
benefit from summarizing the most frequent applications as well
as a synthesis of benefits and drawbacks learnt from the past use
of the focus groups method.

A common issue we discovered is inadequate reporting on how
the method was employed within a research design and how it
was conducted. Also, a critical assessment of its use is often
lacking. Still, to the extent that the level of reporting allowed us to
assess the methodological rigor, most of the studies seemed to
adhere to general methodological recommendations as we sum-
marized them in the section “Doing focus groups—crucial
aspects”. Among those we identified as methodologically pro-
blematic, two issues were the most prominent. The first is the
relatively common practice of analyzing data from focus groups
and individual interviews together as if they were equivalent. That
shows either methodological negligence or a misunderstanding of
the data that a focus group produces, which are specific due to the
interactions in the group. The second issue that we observed has
to do with the size of the groups, which in some cases exceeded
14, and in a few cases reached tens of participants. This also
indicates a misunderstanding of the method and its goals.

We conclude that the good suitability of focus groups for
research of CES might sometimes be hindered by methodological
and reporting inadequacies. To strengthen the use of focus groups
in future research, we would thus recommend the following. First
of all, we would propose to use the method only after careful

consideration of its suitability and refrain from opting for it
merely because of its presumed simplicity or inexpensiveness.
Second, a good design of the place of the method within a frame
of larger research is a crucial first step both to avoid methodo-
logical issues and to fully utilize the potential of the method. In
particular, the differences in the data produced, especially in the
context of other qualitative methods, need to be considered.
Proper reporting on the design is a general imperative to com-
plement this. The reporting should cover all crucial design
choices (integration of the method within research, number and
size of groups, their composition) and methodological steps
(design of the discussion guide, facilitation, additional techniques
used, analysis of data) and a reflection on the limits and the
quality of research. In designing and executing the focus groups
themselves, we would obviously suggest adhering to generally
accepted methodological recommendations, particularly with
regard to the number of participants and the crucial role of
facilitation. To this end, our summary (see the section “Doing
focus groups—crucial aspects”) might be utilized. Overall, these
recommendations all relate to the question of the quality of
qualitative research, which needs to be considered and ensured by
the researchers to improve the trustworthiness of their results.

Data availability
All data generated or analyzed during this study are included in
this published article and its supplementary information files.
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Abstract: Industrial wind farms are being developed within many protected areas, such as in EU
Natura 2000 sites; this includes proposals on small Mediterranean islands, such as Samothraki
in Greece. Scarce wild land areas on islands may be particularly vulnerable to landscape-scale
degradation; this may have serious negative societal impacts. Samothraki’s resident perceptions were
surveyed in the wake of such a proposal, in June 2018. Of 98 respondents, 48% reported they were
against the wind farm plan, while 22% did not take sides. We compare for-and-against sub-group
perceptions of the proposed wind farm with potential impacts on the landscape and explore residents’
opinions on ecosystem services and environmental pressures and threats. Conflict over the wind
farm was prevalent; residents most frequently reported that the proposal threatens aesthetic and
landscape qualities. Aesthetic qualities were also the second highest ranked ecosystem services, after
freshwater provision. However, other threats, such as livestock overgrazing, top residents” opinion
of major environmental problems on the island. The questionnaire survey used provides a scoping
assessment, which may assist in identifying “conflict hotspots” for wind farm development. A critical
review of wind farm planning in protected areas is presented in light of insights gained from this
survey and other relevant studies.

Keywords: public perception; wind turbines; landscape; ecosystem services; Natura 2000; Samothraki

1. Introduction

On many Mediterranean islands, wind energy developments are being planned and constructed
on wild lands often within protected areas. Although renewable energy has been widely seen
as a positive development in the European Union (EU) within the context of the climate crisis,
some conservationists fear that many industrial wind farms are poorly placed and will produce
long-term landscape-scale changes [1-3]. Modern wind farms are industrial-scale multi-turbine
facilities developed by independent power companies to provide electricity to the wider grid [4].
Many such developments are supported by EU government subsidies and actively promoted by
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member-state government agencies [5,6]. The transition to so-called “wind energy landscapes” [7],
including the accompanying new roads, power lines and other support structures may have serious
impacts on biodiversity, cultural heritage and local communities [8-10]. Residents” perceptions on the
impacts of wind farms specifically in protected areas remains poorly studied, particularly in potential
conflict hotspots for wind farm development such as the EU’s Mediterranean protected areas [11-13].

Many wild and semi-wild areas on Mediterranean islands and uplands have been targeted for wind
farm development, and hundreds of new wind farms are being set up within EU Natura 2000 protected
areas where until now wild lands have been preserved [14,15]. This conflicting discourse has led to what
some environmentalists call a “wicked problem” in the planning process; relating to perplexed or perhaps
even impossible to solve planning and policy conflicts [11]. The notion of wild land can only really be
a relative term along a continuum of increasing naturalness and inaccessibly (e.g., roadless conditions)
however, high “wilderness quality” conditions have multiple values for biodiversity and various material
and non-use cultural values [16-18]. Many wilderness values carry strong symbolic values for local
societies or community groups [19,20]. While many wild land areas are in the Natura 2000 system, there is
ample evidence that such wildernesses or wild land areas are being lost and degraded, mainly due to new
road networks, particularly on and near the Mediterranean coasts [21-23].

Europe’s Natura 2000 ecological network is the world’s largest protected area scheme with a
multitude of measurable benefits [24]; however, a landscape-protection gap seems to exist in protected
area management [25,26]. The Habitats Directive does not clearly target the spatial scale of landscape
or any notion of wild land preservation, although it should provide provisions for conserving the
“integrity of the site” [18,27]. One of the difficulties in assessing impacts of possible new developments
within Natura 2000 sites is the lack of appreciation of local stakeholders views [28,29] and other
socio-economic aspects, including biophilic cultural values of these protected and/or wild land areas.
Beyond biodiversity and wilderness, it is well known that wild land landscapes provide important
non-material and intrinsic values to local communities and society at large [18,30,31]. The European
Landscape Convention’s [32] Article 5 emphasizes an obligation to ensure the participation of the public
in the definition and implementation of landscape policies. The state of natural ecosystems, including
the effect of landscapes on people’s wellbeing should be taken into account when planning [33,34] and
this is especially sensitive in EU-level protected areas.

Since planning difficulties at the landscape scale are on the rise in Europe and the
Mediterranean [35], rigorous ways to inform land use decision-making are required. Assessing the
value of the landscape in an ecosystem services approach is being investigated actively [30,36,37].
Ecosystem services (ES) applications are usually considered mission-orientated, often carried out to
guide policy and decision-making [38,39]. ES help estimate the contributions of “ecosystems”, in a
broad sense, to human wellbeing [40]. These consist of provisioning, regulating and maintenance
and cultural services [41], with cultural services being particularly challenging to quantify [42].
Several researchers consider the “human experience” gained through landscape as a type of cultural
ecosystem service derived from landscapes [43,44].

In the context of such difficulties in protected areas, we focus on a Mediterranean island case study
involving a wind farm proposal in a near-pristine island landscape in Greece. In most Mediterranean
countries the values of landscapes are generally poorly articulated in policy [45,46] and often not well
protected in practice [47,48]. Landscape conservation research in Greece has had very few initiatives
until recently [49-52]. Although Greece has invested in building a representative network of Natura
2000 protected areas, wild land and aesthetic values or other intangible values are usually not taken
into consideration when selecting sites for wind farms within or near this country’s protected area
network [14,46,53]. In this study we explore local residents’” perceptions of landscape and ecosystem
services in relation to a proposed wind farm on Samothraki Island in northern Greece. The research
employed a face-to-face questionnaire survey realized during a period when a wind farm proposal
was being planned within the core area of the island’s Natura 2000 site.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 2442 30f18

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Area and Context

Samothraki Island is well known as being exceptionally rich in natural and cultural heritage,
which is widely agreed as requiring conservation management and preservation [54-56]. Most of the
island is covered by two Natura 2000 sites and it has been proposed as a UNESCO MAB Biosphere
Reserve [57]. Samothraki’s population is registered at 2840 people (based on the 2011 census), with
approximately 1000 economically active residents; 20% are livestock herders and small-scale farmers,
while the tertiary sector employs 60% and consists mainly of tourism-related services [58]. In the
tourism literature Samothraki is known for its “wildness” and its outstanding mountainous relief: it
has been said that “after Thira [Santorini], Samothraki has the most dramatic profile of all the Greek
islands” [59]. However, tourism activities are concentrated during a very small time window in
summer and have never dominated the island’s culture [60]. The low-key tourism development is often
attributed to several reasons, among them: isolated location near the northern Greek-Turkish frontier;
poor year-round ferry connections; “poorly developed” beaches; and the lack of an airport [61,62].
In this way Samothraki may still maintain some aspects of what the late Oliver Rackham has called the
“Greece of yesterday”, that is, the Aegean world before the wholesale socio-economic and landscape
changes of the last few decades [63].

Samothraki’s infrastructural modernization begun in the 1960s with the first electricity network
being fed by local diesel generators; in 2000 45 km-long underwater cables connected the island to the
national grid on the mainland [64]. Between 1992 and 2009 four small wind turbines (55 KW, with towers
at 24 meters height) were developed as a pilot project by the Public Power Corporation on a peninsula
next to the town of Kamariotissa, but this government-sponsored project was abruptly discontinued.
Although solar power on buildings (for hot water heating) is rather widespread and wood-burning
stoves are also used, diesel is still important for winter household heating (G. Maskalidis, personal
communication). In early 2015 Samothraki’s residents began hearing about a new proposal for two
wind farms on Mount Saos in the wilderness area of Amoni-Louloudi (Figure 1). The proposal was
approved with a “production license” by the Greek Regulatory Authority for Energy [15] and refers to
two industrial-scale wind farm units, one with three and the other with 36 wind turbines (potentially
producing a total of 110 MW), in order to supply the mainland continental electricity grid through an
underwater cable. The chosen area in the eastern range of Mount Saos (peaking at 1611 m a.s.1. (above
sea level)) is located between 800 and 1300 m a.s.l. along rocky ridgelines near one of the wildest parts
of the island with no immediate road access.

In mid-June 2018, we conducted a questionnaire survey during the fifth Samothraki Summer
School (for details see [65]). In June 28th 2018, the Municipality of Samothraki voted to disapprove
the plan for establishment of the particular wind farms. Controversy over the siting and future
development of this project is ongoing.
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Figure 1. Location of the proposed wind farms on Mount Saos and settlements where questionnaire
respondents were located. The number of respondents from each location is shown in circles.

2.2. Questionnaire Development and Application

The face-to-face questionnaire survey was conducted between the 3rd and 16th of June 2018 by three
fluent Greek speakers. Local residents were surveyed in ten settlements on the island (see Figure 1).
When we approached potential respondents we first introduced them to the scope of the questionnaires
(realized as part of the Summer School) asking for consent to be part of the research. We assured them that
the collected data are anonymous and it would not be possible to identify an exact person as a respondent.

We used an expert-based identification of main stakeholder groups to guide us in acquiring a balanced
representation of main local actors [66]. We identified five generic local stakeholder groups: Agriculture,
Tourism, Services, Local Authority and Others. Subsequently, we combined two approaches for collecting
data—purposeful and ad hoc sampling of residents. The survey was designed to capture perceptions of
the main groups of residents rather than striving for a representative sample of the population. At first,
we targeted local stakeholder groups representing the public sector, services and positions of authority.
These are typically involved in decision-making processes under a consultative role for various land use
planning issues, therefore their opinions can be considered as having a potentially significant weight in
affecting local decisions. We also tried to find members of local organizations and non-governmental
organizations. Members of such organizations usually hold additional, relevant knowledge and experience
and therefore their opinions may affect the processes of decision-making. We then approached residents
randomly at various locations on the island, in cafes and other areas of villages and in the field during their
work. We subsequently continued to combine the two approaches until we had what we assumed to be a
fairly balanced sample of the main groups of local residents.

The survey had two components (Figure 2); both were applied to each respondent.

Component 1: Ecosystem services rapid assessment. Respondents were asked to rate the importance
of 20 ecosystem services provided by the landscapes of Samothraki. The selection of specific ecosystem
services was inspired by the Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES v4.3)
classification (https://cices.eu/), and adjusted to local conditions where appropriate [67]. The face-to-face
nature of the data collection allowed for clarifications where respondents did not understand the wording
of an ecosystem service. A 5-point scale scoring on importance plus the “I don’t know” option (zero value)
were used. Adding the zero value enabled participants to have the option to declare a “lack of background
information” instead of making a random guess. The list of the provided ecosystem services and their
respective categories as well as the scale response categories are given in Figure 3.
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework of research objectives and how these are reflected in the components

of the survey.
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Figure 3. The importance of 20 selected ecosystem service items for residents (P = provisioning service,

R = regulating and maintenance service, C = cultural service). The number of people who responded
“I don’t know” is at the right side of the graph).

Component 2: Questionnaire with a combination of closed and open questions on landscape
values, environmental pressures or threats and the wind farm issue. Finally, information about the age,
gender, place of residence and professional structure of the people surveyed was collected (Table 1).
The entire questionnaire took about 20 to 30 minutes to complete. Pretesting of the questionnaire was

conducted within the research team and within the summer school participants, as an informal test
that helped identify poor question wording or ordering, errors in questionnaire layout or instructions.
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Table 1. General structure of the set of residents surveyed. Category refers to a general employment category.

Category No of Gender Age Group

Respondents  Female Male 18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66+

Tourism 20 8 12 0 5 4 6 4 1

Services 25 13 12 0 8 7 5 2 3

Agriculture 17 2 15 1 3 5 4 2 2

Local Authority 13 6 7 0 0 8 4 1 0

Other 23 5 18 0 3 2 5 9 4
Total 98 34 64 1 19 26 24 18 10
Percentage 100% 35%  65% 1%  194% 265% 245% 184% 10.2%

The responses were translated into English by the authors and descriptive statistics was conducted for
Component 1. For Component 2, a qualitative content analysis with a coding process was employed to
uncover emerging response patterns and to facilitate the interpretation of text data [68]. Coding assists
in giving “condensed meaning units” for further analyses and general interpretation [69]. Coding of all
answers from the open-ended data collected was performed to allow for further analysis of preferences
and values associated with various natural and cultural elements of the island’s landscape (See Figure 5).
A code in this process can be thought of as a label; a name that describes what this particular “condensed
meaning unit” is about [69]. The ones we used were usually one or two words long and the choices of
codes were discussed and cross-checked between two of the researchers analyzing the data for consistency.

A novel method of “two-dimensional enhanced” word cloud analysis of the qualitative coding
categories was used to compare for-and-against sub-group perceptions of respondents (i.e., those against
and those supporting the wind farm). Usually, word clouds provide an efficient interface to depict the
most frequently used words in a data set [70-72]. In this study, we developed a new type of word
cloud, which graphically describes two variables—frequency of occurrence of keywords/codes and
distribution of relevant answers on a three-degree qualitative scale (positive-neutral-negative stance).
The design of such an enhanced word cloud uses clearly arranged features of a group bar graph but
still provides an easy-to-understand visual interface to convey results with graphical representations.

3. Results

3.1. General

Ninety-eight (98) questionnaires were completed. According to the place of residence, 65% of the
respondents are from the two main towns of the island, the harbor town of Kamariotissa (N: 23) and
the nearby capital town, Chora (N: 40); specific localities of data collection and numbers of participants
are mapped in Figure 1. Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents (gender, age and general
employment category) are shown in Table 1.

3.2. Ecosystem Services Ranking

The concept of ecosystem service categories was applied through a fit-for-purpose list of
20 pre-selected ecosystem service-related types to be evaluated by the respondents. Figure 3 provides
results of a ranking based on five classes of assigned importance from the respondents (N: 98).

3.3. Preferences

The widely perceived “image” of Samothraki as a wild mountainous island with abundant freshwater
was prominent in the responses of most residents (Figure 4). Natural elements such as the dominance
of freshwater and a wild mountain environment (Figure 5) corroborate most ecosystem service-ranked
assessment results (Figure 3). In terms of the word choice of the respondents, it is easy to see that “natural”
elements dominate versus “cultural” elements when these are broadly categorized (Figure 5).
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Figure 4. Responses to the open question “What is the most important benefit or offer of the landscape?”
Responses are clustered into main categories through content analysis.
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Figure 5. Answers given when asked “What do you like most about the Samothraki Landscape?”
These are separated here into (5a) natural and (5b) cultural elements for comparison; natural elements
predominate. Some cultural elements also include natural aspects and vice versa.
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3.4. Anthropogenic Pressures and Threats and the Wind Farm Proposal

Cumulatively (for both present and future), the most frequently mentioned pressures and threats
were: overgrazing, government neglect, erosion and water mismanagement. Wind farms followed at
the seventh place in ranked order as a future threat (Figure 6). Out of the 20 most pressing current
problems, most have a clear anthropogenic form and very few are related to natural forces (e.g., pest
insects, erosion and drought).
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Figure 6. Answers to the question “Which are the most pressing problems (of the landscape) now and
in the future?” Topics are arranged based on frequency of occurrence for present problems.

Regarding the specific wind farm proposal, 48% of respondents claimed a negative stance, while
nearly a quarter chose not to answer or did not have an opinion about the wind farms (Figure 7).
Respondents were divided into three sub-groups based on positive, negative or undecided/no answer
response about the wind farms in order to quantitatively examine opinions on the proposed wind
farms. Aesthetic damage and a negative influence on the landscape were the most commonly reported
attributes (mostly by respondents who were against the wind farms) (Figure 7). Conversely there is a
strong mention of “no harm” done to the aesthetic/scenic values or landscape by respondents that
support the wind farms. The notion of landscape and aesthetic values in the sub-group of respondents
points to a peak concern in the responses. Finally, the issue of damage done to the environment
by roads is also consistently high in the ranking by respondents who were against the wind farms.
Any mention of biodiversity, ie., a general category comprising of any form of nature, wildlife species,
ecosystems etc., is mid-way down the rankings and is mentioned by relatively few respondents (almost
exclusively by those against the proposal).
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Figure 7. The pie chart shows answers to the question “What is your opinion about the proposed wind
farm development?” (N: 98). The two-dimensional enhanced word cloud combines answers from
Q2 and Q3 to distinguish three wind farm preference sub-groups in relation to the potential influence
on the landscape. Q3 (“How do you think that the wind turbines could influence the landscape?”) is
expressed by the size of font (e.g., 12% of respondents said “Negative for aesthetics” = 60, 5 points; 1%
of respondents said “Positive for roads” = 20 points). This also incorporates the frequency of occurrence
of response codes from Q2 (“What is your opinion on the proposed wind farm?”) expressed by the text
color (e.g., the “Negative for aesthetics” code was recorded by 14 respondents with a negative stance
and two respondents with a positive stance, which makes the text colored 87.5% red and 12.5% green).
Numbers on the left show the frequency of codes.

4. Discussion

4.1. Limitations of the Study

Given the research design developed for the project the study focused on a small sample aiming

for wide representativeness among the key employment categories present on the island and the
different localities in which they were based, assuming that livelihoods and dependencies on land are
key factors affecting perceptions and attitudes towards ecosystem services and landscape. We therefore
would not attempt to generalize the results to the whole island population; a larger sample size (approx.
250-330) would be statistically representative of the resident population. Thus, as our questionnaire
survey was designed to reveal mainly qualitative data (see Figure 2, Component 2), we aimed at
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capturing a rather in-depth understanding of the perceptions of each respondent. We also acknowledge
the limitations of our identification of stakeholder groups, which are probably not fully inclusive [73].
Nevertheless, our stakeholder groups reflect main professional categories of employment represented
on the island as reported by official statistical resources [74] and evidenced in complementary recent
research on Samothraki [64].

Despite these limitations, the survey approach did take into account the literacy level of the
potential respondents and elderly participants (i.e., respondents with low literacy levels would have
greater difficulty completing a self-completion or postal questionnaire). The design of the face-to-face
survey was successful in addressing challenges that a self-completion questionnaire would have
struggled to face [75]. The method chosen could best reply to the challenge of limited resources and
time for data collection. The research design of the survey ensured a high variety of evidence gathered
and exploration (covering aspects of ES and perceptions of landscape as well as attitudes towards
industrial wind farms) to enable triangulation between wider perceptions and theme-specific attitudes
(opinions on the wind farm proposal and its impacts).

4.2. Ecosystem Services Rapid Assessment

The first part of the questionnaire comprised an ES survey based on socio-cultural valuation [67,76],
aiming to provide indications of perceptions about the ecosystem’s material and non-material services
and benefits to society. Most of the respondents had not heard of the ES before and there were queries
about the concept during the survey. Some of the ES evaluated as important were later corroborated in
the open questions that followed (e.g., the high value attributed to aesthetics and freshwater resources).
It is also interesting to note which ES were “least favored” and which ones garnered high uncertainty
(i.e., not ranked or commented on). For example, the “least favored” ES were recorded as: “wood
provision”, “pest control”, “renewable energy resources” and “hunting” (in progressively lower order
of ranking). In the open questions that followed, evidence emerged as to why each of these ES may
have received very low scores; potential reasons include: a dwindling or poorly managed fire wood
supply; a recent caterpillar defoliation outbreak; the wind farm conflict; and game species population
declines, respectively.

We consider this first stage of the questionnaire a rapid ES assessment, structured to provide an
initial orientation. ES has been used as a kind of “Esperanto” for valuing nature’s services and engaging
participatory processes [77], but ES typologies may have “semantic limitations” [78]. Sometimes, there
may be ambiguity in the meaning of ES categories [79,80] and caution in using these screening-level
assessments is required.

4.3. Aesthetic Values and Landscape “Wildness” Are Important

The qualitative part of the survey, utilizing the open questions, revealed how residents often
showed appreciation for various geographic attributes of the island and its ecosystems. We were able to
detect frequent intentions to protect aesthetic and natural values; this confirms earlier socio-ecological
surveys of the island’s population’s perspective on nature [57]. Aesthetics and landscape were the
top-ranked theme words when relating to wind farm impacts in our survey. This is in line with
research showing that aesthetics plays a dominant role in shaping local attitudes toward wind farm
development in broadly similar circumstances [81-84].

We were able to recognize regularities in residents” accounts that suggest a biophilic tendency
towards natural landscapes (or so-called wild and natural places on the island). For example, in their
response to listing important “areas of spiritual value”, the majority of the specific locations mentioned
were natural areas (i.e., not human-built, archeological sites or settled areas). “Least frequented” natural
and remote areas were shown to be appreciated as idyllic (e.g., wilderness mountain ridges, waterfalls,
the Fonias river pools and springs, Mount Saos and wild and rather remote beaches, such as Vatos,
Kipi, and Pachia Ammos). Again, natural areas predominate, even in answers to the question: “What
do you like most about the Samothraki landscape”. Some of these areas and locations on the island also
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coincide with much-photographed scenes of outstanding natural beauty. In this way the qualitative
data may help to identify and highlight key landscape features of high value to residents [85,86].
Most of these landscapes or sites are also known to be of value to tourism and are repeatedly promoted
in the tourism literature or as noted destinations for outdoor recreation on Samothraki [59,60].

On Samothraki, it is possible that many of the respondents have undergone a shift from traditional
rural views towards a so-called urban appreciation of the landscape (e.g., [87]). This may be related
to the fact that most respondents were recruited in the two major island towns; this is where most
residents reside. Additionally, we suggest that many respondents have been influenced by the views
and behavior of the small but important tourism industry [58,60]. It is interesting that similar positive
representations of nature have been expressed in villages in protected areas with high ecotourism
development, such as Dadia National Park in northeastern Greece [88]. In Dadia, locals seemed to
adhere “to motivations and aesthetics resembling those of the visitors” [89]. In our opinion, a similar
stance may be present among many residents in Samothraki as well. Although tourism is still low-key,
it strongly influences Samothraki’s current economic and social system [58]. In this context, more
research into the influence of tourism on residents’ perceptions of nature, landscape and the island’s
protected area would be of interest [90,91].

4.4. Perceived Anthropogenic Pressures and Threats

The residents” insistence on livestock overgrazing being a primary negative pressure was
unexpected. Government neglect and erosion are also ranked second and third in frequency of
the items mentioned by respondents. In our opinion, the reasoning for these responses may involve
a combination of recent events and a recently developed awareness about livestock grazing as a
frequently discussed socio-ecological issue. Two catastrophic flood events in the summer of 2017 [92],
less than a year before our survey, were attributed by several respondents to “erosion” caused and/or
aggravated by overgrazing. Additionally, the issue of overgrazing has occupied visiting researchers
and environmentalists working on Samothraki for over a decade [57,58,93,94] and these efforts have
promoted local discourse aiming at conservation and restoration initiatives on this subject in recent
years [64]. It has been shown in other protected areas in Greece that the provision of information to
local inhabitants significantly influences perceptions on conservation issues [95].

Concerning other anthropogenic problems, several noticeable environmental degradation issues
were infrequently mentioned (e.g., waste management, suburban sprawl, holiday home building,
architectural changes, road-building, wildlife poaching and wetland degradation). There is plenty of
documentation that these are all serious anthropogenic pressures on Samothraki [54,96,97], as they are
in many inhabited Greek islands [98,99]. Mention of the flora and fauna was also unusually scarce in
questionnaire responses, despite the island’s status as a Natura 2000 area and a biodiversity endemism
hotspot. This response pattern on Samothraki seems to contrast to rather higher concerns for fauna
and flora shown by resident responses and conservation initiatives in protected areas of mainland
northeastern Greece [89,100,101]. These indications from the questionnaire fueled our assumption that
a rather low level of specific biodiversity knowledge and local conservation area awareness may be
present in members of the resident community of Samothraki. More “mature” protected areas on the
adjacent mainland, such as Dadia National Park, developed different local discourses and notable
success in conservation management [102]. More research on this aspect would be useful in integrating
the Samothraki residents’ involvement in education, awareness and protected area management.

4.5. Wind Farm “Conflict Hotspots” in Protected Areas

Our research on Samothraki points to a brewing wind farm conflict (in mid 2018). This problem is
more complex than initially apparent. It is now generally agreed that most wind farm conflicts are
not adequately explained by the “Not In My Back Yard” (NIMBY) concept [103,104]. On Samothraki
there is no evidence that the proposed wind farms will directly “disturb” most local residents through
significant changes seen or heard from their households, since developments would be located in the
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mountains of the eastern part of the island, rather far from inhabited areas. Therefore, instead of an
often-stereotyped NIMBY situation we suggest that we were witnessing a complex social response to a
perceived threat to the island’s status quo. The wind farms may disturb local residents” perceptions of
the island’s unique identity and its various inherent qualities and non-material values (e.g., the idyllic
“wild land” identity of Mount Saos was repeatedly expressed). However, by contrast, many residents
also expressed that they were poorly informed about aspects relating to the wind farm’s impacts and
the status of the Natura 2000 “protected area” as well.

With respect to wind farm planning, relatively few studies of this kind have investigated residents
perceptions in protected areas in Greece [46,50,105-107]. Studies relating to wind farm impacts often
take a ‘reductionist’ approach with a focus solely on specific impacts; i.e., visual [83], economic
evaluations [6,108] or spatial planning design [109]. Studies rarely explore the public’s attitudes
and preferences; however, this may also reflect a wider lack of participatory management in Natura
2000 protected areas both in Greece [110] and in other European countries [28,29]. Areas under
multiple conservation designations (Natura 2000 etc.) are obviously candidates for land use

r

planning “difficulties”; this is also related to the fact that important ecosystem services are usually
concentrated there [39]. However, such difficulties should be treated with greater care where prominent
development-driven “conflict hotspots” may exist. Using scoping assessment questionnaire methods
to help identify such hotspots would be a valuable prerequisite in wind farm planning. The method
applied here may assist in identifying conflict hotspots for wind farm development; it may also be
useful in engaging participation with the resident communities of protected areas.

Industrial wind farms, along with other renewable energy developments, can seriously degrade
protected areas [111]; our case study shows that efforts to avoid severe negative social impacts and
conflict should also be widely initiated. There have been persistent proposals for increasing protected
area conservation effectiveness [24], landscape-scale stewardship and long-term visioning [112,113]. Ina
changing rural-urban dynamic in Europe and the Mediterranean, protected areas call for an improved
understanding of diversified social demands [35,86,87]. This is also in line with a protected area
paradigm shift promoting holistic natural-cultural heritage conservation approaches [25,114]. Part of
the problem, in the context of Natura 2000 protected areas, relates to how the aesthetic and other cultural
benefits have been widely under-represented as conservation concerns [29,115]. Therefore, public
authorities would be wise to invest more in assessing the perspectives and sentiments of local
communities when planning for wind power development [13,116,117]. Especially in protected areas,
public perceptions and the local contexts are key to effective conservation planning and sustainability.

5. Conclusions

Our case study provides a window of understanding into the complex issue of wind power
development in Natura 2000 protected areas. Insights achieved in this study on Samothraki include the
following: (a) scoping surveys may utilize ecosystem services to help assess perceptions about benefits
provided by the nature and landscape; (b) residents” perceptions of landscapes, pressures and threats
were varied; influenced by many context-dependent and local factors (e.g., tourism may be important
in our case-study) and therefore greater depth of inquiry was required; (c) freshwater provision was by
far the most important ecosystem service as well as a perceived benefit of the landscape; (d) aesthetics
and landscape quality were critical attributes perceived as potentially threatened by the wind farm
development. Assessments such as these are especially important in protected areas where high
investments by government and society are being made to promote potentially conflicting targets of
renewable energy development and landscape conservation (in this case: protected area management
and initiatives for UNESCO Biosphere reserve designation).
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Abstract

1. The cultural ecosystem services (CES) framework allows to systematically analyse non-
material human-nature relationships and can help to increase the visibility and scope of
various intangible place-based values. Although the amount of scientific literature addressing
CES has increased over the last few decades, studies largely focus only on a limited portfolio
of ‘prominent’ CES categories. The objective of this study was to explore the full range of CES
that people perceive and use in various landscapes, employing socio-cultural valuation
methods to do so. Reflecting the call to broaden conceptualisations of CES, we aimed to
explore which CES contribute to place-based emotions and eudaimonic values. We also aimed
to map spatially the use of CES to provide place-based evidence for local planners and
decision-makers.

2. We applied a combination of methods, including focus group discussions and intercept
guestionnaire surveys, in two protected landscape areas in the Czech Republic. The survey
included a multi-geometry participatory mapping, various free listing exercises capturing CES
in qualitative terms and a preference assessment using indicator statements. In order to
identify a broad range of CES, we employed a combination of deductive and inductive
approaches to CES categories classification.

3. Visitors to the case study areas use and value a wide range of CES: free listing exercises
identified 13 to 16 categories of them. In the context of reasons why people go to nature or
visit their favourite places, Recreation, Ecophilia and Aesthetics were the CES most often
mentioned. Our results also uncovered that many CES contribute to place-based feelings,
emotions and eudaimonic values, with CES Mental and physical health being the most
prominent category.

4. The exploratory nature of the research and the inclusive approach to CES classification
facilitated the emergence of uncommon categories such as Ecophilia, which appeared among
the most frequently mentioned CES.



5. We suggest that providing evidence about the actual use and spatial representation of CES
can support better-informed environmental management and landscape planning that seeks
to balance the multifunctionality of landscapes in large-scale protected areas.

Introduction

Nature and its ecosystems matter to people for many reasons. They provide food and energy,
regulate the qualities of the local environment, and even nurture the human life with spiritual
fulfilment or a sense of connectedness to different entities of the living worlds. Such non-
material aspects of human-nature relationships are conceptualised as cultural ecosystem
services (CES), which represent the intangible benefits that nature and ecosystems provide to
people (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment - MA, 2005). The latest major conceptual
development refers to them as non-material nature's contributions to people (NCP) within the
framework established by Diaz et al. (2018).

Although the number of CES-related publications has increased recently (Cheng et al., 2019;
Gould et al., 2019), some challenges still persist (Blicharska et al., 2017; Christie et al., 2019;
Gould et al., 2020a). Reflecting the trend of broadening definitions and conceptualisations of
CES (Gould et al.,, 2020b) and the need to address the problematic operationalisation of
various classifications (Nowak-Olejnik et al., 2022), we aimed to evaluate a broad range of CES
without being strictly limited by any of the existing ecosystem services (ES) classifications.
Furthermore, CES evaluations often address only a limited portfolio of ‘prominent’ non-
material benefits, such as Recreation and Aesthetics (Milcu et al., 2013; Hermes et al., 2018;
Cheng et al., 2019; Gould et al., 2020b; Chan and Satterfield, 2020). Thus, there is a call to pay
equal attention to all CES categories, including the less-studied benefits, such as knowledge
systems, cultural identity or social relations (Cheng et al., 2019).

Efforts to objectively measure CES (i.e., to assess, evaluate, map, etc.) are complicated by a
significant degree of subjectivity in their perception (Hirons et al., 2016; Burkhard and Maes,
2017), as well as their intangible nature being closely linked to the values humans place on
nature (Chan et al., 2016; Gould et al., 2020). CES contribute significantly to human well-being
through their connection to human emotion, fulfilment and motivation (Gould et al., 2019;
Huynh et al., 2022). Recently, “eudaimonic” values (values associated with living a good life,
per Chan et al., 2016; Chan et al., 2018) are also studied in connection to CES. Although some
studies understand them as a sub-type of well-being, for example in the context of benefits
stemming from visiting natural environments (White et al., 2017; Claris-Fisher et al., 2021),
direct links between CES and their potential contributions to eudaimonic values have not yet
been explicitly addressed, so far as we know.

Studies also suggest that non-material values of nature are often described through sensory
experiences and the feelings they incite (Stalhammar & Pedersen, 2017; Pramova et al., 2021).
Thus, valuing CES should also account for the emotional aspects of interactions with nature
(Flood et al., 2021). Although some studies focus on, for example, psychological appreciations
of natural areas through emotional connection (Davis et al., 2016), explicit elicitations of CES
through feelings and emotions are still rare (c.f. Pramova et al., 2021; Teff-Seker et al., 2022).



Spatially explicit information on CES can increase the usability of new knowledge for planning
and decision-making (Hauck et al., 2013; Plieninger et al., 2013). Although the mapping of ES
has advanced significantly in recent years (Burkhard and Maes, 2017), most studies usually
focus on a potential supply of ES, rather than its actual use (Schroter et al., 2020; Crouzat et
al., 2022). At the same time, most mapping studies focus on Recreation and Aesthetics,
omitting other CES categories (Burkhard and Maes, 2017).

To enhance the visibility of these non-material, intangible benefits (Herndndez-Morcillo et al.,
2013), as well as to enrich generated knowledge on their actual use, some studies suggest that
participatory and place-based approaches provide a suitable vehicle with which to describe
CES values emerging from experiences and relationships as they pertain to the actual use of
CES (Hirons et al., 2016; Hertz et al., 2020; Flood et al., 2021). This is relevant especially when
CES are associated with particular places or landscape types (Brown and Fagerholm, 2015).
The strength of participatory methods for CES research is particularly noticeable when they
are compared to other approaches, such as using biophysical indicators or social media data
(Burkhard and Maes, 2017; Cusens et al., 2021), which struggle to uncover a broad range of
CES and thus may remain blind to certain CES-related values. Generally, participatory methods
have the potential to uncover or highlight often invisible (or intangible) social values and are
increasingly used in sustainability science settings (Torralba et al., 2022).

Considering this state of knowledge, the aim of our research was to enhance the visibility and
scope of the perceived CES that are actually used and valued by visitors in different
landscapes. We applied our aim in two case study areas that largely overlap with protected
landscape areas: Moravian Karst and the Litovel Morava River Basin. Protected landscape
areas are (together with national parks) the major large-scale nature conservation spatial units
in the Czech Republic. They were suitable places for exploring CES as they are not only focused
on nature conservation. Instead, protected landscape areas represent a mixture of smaller
strict nature reserves and Natura 2000 sites, as well as landscapes with specific character,
cultural heritage, and agricultural and other uses. According to the international classification
of protected areas used by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), they
fall into Category V: Protected Landscape / Seascape (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013).

Drawing on the context-specificity of CES and related determinants of socio-cultural values of
CES, such as the characteristics of the natural environment and its beneficiaries, or
interactions between beneficiaries and ES (Scholte et al., 2015), it is vital to provide empirical
evidence on perceived CES in the Czech Republic as it currently presents a knowledge gap in
the field. Furthermore, a recent study on the perceived role of the ES framework among
managers of protected landscape areas suggests that there is potential for it to support goals
of nature conservation and decision-making in these areas (Danék et al., 2023). In addition, a
recent CES review by Nowak-Olejnik et al. (2022) suggests that mapping methods and large-
scale approaches, which are appropriate to conservation, should be applied more often (Bryce
et al., 2016; Cumming and Maciejewski, 2017).



Objectives

The overarching objective of this study was to analyse the relationship between people and
nature using empirical exploration and contextualisation of perceived CES in landscape with a
focus on the actual use of CES. We aimed to identify a broad range of CES using socio-cultural
valuation methods, specifically by combining deductive and inductive approaches to CES
categories classification.

Based on outcomes of extensive pre-research activities (i.e., focus groups discussions with
local experts, a comprehensive pilot study), we developed a questionnaire survey that has
allowed us to identify the full range of CES that people perceive and value in different
landscapes (RQ1). Next, we wanted to explore which CES contribute to place-based emotions
and eudaimonic values (RQ2 and RQ3). Lastly, we aimed at supporting landscape planning and
decision-making by enhancing the visibility of CES in landscape (RQ4). Our study was guided
by the following research questions:

RQ1: How do people perceive the importance of CES when they visit nature?
RQ2: Which CES contribute to the place-based emotions people perceive when they
visit nature?

e RQ3: Which CES contribute to the place-based eudaimonic values people perceive
when they visit nature?

e RQ4: What is the spatial representation of CES that people perceive when they visit
nature?

Materials and methods
Case study areas

The Moravian Karst is the second oldest protected landscape area in the Czech Republic and
covers an area of 96.82 km?. It contains extensive cave systems as well as surface karst
formations. Some underground features are accessible to the public as showcaves. In the
caves, features of life occurring thousands of years ago and of the development of human
society have been preserved.

The Litovel Morava River Basin covers an area of 98 km? and represents a relatively narrow
floodplain almost 30 km long of the Morava River, meandering naturally with numerous
periodical and permanent branches alongside, as well as pools and oxbows or cut-off
meanders with well-preserved floodplain forests and wetland communities. Both areas are
located in the east part of the Czech Republic (Figure 1).
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Fig. 1: Location of the two case study areas (Litovel Morava River Basin and Moravian Karst) and the pilot area
(Chtiby) in the Czech Republic. Black lines depict the borders of regions.

Research design

We applied a combination of mixed methods designs (c.f. Ebner et al., 2022a; Schmitt et al.,
2022). Specifically, we used exploratory sequential mixed methods and convergent mixed
methods (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). Within the framework of exploratory sequential
mixed methods, we first conducted a qualitative phase using focus group (FG) discussions with
local experts to provide a pre-understanding of context specific human-nature relationships.
This helped us in the second (quantitative) phase to prepare the design of a questionnaire
survey (including the specification of variables or the selection of data collection points). A
convergent mixed methods approach was used to integrate different data (i.e., quantitative,
qualitative or geo-referenced) at the design and interpretation levels (Moseholm and Fetters,
2017) in order to provide a comprehensive understanding of CES-related human-nature
relationships in specific landscapes. These different data were collected simultaneously in a
questionnaire survey and the findings were integrated into the interpretation of the overall
results (see also Ebner et al., 2022b).

Conceptual framework of CES

In line with the objectives of the research, it was necessary to use an inclusive CES
classification framework suitable for capturing the wide range of reasons why people go to
nature, or what non-material benefits they perceive. We conducted a concept-matching
exercise (Slovak et al., 2023) using four established ES classification frameworks (Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment - MA 2005; The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity - TEEB 2010;
Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services - CICES 2013, 2017; Nature's
Contributions to People - NCP 2018), which we complemented with empirical findings from
this study. This was an iterative dialectic process of category clarification between established
CES definitions and qualitative findings from the field. Such an approach enabled the



development of an improved classification scheme through conceptualisation of shared
knowledge (Gould and Lincoln, 2017; De Vreese et al., 2019).

We conceptualise CES as the non-material benefits stemming from interactions between
people’s activities or cultural practices and the landscape (Katz-Gerro and Orenstein 2015;
Fish et al., 2016), which are often co-constructed (Fischer and Eastwood, 2016; Kachler et al.,
2023). The existence of a reciprocal human-nature relationship contrasts with the one-way
service metaphor (Raymond et al., 2013; Gould et al., 2020b) that could be implied in some
conceptual frameworks such as the ES cascade model (Potschin and Haines-Young, 2011).
Because we focused on assessing people’s actual use of CES, understanding the role of the
human element in this relationship is essential (Fish et al., 2016; Diaz et al., 2018). We also
suggest that people do not necessarily conceptualise that they receive benefits from
ecosystems but rather from nature or landscape (De Vreese et al., 2019; Schroter et al., 2020)
or from an entity of nature (e.g., lakes, hills, trees etc.) (Lehnen et al., 2022). Thus, we use an
extended notion of CES which largely overlaps with the approach established by the NCP
framework (Diaz et al., 2018; Gould et al., 2020a; Gould et al., 2020b). Lastly, we use terms
“cultural ecosystem services” and “non-material benefits” (or NCP) interchangeably (c.f.
Luederitz et al., 2015; Danék et al., 2023) but we acknowledge that in other cases there is a
rationale for distinguishing services and benefits as part of the ES cascade (Blicharska et al.,
2017; Nowak-Olejnik et al., 2022). We also note that in the context of mapping place values,
CES categories largely overlap with social values for ES (Brown et al., 2020).

The framework we used includes 15 already-established CES categories (Slovak et al., 2023),
plus four additional categories based on empirical findings in this study. An additional feature
of this classification is the comparison of fine-grained CES categories with the broad categories
of the NCP framework. While there are only four non-material categories in the NCP
framework, they cover all 15 CES categories in our framework (Figure 2).



Non-material

Cultural ecosystem services nature’s contribu-
tions to people
The use of natural and cultivated landscapes and entities (e.g., lakes, hills, trees, boulders etc.) for
% RECREATION pleasure and recreational activities through active or passive interactions.
EXAMPLES: hiking; cycling; climbing; walking the dog; fishing; swimming; camping
MENTAL AND The use of natural and cultivated landscapes and entities that promotes health and recuperation. Physical and
& PHYSICAL EXAMPLES: relaxation; clearing the head; calmness; recharging one’s own energy; the joy or good psychological
HEALTH feeling of being in nature experiences
: Aesthetic appreciation of and experiences with natural and cultivated landscapes and entities.
m AESTHETICS EXAMPLES: admiring the beauty of nature; nice views of the landscape from a lookout tower; the
maonumentality of rocks, caves and chasms; the romance of particular places
Natural and cultivated landscapes and entities as a subject matter of learning, or as an environment
EDUCATION for training skills and cognitive development.
EXAMPLES: learning about local organisms on nature trails; school excursions and other educotional
events; scout expeditions; cave tours
" The use of natural and cultivated landscapes and entities for scientific investigation or the creation
@ 2\"‘;“:;?65 of traditional or indigenous knowledge. i i d
1 EXAMPLES: botanical / archaeological research; speleclogy, herbalism; knowledge of local nature ir?sa;inr:;iin
ﬁ ENTERTAINMENT Ex-situ viewing of nature and la rl'ldsca pe t.hrcugh .dlffe rentl media, guch as films, literature, photos.
EXAMPLES: nature documentaries; film clips, filming locations of fairy tales
Natural and cultivated landscapes and entities as an inspiration for art and other creative activities.
INSPIRATION The use of natural motives or artifacts in arts, folklore etc.
EXAMPLES: nature inspired painting or any other form of art (incl. photography)
‘Memories’ in the landscape from past cultural activities. Historic records, cultural heritage e.g.,
HERITAGE preserved in water bodies and soils. Traditional uses of nature.
EXAMPLES: castles, monuments and ruins os part of landscape, shepherding, archaeclogical sites
| Natural and cultivated land scapes and entities contributing to the creation and expression
BENTTY of identity, both personal, group or cultural.
EXAMPLES: memories of important !hfngs in one’s life tied to o specific ploce / landscape, feeling own
roots in a native land; “we are local, we have lived here all our lives™
SYMBOL Emblematic natural and cultivated landscapes and entities or species, e.g., regional symbols,
EXAMPLES: meanders of the Morava river as a symbol of the Litovel Morava River Basin
a SOCIAL Natural and cultivated landscapes and entities that allow nurturing of human relationships.
A EXAMPLES: spending time with other peaple in nature (e.g. family trips, camps, picnics); group Supporting identities
COHESION ; " : : i,
celebrations and rituals in noture (e.q., weddings, maypole building)
9 Sites that foster a sense of authentic human attachment. “| feel home” places.
(W SENSEOFPLACE | EXAMPLES: repeatedly visited, favourite places; intimately known places - ,my places";
- places ! like®; place-based childhood memories
. Sacred, religious, or other forms of spiritual experiences and values derived from natural and
@ SPIRITUALITY cultivated landscapes and entities.
EXAMPLES: holy and pilgrimage sites; meditation in nature; mystical experiences; sacred plants
¥ : Appreciation of the existence of natural and cultivated landscapes and entities or species itself.
% EXISTENCE EXAMPLES: protection of certain species or areas; appreciation of the existence of particular placesin
the landscape; ,uniqueness of local nature*
| Naturaland cultivated landscapes and entities motivating preservation for the experience and use g
ﬁ BEQUEST by future generations. gﬂfa{;nt;g:g e
EXAMPLES: caring for wells and other landscape features; preserving nature for future generations P
Opportunities to fulfil the innate tendency of humans to affiliate with nature in general, living organisms and other natural
m ECOPHILIA entities (e.g,, rocks, lakes). (Does not apply to cultural entities or landscapes.)
EXAMPLES: the need to stay in nature; holistic perception of nature; connection with nature; | like nature and forests*®
i‘ﬁ. GENIUS LOCI Places with a specific pervading spirit or endowed with an unmistakable character.
é’ EXAMPLES: atmospheric, magicol places; a sense of mystery; the special energy of the place
'@ DISCOVERY Opportunities to discover new places but also to search for treasures or precious artefacts.
OPPORTUNITIES | EXAMPLES: exploring new places; treasure hunt; geocaching; adventure; ,curiosity - exploring”

NON-PRESENCE
OF HUMANS

Places allowing escape from the presence of humans.
EXAMPLES: less frequented places; a sense of remoteness; abandoned places

Figure 2: CES classification framework based on Slovak et al. (2023), expanded with four additional categories
based on our empirical data (Ecophilia, Genius loci, Discovery opportunities and Non-presence of humans). 15
established CES categories are presented according to non-material NCP (for the description of NCP categories,
see Diaz et al. [2018]). This classification of CES is not meant to be exhaustive but contains all CES categories from
the MA, TEEB, CICES and NCP frameworks. The explanations and examples are also illustrative and are partly
based on data from our case studies. The order in which the categories appear does not denote any priority or

importance.



Pre-research — focus groups with experts

In order to implement the intercept questionnaire survey that would allow the full range of
CES to be explored, it was necessary to select suitable data collection sites within the research
areas. We aimed to capture as wide a set of used CES as possible and we assumed that
different ‘types’ of people (cyclists, people interested in history, climbers, people interested
in botany, religious people, families with children, etc.) would prefer or use different (sets of)
CES. Consequently, we wanted to select a limited number of collection sites at which we could
meet as many ‘types’ of people, as possible. For this selection, we needed personal or expert
knowledge of the case study areas and especially of the people who visit them. Therefore, we
organised FG discussions with people possessing deep knowledge of the areas and different
professional specialisations and perspectives (scientific, political, civic, artistic, etc.). Based on
our existing knowledge of the social terrain, consultations with stakeholders, and the snowball
method, we identified 8-15 suitable experts for each area. We contacted all identified experts
by email and/or phone, and 5-6 experts in each area confirmed their participation. In the end,
3, 5 and 6 experts (for the Moravian Karst, the Litovel Morava River Basin, and the pilot area,
respectively)) took part in the discussions.

FG discussions had an introduction, two thematic sections and a conclusion. Before the start
of the discussion, all participants were presented with an informed consent form regarding
their participation in the study. When we talked about CES in the discussion, we deliberately
omitted the use of the ES framework’s scientific terms (Raymond et al., 2013). The whole
discussion took place over a detailed map of the territory and the immediate surroundings,
which helped to orientate in the whole area. Important localities were directly marked in the
map.

We transcribed the FG recordings and carried out a deductive thematic analysis that included
segmentation and coding (Bryman, 2016; Saldafia, 2016). We created the following code
categories: places, types of people, activities and CES. Based on the coding, we obtained
several linked lists in the first stage. In the second phase, based on the coded notation and
these lists, we identified suitable locations for data collection (Suppl. mat. 1). The goal of this
part of our analysis was to select the smallest possible number of locations in each area where
we could meet the widest possible range of visitors.

Questionnaire-based survey design

We designed a questionnaire-based survey with quantitative and qualitative sections to be
collected in the selected locations across the case study areas (Suppl. mat. Il). In order to
identify CES in a natural language (De Vreese et al., 2019), we applied the same approach as
we had adopted in the FG discussions and deliberately did not use the ES concept’s scientific
terms.

Perceived CES were identified in several ways in order to enhance the validity and reliability
of the data collected. The aim was to allow respondents to express perceived CES without the
prior influence of a pre-selected CES but also to allow them to assess the personal importance
of CES when presented with a broad list of (established) non-material benefits. The qualitative
section used free-listing exercises (Gottwald et al., 2021; Ebner et al., 2022a) in the form of



open-ended questions on reasons for visiting nature or favourite places, place-based feelings,
and eudaimonic values. The abductive reasoning involved in this form of data collection
(Timmermans and Tavory, 2012) allowed us to capture unexpected views that do not fit into
established CES categories. The quantitative section used a preference assessment, which is a
popular method for the assessment of the socio-cultural values of ES (Walz et al., 2019). CES
categories were operationalised with indicator statements that each corresponded to one CES
category (Plieninger et al., 2013; Fagerholm et al., 2019). We undertook this exercise using a
magnetic board where respondents distributed 20 points (affixed with magnets so that they
could replace them at any time) to 16 statements according to the personal importance they
assigned them (with 5 points as maximum per statement). This design prevented the over-
valuation of all CES?, while allowing respondents to assign a value to all CES and providing a
refreshing and intuitive activity in the middle of the questionnaire (Figure 3a). Since the aim
of the research was to obtain data on the actual use of CES and not only on the potential of
the area to provide these benefits, the questionnaire was designed primarily for visitors who
already knew the area and thus had relevant experience they could describe.

Data collection

The exploratory nature of the research prevented us from applying a strict sampling criterion
as the aim was to capture a broad range of CES rather than to aim for a representative sample
of the population. In each area we collected nearly 250 questionnaires in 15 days of data
collection (Table 1). We deliberately spread the data collection across different days of the
week to meet people with different visiting time patterns (e.g., seniors not limited to
weekends, families preferring weekends, people on a short walk after work, etc.). It was also
necessary to continuously respond to changes in the weather when planning the collection,
as the intercept survey could only be conducted when weather conditions were not
significantly unfavourable (e.g., rain, strong winds, etc.).

Table 1: Data collection characteristics (the average conversion rate is the proportion of respondents who
completed the questionnaire relative to the number of passers-by contacted).

Case study area Data collection period Days of data Number of Average
collection questionnaires | conversion
Pilot - Chfiby July to August 2020 12 123 57%
Moravian Karst June to September 2021 15 245 54%
Litovel Morava River Basin | May to September 2021 15 245 49.50%
Total (excluding pilot) May to September 2021 30 490 51.75%

! This happened in the Chfiby pilot area where statements were valued using a Lickert scale. After analysing the
results, which were highly shifted towards highest values possibly as a result of a social desirability bias, we
decided to change the design of this exercise.



The questionnaire was filled in by the respondents themselves (in most cases) or they were
offered the assistance of a researcher. Each respondent was initially informed about the
purpose of the research and then presented with an informed consent form to read and sign.?
During the completion of the questionnaire, a researcher was always available to clarify any
ambiguities or answer questions the respondent might have had, as well as to help orient the
map in order to limit potential bias generated by erroneous mapping.

Multi-geometry participatory mapping

The questionnaire contained four mapping open-ended questions to find out: a) where
participants go today and why; b) what are participants' favourite places and why; c) what
feelings or emotions certain places evoke in participants; and d) what places participants
prefer to avoid and why (disservices).

We prepared two mapping techniques for the pilot data collection — drawing on a hardcopy
paper map and using a digital map on a tablet. This enabled us to test in the field which form
would suit the respondents better. Delineating CES on paper maps using markers has the
advantage of simplicity and clarity, but it had to be designed to be feasible in the field. The
technical solution devised was to use a transparent envelope into which a paper tourist map
of the research area was inserted (Figure 3a). The covered map was drawn on with coloured
markers, with each colour corresponding to one mapping question (4 in total). After
subsequent digitalization of the drawing, the plastic sheath was cleaned and could be reused.
For digital mapping in the field, a custom solution was developed using the web application
emotionalmaps.eu? (Figure 3b). Individual questions and drawings corresponded in colour to
the analogue mapping. For both mapping techniques, we aimed to provide maximum freedom
in expressing the spatial dimension of the mapped phenomena; therefore, participants were
allowed to draw features using points, lines or polygons.

a) b)

Figure 3: a) Technical solution for preference assessment using a magnetic board and participatory mapping using
a flap frame. b) Web application emotionalmaps.eu for digital mapping (pilot area Chriby).

2 The research was approved by the Scientific Advisory and Ethical Board of the Global Change Research
Institute of the Czech Academy of Sciences and conducted following the Ethical Codex (internal directive n.
1/2017).

3 This application was able to work with a number of map documents including the most commonly used online
tourist maps in the Czech Republic - Mapy.cz. However, this option is no longer available as Mapy.cz APl has
become a paid service.



After piloting both techniques we discovered some problematic and unclear spatial data that
needed to be cleaned and adjusted during digitalisation. Most respondents preferred using a
paper map over a digital one, as the latter required some skill in handling and drawing on a
tablet. Therefore, respondents in both case study areas were provided with a paper map and
the digitalisation was undertaken by the researchers, either immediately after the completion
of the questionnaire in the field or after the collection.

Data analysis and interpretation

Data from the open-ended questions were qualitatively analysed using a directed (or theory-
driven) approach to content analysis (Hsieh and Shannon, 2005; Bryman 2016). Thus, answers
to open-ended questions were coded directly into CES categories if the meaning of the answer
clearly indicated a real use of specific CES. In order to be able to analyse individual reasons,
values, relationships to places or place-based emotions that are generally consistent with the
conceptual framework of CES but cannot be clearly translated into established CES categories,
we also supplemented the deductive coding with the inductive coding of other categories
(Ebner et al., 2022a). Multiple researchers performed coding iteratively to check and refine
meanings, in order to achieve high consistency and sufficient inter-coder reliability across the
dataset (O’Connor and Joffe 2020), as well as to identify and resolve questionable cases (a
codebook was used to refine ambiguous meanings and response types). In coding, we took
into account the context of the response (e.g., the type of place to which the response was
related) to some extent but only in cases when the context obviously though implicitly
referred to particular CES. However, if the content meaning of the response did not clearly
overlap with the definition of a particular CES category, we retained positive findings only.

Descriptive statistics were compiled with data from the CES preference assessment but also
with data from coded CES categories as responses to open-ended questions. For questions
about place-based emotions and eudaimonic values, we also provide statistics about the
number of filled-in and CES-relevant responses. This information indicates not only whether
people connect with places emotionally or through eudaimonic values but also the relevance
of the CES framework to conceptually grasping such meanings.

Collected spatial data from the mapping application were first processed in the geographic
information system (QGIS) and converted into a digital spatial database to allow cleaning and
adding CES category attributes. The final spatial data were then stored in three layers as point,
line and polygon data. After the completion of the first preparatory phase, we proceeded to
work with spatial data in GIS. The first step was the division of individual points/lines/polygons
according to their assigned CES category: three layers were created for each CES. In order to
analyse points, lines and polygons in one layer (i.e., to sum their frequencies and measure
values for individual sites) it was necessary to convert the individual geometries to a common
basis. The hexagonal network was chosen as the optimal representation method as it allows
calculations of actual frequencies. Other options considered different kriging variants
(including heatmaps), but these allow only limited quantification and are also based on
estimating values in areas for which data are missing. For both case study areas, the optimal
hexagon size was 150 m, which means a side size of 55 m, and therefore one hexagon covers
an area of about 0.79 ha. Smaller/larger hexagons were also tested, but this size combined



the optimal balance between precision and data fineness. Conversions to the hexagonal grid
are described in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Graphical representation of the transfer of a map record, in the form of a point and a polygon, to the
resulting hexagonal grid. Points: in order to avoid significant underestimation of the point records, we added the
value of not only the central hexagon, but also of all surrounding hexagons. In this way, each hexagon was
assigned a value of 3 (central hexagon) or 0.666 (neighbouring hexagon) — values corresponding to a polygon
overlapping 7 hexagons. Thus, for point plotting, the surrounding grid cells were also given a partial value,
especially considering the often limited possibilities to accurately mark a given location on the map in the form
of a point. Polygons: each hexagon was assigned a value according to the number of polygons that overlap it (the
‘Join attributes by location’ function). For lines, each hexagon was assigned a value according to how many lines
intersect the hexagon (the ‘Sum line lengths’ function).

Once the individual hexagonal grids for each CES were created, the three grids representing
one CES were merged into one common layer. This step summed the quantities of the
point/line/polygon markings and allowed the final visualisations to be produced as maps for
each CES.

Results

Respondent characteristics by case study area

Overall, we collected 490 questionnaires in both case study areas, but the number of
respondents was slightly higher as we also allowed two or more people (usually a couple or
family members) to fill in the questionnaire as a group. However, the majority of respondents
were willing to participate individually (with less than 6% of responses in Moravian Karst and
less than 4% of responses in the Litovel Morava River Basin comprising groups) (Table 2). The
most frequently represented age group was 41-50 in both areas and 37.55% to 40.41% were
female. 38.1% to 45.7% of respondents held a university degree. This is a much higher share
of people with university degree than the average for the Czech Republic (roughly 19%). We
speculate that this discrepancy can be caused by lower average conversion (see Table 1)
among people without a degree. Alternatively, it could be because people with degrees come
more often to the studied areas, or combination of both factors.

Regarding place of residence, respondents in Moravian Karst were fairly distributed in all four
groups (from locals to visitors living far away). In the Litovel Morava River Basin, approximately
two-thirds of respondents were local or nearly local and only 9.8% were visitors living further
away. Most respondents visit Moravian Karst occasionally (34.69%) or two or more times a
week (25.31%). In the Litovel Morava River Basin, approximately two-thirds of respondents
(65.71%) visit the area at least once a week and only 2.04% visit the area rarely.

Table 2: Respondent characteristics by case study area. For the exact wording of questions and categories see
Supp. mat. Il.



Moravian Karst

Litovel Morava River Basin

Age 15-20 11.30% 4.53%
21-30 12.97% 11.93%
31-40 23.01% 21.40%
41-50 27.20% 26.75%
51-60 10.04% 13.99%
61-70 11.72% 16.05%
70+ 3.77% 5.35%

Sex Male 56.73% 55.92%
Female 37.55% 40.41%
Group 5.71% 3.67%

Education level University degree 45.7% 38.1%
Other 53.1% 61.5%
Mixed 1.2% 0.4%

Place of residence Local 23.27% 27.35%
Almost local 27.35% 38.78%
Not local, but live 25.71% 23.27%
nearby (within 20 km)
Not local, live far away | 23.27% 9.80%
(more than 20 km)

Frequency of visits Two or more times a 25.31% 37.14%

(on average) week
Once a week 18.78% 28.57%
Once a month 12.24% 14.69%




Occasionally 34.69% 16.73%

Rarely 8.16% 2.04%

CES categories based on empirical findings

Four ‘new’ categories that do not fit into established classification frameworks emerged
during the inductive coding of qualitative data. We named them Ecophilia, Non-presence of
humans, Genius loci and Discovery opportunities (for definitions see figure 2). The most
prominent category is Ecophilia, which ranked among the most frequently referred CES. As an
answer to why people go to Moravian Karst or the Litovel Morava River Basin (or visit their
favourite places within these areas), respondents mentioned such reasons as “connection to
nature,” “nature,” “forests,” “caves,” “we love rocks and caves,” “I love nature,” etc. Another
perspective on this phenomenon was provided by responses to the question about
eudaimonic values, which included “that | can go to nature, to forest - the meaning of life,”
“opportunity to be in beautiful nature,” “direct contact with nature,” etc. Thus, we suggest
that we found sufficient justification of the need to capture these meanings in a separate
category of non-material benefits; this is consistent with the CES conceptual framework. We
define Ecophilia as the benefits stemming from opportunities to fulfil the innate tendency of
humans to affiliate with nature in general, with living organisms and with other natural entities
(e.g., rocks, lakes, etc.).* These benefits do not apply to cultural entities or landscapes.
Although it might in practice partly overlap with other, previously defined CES, we understand
it as capturing an aspect not properly captured elsewhere. For example, Recreation points
more toward intentional interactions that bring pleasure and other enjoyment (such as sports,
walking and observation), whereas Ecophilia focuses on a subtler allure (a vague need to be
in nature, regardless of the activity realised there). Although listening to this allure might be
regenerative as well (i.e., a component of Mental and physical health) or provide an aesthetic
pleasure (Aesthetics), it also fulfils a need of its own kind, one that is perhaps more existential.
As such, Ecophilia might be indicated implicitly in nearly any reason to go to nature. However,
to avoid such vagueness in its content, we assigned it only to those answers that explicitly
mentioned a general desire to be in contact with nature or natural entities or expressing a
close relationship with them.

The three other categories appeared less frequently in the dataset but still present a
legitimate intangible benefit related to certain natural spaces. The benefit of Genius loci is
present when people value places with a specific pervading spirit or endowed with an
unmistakable character. Examples of indicative responses include “atmospheric, magical
places,” “a sense of mystery” and “the special energy of the place”. Discovery opportunities
allow people to discover new places but also to search for treasures or precious artefacts.
They appeal to human curiosity. Examples of indicative responses include “exploring new

places,” “treasure hunt,” “geocaching,” “adventure” and "curiosity — exploring”. Finally,

4 Our definition is inspired by E.O. Wilson’s biophilia hypothesis (Wilson, 1984), but we changed the prefix to
better match the sentiments revealed by the data. ‘Eco’ also points to the fact that people were implicating
both living and non-living nature in the answers that we related to this CES.



respondents valued the opportunity to visit places allowing them to escape from the presence
of humans; we called this Non-presence of humans. Examples of indicative responses include

V(s

“less frequented places,” “a sense of remoteness” and “abandoned places”.
CES drawn from reasons to go to nature or visit favourite places

The most frequently mentioned reasons for visiting the Moravian Karst include CES Recreation
(n=471) and Aesthetics (n=400) (Figure 5). The third most frequent reason was CES Ecophilia
(n=342), meaning the need to be in nature or to have direct contact with it. The Moravian
Karst featured prominently in the responses as a place to build or maintain interpersonal
relationships (CES Social cohesion [n=248]) and a place for mental rest with a positive effect
on health (CES Mental and physical health [n=142]).

For the Litovel Morava River Basin, the most frequently mentioned reason was also CES
Recreation (n=612), which had a significant lead over the second CES Ecophilia (n=338). These
were followed by CES Aesthetics (n=250), Social cohesion (n=199), and Mental and physical
health (n=170). In total, 14 CES categories that appeared with a frequency of occurrence of
more than 1% (at least for one area) provide evidence for a broad range of CES perceived
when people go to nature or visit favourite places. When comparing results from both areas
only one CES — Ecophilia — appeared with nearly the same frequency of occurrence.
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Figure 5: Cumulative frequency of occurrence of CES as coded responses to four open-ended questions: “What
brought you here today (and not elsewhere)?”; “Do you have any other reasons why you go to the Moravian
Karst / Litovel Morava River Basin at other times?”; “What places in the Moravian Karst / Litovel Morava River
Basin do you like to visit the most? If you have such places, please list them below (max. 3) and briefly state
why.”; and “Is there anything special that draws you here?”. Only CES with a frequency of more than 1% (at
least for one area) are shown in the graph. Number of respondents = 245 in each study area.



Perceived importance of CES

Preference assessment uncovered that in Moravian Karst, respondents most valued three CES
with a similar score — Mental and physical health (average score 2.52 points out of 5),
Aesthetics (2.47 points) and Ecophilia (2.39 points), followed by Recreation (1.81 points),
Bequest (1.6 points) and Existence value (1.51 points) (Figure 6). For the Litovel Morava River
Basin, respondents again most valued CES Mental and physical health (3.01 points) with a
significant lead over second highest average score (2.51 points) for Aesthetics. Other highly
valued CES are Ecophilia (2.44 points) and Recreation (2.26 points), followed by Existence
(1.77 points) and Bequest (1.64 points).

Interestingly, this exercise showed similar results for a number of CES categories that achieved
nearly the same (a difference of 0.05 or less) average scores in both areas: these were
Aesthetics, Ecophilia, Bequest, Education, Identity and Entertainment. In contrast, the highest
differences between the areas are for CES Mental and physical health (0.51 mean score) and
Recreation (0.45 mean score).
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Figure 6: Preference assessment of CES using indicator statements with scoring from 0 to 5. “Read carefully the
following list of benefits of the nature and landscape of the Moravian Karst / Litovel Morava River Basin. Then,
on the magnetic board, divide 20 points between the individual benefits according to how important they are to
you personally (the more points, the greater the importance). Assign a maximum of 5 points to one option.”
Number of respondents = 245 in each study area.

CES drawn from place-based emotions

The most frequently mentioned CES captured through feelings and emotions that
respondents associated with the Moravian Karst (or specific places within) were Mental and
physical health (n=112) and Aesthetics (n=91) (Figure 7). The area also serves as an important
emotional resource for creating Sense of place (n=78) and ldentity (n=59). In the Litovel
Morava River Basin, the most frequently mentioned CES was Mental and physical health
(n=128), which again proved more cited than other benefits, such as Aesthetics (n=55), Sense
of place (n=39), Recreation (n=37) and Identity (n=32). The range of identified CES comprises



13 categories. When comparing CES in the whole dataset, the Litovel Morava River Basin
stands out for its associated Mental and physical health CES.
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Figure 7: Frequency of occurrence of CES as coded responses to the open-ended question: “Does the Moravian
Karst / Litovel Morava River Basin (or any specific places) evoke any special feelings or emotions in you? If so,
please list them below and briefly state which ones.” Only CES with a frequency of more than 1% (at least for
one area) are shown in the graph. Number of respondents in Moravian Karst = 206; Litovel Morava River Basin
=169.

The number of respondents who answered this question and mentioned a specific place-
based feeling or emotion was 69% for the Litovel Morava River Basin and 84% for Moravian
Karst (for examples, see Table 3). Furthermore, only 7.35% of the responses in the case of the
Litovel Morava River Basin and 8.27% of the responses in the case of Moravian Karst could not
be coded into CES categories as they were conceptually irrelevant. Examples included “fear,”
"claustrophobia," "anxiety," "anger," "danger," etc.’

mnn

Table 3: Examples of answers to open-ended question “Does the Moravian Karst / Litovel Morava River Basin (or
any specific places) evoke any special feelings or emotions in you? If so, please list them below and briefly state
which ones” and their coding into CES categories.

Place Answer CES

“Weir in Hynkov” "When I'm not OK, | come here to cry it | Mental and physical health
out." Sense of place

“Unique meanders of the | "l want to cry when | see the beauty!" Aesthetics

Morava river, old trees” Ecophilia

“The Bull Rock” "cannot be expressed - mystical" Spirituality

> Such responses mostly pertained to the framework of ecosystem disservices.



“Rudice sinkhole” "return to the roots of a hunter" Heritage
Identity

CES as place-based eudaimonic values

In the Moravian Karst, the CES that most frequently contributes to a better or more fulfilled
life of respondents (eudaimonia) was Ecophilia (n=89), followed by Mental and physical health
(n=79) (Figure 8). Other frequently mentioned CES were Recreation (n=63) and Aesthetics
(n=58). For the Litovel Morava River Basin, the most frequently mentioned CES, Mental and
physical health (n=87), was well ahead of the second (Ecophilia [n=50]) and third (Recreation
[n=49]). Existence (n=31) and Aesthetics (n=25) follow. The range of identified CES includes 15
categories.
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Figure 8: Frequency of occurrence of CES as coded responses to the open-ended question “Does anything of
the above, or anything else in Moravian Karst / Litovel Morava River Basin makes your life better or more
fulfilling? If so, what?” Only CES with a frequency of more than 1% (at least for one area) are shown in the
graph. Number of respondents in Moravian Karst = 207; Litovel Morava River Basin = 171.

The number of respondents who answered this question and mentioned a specific benefit
connected to eudaimonic values was 69.8% for the Litovel Morava River Basin and 84.5% for
Moravian Karst (for examples, see Table 4). Nearly every response could be coded into at least
one CES category (with just one exception in both case study areas).

Table 4: Examples of answers to the open-ended question “Does anything of the above, or anything else in
Moravian Karst / Litovel Morava River Basin makes your life better or more fulfilling? If so, what?” and their
coding into CES categories.

Answer CES

"One cannot live without nature, so | need the Ecophilia
Moravian Karst in my life."




"the opportunity to share the local beauty (caves) Aesthetics

with other people" Social cohesion

"Opportunity to get into undisturbed nature" Existence

"I get my energy here and it's very calming" Mental and physical health
Maps of CES

The number of mapped CES features (points, lines and polygons) ranged from 2 to 378 in
Moravian Karst and from 4 to 519 in the Litovel Morava River Basin. In both areas, the most
frequently mapped CES was Recreation (378 and 519 records), followed by Aesthetics (359
and 186 records) and Social cohesion (282 and 194 records). In this paper, we present only
the six most-frequently mapped CES categories that are the same for both areas (Table 5).

Table 5: Overview of spatial records (points, lines and polygons) for six CES categories. The maximum value per
hexagon presents a total value of overlapping point, line and polygon features.

Moravian Karst Litovel Morava River Basin
CES

Nr. of records per | Max. value per Nr. of records per | Max. value per

area hexagon area hexagon
Recreation 378 52,3 519 103
Aesthetics 359 109.7 186 59
Social cohesion 282 42 194 28.66
Ecophilia 211 54 179 43.99
Mental & physical | 175 37 172 28.3
health
Sense of place 127 24 70 19

Variations can be seen not only in a total number of mapped CES features but also in the
density of these records. In Moravian Karst (Figure 9), CES Aesthetics reached a very high value
per hexagon (compared to other CES), suggesting there is a higher agreement among
respondents about certain places that are most commonly used for aesthetic enjoyment and
experiences (e.g., Macocha Abyss, Punkva Caves, Rudice sinkhole, former sandpit Se¢, Bull’s
rock, Krtiny and Alexander's Lookout Tower) (Figure 9b). In the Litovel Morava River Basin
(Figure 10), a similar pattern exists but with a different CES, Recreation, suggesting that
recreation activities are more concentrated in certain places or areas (e.g., Podébrady lake,
cycling path from Horka nad Moravou to Litovel) (Figure 10a). In this case, however,
Recreation has a much higher total number of mapped features so the difference compared
to other CES is not that significant. Regarding the spatial character of CES, Social cohesion
tends to be represented mostly by lines (and points), whereas Mental and physical health and
Aesthetics are largely represented by polygon areas. The other three CES (Recreation,



Ecophilia, Sense of place) tend to have similar spatial representations of all three types of
geometry (points, lines and polygons). All maps in higher resolution are presented in
Supplementary material lll.
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Figure 9: Maps of CES in Moravian Karst: a) Recreation; b) Aesthetics; c) Social cohesion; d) Ecophilia; e) Mental
and physical health; and f) Sense of place. The colour range indicates natural breaks categories representing
total values per hexagon. Red-coloured CES pertain to Physical and psychological experiences NCP; blue-
coloured CES to Supporting identities NCP; and yellow-coloured CES are not matched to NCP categories.
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Figure 10: Maps of CES in the Litovel Morava River Basin: a) Recreation; b) Aesthetics; c) Social cohesion; d)
Ecophilia; e) Mental and physical health; and f) Sense of place. The colour range indicates natural breaks
categories representing total values per hexagon. Red-coloured CES pertain to Physical and Psychological
Experiences NCP; blue-coloured CES to Supporting Identities NCP; and yellow-coloured CES are not matched to
NCP categories.

During data collection with the intercept survey method, we noted an interesting side effect
when we directly approached people and asked them about perceptions and values about
which they do not usually think. Some respondents were thankful that they could express the
values they apply to local nature, landscape or specific places and some also explicitly
appreciated the aims of this study (to explore and highlight the intangible values of CES).
Although this happened in a minority of cases, we observed an awareness-raising effect, which
tends to happen when utilising socio-cultural valuation methods (Walz et al., 2019).

Discussion

The results provide empirical evidence that visitors to the case study areas use and value a
wide range of CES. In the context of the reasons why people go to nature or visit their favourite



places, CES Recreation and Aesthetics were among the most commonly mentioned categories.
These results are in line with findings from other European studies where Recreation and
Aesthetics also received the highest values among all ES groups (including regulating and
provisioning) in large-scale protected areas (Cusens et al., 2021) as well as in other types of
landscape (Fagerholm et al., 2019). Interestingly, the same pattern, with the same two
‘favourite’ CES, also seems to be present in studies mapping CES categories only (Plieninger et
al., 2013; Baumeister et al., 2020; Mufioz et al., 2020; Gottwald et al., 2021). This pattern is
found across diverse geographic areas, which may reflect the universal relationship between
people and the natural environment but perhaps also relates to the fact that recreation
activities and aesthetic appreciation are common motivations for visiting nature and
landscape (Brown et al., 2020). Surprisingly, the uncommon CES Ecophilia lay in second place
between these two expected leaders (in CES research — Milcu et al., 2013; Cheng et al., 2019).
The five most common CES include also Social cohesion and Mental and physical health. A
high ranking for social interaction or fulfilment values (together with recreation and
aesthetics) was also reported in other European studies (Plieninger et al., 2013; Garcia-Martin
et al., 2017).

The CES preference ranking brought some similar results. However, the next most important
categories were Existence and Bequest, both of which suggest that respondents recognise the
high “subjective” intrinsic value of nature (O’Connor and Kenter, 2019), in both the Moravian
Karst and the Litovel Morava River Basin, that should also be preserved for future generations.
As noted by Brown et al. (2020) “the constructs of intrinsic and future values are far more
ambiguous and not directly linked to specific human activities” and thus we suggest it is
important not only to ask people why they go to nature (or what activities they perform there)
but also to complement such enquiry with a more general CES values assessment to capture
a more comprehensive perspective. The relatively high score for these two CES provide
evidence that CES frameworks are able to capture non-anthropocentric values. In the context
of large-scale protected areas where both nature and culture should thrive (Borrini-
Feyerabend et al., 2013), we support calls for emphasising intrinsic natural values when
operationalising the ES or NCP frameworks (Piccolo et al., 2022). By way of example, the CES
category Existence should not be hidden inside a very broad and internally mixed ‘Supporting
identities’ category of non-material NCP but should rather be present individually, as it is in
the CICES framework. This is in line with notions of a reciprocal relationship between people
and nature that acknowledges that people also contribute to nature’s “wellbeing” (Stoeckl et
al., 2021).

Our findings also suggest that most visitors to the study areas perceive and use CES through
feelings and emotions tied to the area or specific places, and that a range of CES contribute to
a better or more fulfilled life (i.e., have eudaimonic value). In the two appraisals, the
proportion of positive responses ranged from 69% to 84%. When applying the CES conceptual
framework to the feelings and emotions that people associate with particular places, the
categories Mental and physical health, Aesthetics, Sense of place and Identity emerged as the
most significant. Thus, certain natural areas can serve as an important emotional resource for
creating and expressing identity and belonging, often being imbued with personal memories.
These results highlight the importance of sensory and affective processes and confirm that



the CES framework is able to (and perhaps also should) consider more than just the cognitive
aspects of non-material human-nature relationships (Pramova et al., 2021).

Based on the premise that eudaimonic values can be drawn from relationships with (parts of)
nature (Chan et al., 2018), we explored whether and which CES are perceived as contributing
factors to a better or more fulfilling life. Among the CES most frequently mentioned were
Ecophilia, Mental and physical health, and Recreation. However, we acknowledge a potential
lower validity to these results due to the fact that we surveyed eudaimonic values with only
one (open-ended) question. Although it can be easily grasped as a specific well-being value,
“eudaimonia” is also considered an abstruse term (Chan et al., 2016) and is perhaps much
more complex than the simplified aspect we focused on. Nevertheless, our approach proved
to be very relevant in terms of identifying CES, as with one exception, all responses could be
coded into at least one CES category (in both case study areas). We suggest that further
research could explore the linkages between CES and eudaimonic values in a more robust,
comprehensive way. Recently, eudaimonic values have been linked to pro-environmental
behaviour (Shin et al., 2022) and thus present a vital ground for further research in the area
of environmental sustainability.

In contrast with findings from a similar study that employed participatory mapping of CESin a
river landscape in Germany (Gottwald et al., 2021), we found evidence of perceived relational
values from both free listing questions and the preference assessment, such as sense of place
and memories. According to Schmitt et al. (2022), the following eight types of relational values
— Mental and physical health, Sense of place, Cultural heritage, Aesthetic, Recreational,
Cognitive Development (our categories Education + Knowledge systems), Care (partly as
Existence) and Social relations/cohesion largely overlap with nine of the CES categories
addressed in this study. Most prominently, CES Sense of place and Identity appeared at the
third and fourth most frequently mentioned CES as the result of exploring emotional
connection to nature or specific places within our case study areas. Thus, we argue that the
CES conceptual framework and classification presented in this study allows us to include a
broad portfolio of values (instrumental, relational or intrinsic).

One of the most important insights is the emergence of CES Ecophilia, which appeared among
the top three categories in three out of four appraisals. Thus, this may indicate that we have
stumbled upon a previously largely neglected aspect of CES research (cf. Gould and Lincoln,
2017). The detailed classification we used is consistent with efforts to maintain as wide a range
of meanings as possible and not to be constrained by pre-established ES categories. We
suggest that Ecophilia is an aptly named reason explaining why in certain circumstances
people go to nature or what values they attach to it, and can thus capture previously
underemphasised aspects of relational values, including the (eudaimonic) values of life
fulfilment (Chan et al., 2016). However, we acknowledge the potential vagueness and blurry
borders of this category, as it may be similar to another broad CES category — Recreation.
Nevertheless, our rationale is supported by several other studies that have described similar
CES categories, such as “Connection to nature” (Flood et al., 2021; Pramova et al., 2021; Teff-
Seker et al., 2022), “Love for nature” (Riechers et al., 2016) or “Biophilia” (Huynh et al., 2022).



A contradictory interpretation of the findings was presented by Stalhammar and Pedersen
(2017), who suggest that connectedness with nature is “foundational for benefits of
(recreational) experiences in nature, then ‘connectedness’ cannot be separated and accounted
for or stacked next to other CES”. This is potentially a fruitful area for further research that
should nevertheless be focused on all, not only recreational, CES. Similarly, the other three
uncommon CES categories presented in our study (Non-presence of humans, Genius loci and
Discovery opportunities) were also to some extent already addressed in other studies (c.f.
Orenstein et al., 2015; Fish et al., 2016; Teff-Seker et al., 2022).

The high values for Recreation and Aesthetics suggest that the ‘overfocus’ on these two CES
in other research (Cheng et al., 2019; Nowak-Olejnik et al., 2022) may, on the one hand, be
reasonable as they are among the most common CES.® On the other hand, we provide
evidence that: a) there are other very important CES (e.g., Mental and physical health,
Ecophilia and Sense of place) as well, depending on the focus of the assessment exercise (e.g.,
reasons to go to nature, place-based emotions or eudaimonic values); b) the range of
perceived CES is wider than is often addressed in CES assessments — in our case, 13 to 15
categories. This suggests that the choice of CES classification is crucial, as it has implications
for what values can be identified. Our fine-grained classification can help to address calls for
an inclusive valuation of various CES categories (Cheng et al., 2019; Nowak-Olejnik et al.,
2022). Moreover, it can help researchers to orient their studies in various frameworks and aid
comparative studies when different classifications (e.g., MA and NCP) are used (Cheng et al.,
2019). This could enhance possibilities to consistently assess human-nature interactions and
their changes in space and time based on existing incompatible datasets (Balvanera et al.,
2022).

Spatial representations of the actual use of CES help us to understand the context of the place-
specific experiences of visitors to particular areas. Our CES maps are inclusive in how they
combine three different types of geometry (points, lines and polygons) using a hexagonal grid
to operationalise specific CES as place-based values over a relatively large area (Brown and
Fagerholm, 2015). Spatially explicit information can support the development of policies for
sustainable land management (Plieninger et al., 2013) and thus improve the governance of
protected landscape areas. Specifically, maps of CES can be used to assess potential synergies,
trade-offs and conflicts with local management (Cusens et al., 2021), or to set priorities for
future management.

One example might be the Josefov valley in Moravian Karst. Our mapping revealed this area
as a hotspot for CES Ecophilia, Aesthetics and Mental and physical health. Furthermore, a rock
formation and a cave named Bull’s Rock, located in this valley, is a hotspot for Recreation,
Social cohesion and Sense of place as well. At the same time, there is a road through the whole
valley with a relatively high volume of traffic, which may conflict both with the current use of
these CES and with the conservation of the valley to provide these CES for next generations.
Another example is the visible difference in the concentration of CES between the Ri¢ka valley

& At the same time, the abundance of Recreation is also due to the generality of its nature. It often overlaps
with other CES, not least because any other enjoyment of nature usually requires walking, climbing hills or
other recreational activities.



and the Hady hill and former quarry. Both these areas are close to a city, with good, easy
access via public transport. However, the valley has a high concentration of all six CES covered
by our maps, whereas only two of them are concentrated on the hill. Interpreting this
difference would require more detailed data, but its recognition might already be relevant for
the management of these areas.

We aimed to support the implementation of the results by engaging stakeholders from
regional authorities and protected landscape areas’ administrations several times throughout
the duration of this study. Although several barriers exist in integrating the ES framework in
protected areas decision-making, it is also seen as a promising tool to support the goals of
nature and landscape protection (Danék et al., 2023). In our case, the South Moravian Region
authority plans to use the results in a forthcoming update of the regional environmental
policy. Further, the results are relevant for planned new visitor management policies in the
Moravian Karst and Litovel Morava River Basin protected landscape areas.

We suggest that the perceived high importance of existence values can support arguments for
nature conservation and related management of protected areas when addressing individual
visitors. However, the consideration of CES in landscape planning and management is not
uncontested; nor might it necessarily be the best solution for environmental sustainability
(Plieninger et al., 2015). We also acknowledge a potential bias as a result of the distance decay
effect — people tend to place greater value on places they are familiar with or closer to where
they live (Scholte et al., 2018; Brown et al., 2020; Cusens et al., 2021). Nevertheless, our
approach to mapping the wide range of CES helps to balance the uneven focus on certain place
values (such as aesthetic and recreation) with consideration of others (such as therapeutic,
intrinsic and spiritual) (Brown et al., 2020).

Lastly, we want to note some challenges we encountered. Coding the data from the open-
ended questions into the CES categories was very time-consuming due to the large volume of
data, but also because we used a very detailed classification. In some cases, distinguishing
which CES best fit the response was very difficult. Depending on the content of the response,
we sometimes coded such data into multiple categories. We also acknowledge the potential
limitation of not distinguishing between services and benefits as part of the ES cascade
(Boerema et al., 2016). However, we lean towards the position that these more complex
conceptualisations (e.g., distinction between services and benefits) may not correspond well
to how lay people describe their values, experiences and relationship with nature and
landscapes (Katz-Gerro and Orenstein 2015; De Vreese at al., 2019).

Conclusions

The goal of this study was to explore the full range of perceived CES and their spatial
distribution in a landscape. We employed mixed-methods and participatory approaches to
deliver a comprehensive insight into CES. The exploratory nature of the research and the
inclusive approach to CES classification allowed the emergence of uncommon categories such
as Ecophilia among the most frequently mentioned categories. We also investigated some
relatively neglected aspects of the non-material benefits of nature and landscape, such as
their relationship to place-based feelings and emotions or eudaimonic values. Our fine-



grained CES classification can help future research navigate various frameworks as well as
target and emphasise under-represented categories of CES.

The results provide a deeper understanding of perceived CES in the Czech landscape and help
to highlight a broad range of place-based non-material values that may be relevant in (for
example) strategic planning and decision-making on sustainable use of the landscape, or in
communication with the public regarding protected areas. Specifically, local and regional
planners and decision-makers can, with the help of participatory tools such as the ones we
used, make better-informed decisions and create more sustainable policies for
multifunctional landscapes regarding CES (Plieninger et al., 2015) or when aiming to align
conservation and landscape management with the actual use of CES.
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Executive summary

Consultations with the users of Natura 2000 socio-economic benefits assessment are the core
of the preparatory action A3 of the One Nature project. The consultations were designed and
implemented to establish communication with the prospective users of future project
outputs and results related to the socio-economic benefits of Natura 2000 assessment
(particularly the benefits in the form of ecosystem services) from the very beginning of the
project. The general research objective of the consultations was to identify the
opportunities to tailor the ecosystem services (ES) assessment to the needs of the target
users (key stakeholders), and at the same time to start communicating with potential
members of the future National Platform for Ecosystem Services (NPES) that is planned to
be established at a later stage of the project.

These initial consultations aimed at setting up a participatory approach for development of
the One Nature project outputs related to the ES assessment that would be applied
throughout the project. The participatory approach is essential not only to produce relevant
outcomes and to increase the sustainability of the project, but also represents a valuable
input into the ES assessment itself. It allows to build the design of consultations also on
stakeholders' experiences and preferences, to co-create new knowledge, and to set up the
communication of project results across stakeholders so that they can be better integrated
into their decision-making practice and into policies influencing the Natura 2000 network.

The consultations with the stakeholders were based on identification and analysis of key
stakeholders as a prerequisite for setting up the consultations, and further conducted
through interviews and workshops.

The identification and analysis of key stakeholders consisted of several subsequent steps.
Firstly, a database of actors operating at national or regional level in the Natura 2000 network
was created. Subsequently, the criteria for the assessment of key stakeholders were defined
and an expert assessment of each stakeholder was carried out according to these criteria.
Finally, the stakeholders were categorized into groups based on the results of the expert
assessment. These steps were carried out iteratively, in several rounds. The methodology
draws on integrated stakeholder engagement methods (Gramberger et al., 2015) as well as
analytical categorisation of stakeholders (see e.g. Reed et al., 2009; Raum, 2018).

The result of the stakeholder analysis is a matrix which categorizes the stakeholders into
groups according to the type of influence (criterion: direct or indirect influence) and the
strength of the influence on Natura 2000 network, taking into account the prioritization of
potential use of ES assessment outputs in the stakeholder’s practice (criterion: primary user
of ES assessment). A special group in the matrix consists of stakeholders who do not influence
the decision-making concerning the Natura 2000 network but who are selected as primary
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users of the ES assessment - these are actors that can use the results in their practice or easily
communicate them to other groups of actors (and thus help to safeguard the sustainability of
the project results).

The stakeholder matrix was the basis for further progress of action A3 - setting up the design
of interviews and workshops and sampling interview respondents and workshop participants.

For the interviews, the institutions that can be characterized as the most important
stakeholders were approached (according to the results of the stakeholder analysis, thisis a
group of stakeholders at the national level with a high level of direct or indirect influence on
decision-making or activities in Natura 2000 network, which are also identified as the
expected primary users of the results of the ES assessment). The data collection on
stakeholders’ preferences and attitudes was carried out through semi-structured in-depth
interviews. The interviewees were either official representatives of the organization; or
representatives of departments or units with the most thematically relevant agendas for the
interview topics.

In total, 18 interviews were conducted between June and November 2020 with institutions
of diverse focus (including 1 pilot interview). Based on the results, respondents often
prioritize a similar ES (to be assessed in the project) that are perceived as important for their
practice — on average, they prioritized 7 out of 17 services®. All actors absolutely agreed on
the need to include the ES Regulation of freshwater quantity and runoff in the assessment;
other frequently preferred services are Regulation of water quality, Regulation of climate, and
Habitat creation and maintenance.

Interview results brought information about the level of stakeholders’ knowledge of the ES
framework and whether or not they have already been using it in their practice (mostly not).
Almost all respondents (with one exception) perceived the presented ES framework (that is
used throughout the project) as usable and pointed to several areas where they think it could
be implemented (e.g., policies, legislation, decision-making, spatial and land-use planning,
selection of management in landscape, assessment of subsidies, setting payments for ES,
education and awareness raising of benefits of protected areas). They also highlighted some
barriers for its further implementation (e.g., insufficient capacities, complexity of ES
assessments, inconsistency with current legislation) and expressed concerns about potential
commodification of ES or misuse of an ES assessment. Regarding ES governance, respondents
commented on which other stakeholders and policies they perceived to be important and
identified potential conflicts and power relations related to ES. Respondents also provided
many valuable suggestions for establishment of the NPES - covering both content and
organizational aspects of the platform. These results served to build a set of

' The ES classification employed in the project is based on the Nature’s Contributions to People framework by
Diaz et al. (2018), which is adopted by IPBES (Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services).
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recommendations for the concept of the NPES which will be set up in the next phase of the
project and will serve for deepening the cooperation with the stakeholders.

The participatory workshops were held in two rounds. For the first round of workshops, the
same actors which participated in the interviews were approached. For the second round, we
aimed at broadening the scale of consultations by including all other stakeholders that had
been identified as primary users of the project outputs (ES assessment). Therefore, we invited
as many relevant stakeholders as possible to at least one workshop —i. e. representatives
of institutions that are primary users of the project outputs (ES evaluation) and that have
influence on decision-making or activities in the Natura 2000 network. A total of 53
representatives of 44 institutions attended our six seminars, including state administration
bodies, state enterprises, local or regional governments, interest and business associations
and NGOs.

The objective of participatory seminars was to contribute to a better understanding and
more unified perception of the ES framework among stakeholders, which would further
form the basis for mutual understanding in the NPES.

During the workshops, two ES (Regulation of climate and Physical and psychological
experiences) were presented in more detail. Based on participants’ feedback, the vast
majority could imagine how they would be able to use results of the assessment of one of
these two ES in their practice. The most frequently mentioned use of the ES Regulation of
climate assessment was to provide arguments for protection of certain ecosystems or areas;
and for the ES Physical and psychological experiences to manage or more appropriately
distribute visitation. Perceived barriers to the use of the assessment results for both these ES
often included difficulty of conducting the assessment and also unavailability of data of good
quality and detail for the whole country, which affects both the form and usability of the
assessment results.

Workshop participants also prioritized which of the remaining 15 ES (included in the overall
ES framework) should be selected for further assessment in the project (and would be
relevant for their practice). The question was framed as selecting a maximum of five
additional services for the evaluation. Most participants selected Regulation of freshwater
quantity and runoff, closely followed by another regulating service Habitat creation and
maintenance. The service Maintenance of future options was also important to participants
as it appeared in third place.

The workshops further provided suggestions for implementation of the ES framework in
different areas of policy, decision-making or practice. None of the participants claimed that
the ES framework should not be used in a particular area. A better implementation of the ES
framework in participants' practice could be facilitated by e.g.: raising public awareness
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(about the ES framework), education of professionals or existence of methodological
assessment procedures as such.

All of the specific objectives set for action A3 were met, although the form and content of
the individual consultations had to be changed and adapted as a result of the ongoing COVID-
19 pandemic. The preparatory phase of the project allowed, through the initial consultations
with key stakeholders, to start a meaningful exchange of different perspectives on the
benefits provided by Natura 2000 network, together with their definition and further
specifications.

The insights into the needs and preferences of various institutional stakeholders gained
from the consultations will be further used in the project for a more informed design of the
ongoing research in the ES area (also taking into account other project objectives). The
gathered results of consultations form a valuable basis for the establishment and operation
of the NPES, whose main role will be to enable coordination of ES assessments and sharing
of experience with the ES framework in practice among experts, nature conservationists and
stakeholders in natural resource management. In addition, the results of the consultations
will be applied in the design of other project outputs across its activities, for example in the
assessment of project impacts or in the development of project communication outputs.
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Shrnuti

Konzultace s uzZivateli vystupa hodnoceni socio-ekonomickych prinost soustavy Natura 2000
v ramci aktivity A3 byly navrzeny a realizovany s cilem navazat jiz od zacatku projektu Jedna
priroda komunikaci s uzivateli, kteri budou pozdéji vyuzivat vysledky hodnoceni socio-
ekonomickych prinost soustavy Natura 2000 vzniklé v pozdéjsich fazich tohoto projektu,
zejména pak prinosi ve formé ekosystémovych sluzeb. Obecnym vyzkumnym cilem
konzultaci je identifikovat moznosti prizptsobeni hodnoceni ekosystémovych sluzeb (ES)
potrebam cilovych uzivateli (klicovych aktéra) a zaroven zacit komunikovat s potencialnimi
cleny budouci Narodni platformy pro ekosystémové sluzby (dale NPES).

Tyto Uvodni konzultace smérovaly k nastaveni participativniho pristupu ke tvorbé vysledka
projektu Jedna priroda tykajicich se hodnoceni ES. Participativni pristup je pritom zasadnim
predpokladem nejen pro zvyseni relevance vysledkl projektu a jeho udrzZitelnosti, ale i
vstupem pro samotné hodnoceni ES. Umoznuje zohlednit zkusenosti i preference aktérq,
spoluvytvaret nové znalosti, a zaroven nastavit komunikaci vysledkl projektu napric aktéry
tak, aby mohly byt |épe zaclenény do jejich rozhodovaci praxe i do politik ovliviujicich
soustavu Natura 2000.

Samotné konzultace s aktéry byly provedeny ve formé rozhovort a seminard, pricemz
nutnym predpokladem nastaveni konzultaci byla identifikace a analyza klicovych aktéru.

Identifikace a analyza klicovych aktér sestavala z postupnych krokd, kdy byla nejprve
vytvorena databaze aktérd pulsobicich na narodni ¢i regionalni trovni v soustavé Natura 2000.
Nasledné byla definovana kritéria pro hodnoceni klicovych aktért a provedeno expertni
hodnoceni jednotlivych aktér podle téchto kritérii, podle kterych byli aktéri dale
kategorizovani do skupin. Tyto kroky probihaly iterativné, v nékolika kolech, a metodologicky
vychazeji z metod integrovaného zapojeni stakeholdert (Gramberger a kol., 2015) a zaroven
z analytické kategorizace aktéra (viz napr. Reed a kol., 2009; Raum, 2018).

Vysledkem analyzy aktérii je matice, v niZ jsou aktéri kategorizovani do skupin podle typu
vlivu (kritérium: vliv primy ¢i neprimy) a sily vlivu na soustavu Natura 2000, s ohledem na
prioritizaci vyuZiti poznatk( z hodnoceni ES aktéry v praxi (kritérium: primarni uzivatel
hodnoceni ES). Zvlastni skupinu v matici tvori aktéri, kteri na rozhodovani o soustavé Natura
2000 nemaji vliv, avsak jsou primarnimi uzivateli hodnoceni ES — jedna se o aktéry, ktefi
mohou vysledky vyuzit ve své praxi Ci je snadno komunikovat dalSim skupinam aktéra (a
pomoci tak zajistit udrzitelnost vysledkd projektu).

Matice aktérd byla zakladem pro dalsi postup aktivity A3 - nastaveni konceptu rozhovort a
seminard a vybér aktérd pro jednotlivé rozhovory i seminare.
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Pro rozhovory byly osloveny ty instituce, které lze charakterizovat jako nejvyznamnéjsi
aktéry (dle vysledkl analyzy klicovych aktért se jedna o skupinu aktérd na narodni Urovni s a)
primym nebo neprimym vlivem a vysokou silou vlivu na rozhodovani nebo aktivity v soustave
Natura 2000, kteri jsou b) zaroven identifikovani jako predpokladani primarni uzivatelé
vysledkld hodnoceni ES). Sbér dat o preferencich a postojich aktérd probéhl metodou
polostrukturovanych hloubkovych rozhovort. Osloveni byli pfitom oficialni zastupci dané
organizace, anebo zastupci téch odborl nebo oddéleni, které maji nejvétsi presah své agendy
s danou problematikou.

Celkem bylo v obdobi cerven az listopad 2020 provedeno 18 rozhovorl se zastupci riznych
instituci pestrého zaméreni (z toho 1 pilotni rozhovor). Podle vysledki respondenti preferuji
Casto obdobné ES k vyhodnoceni v projektu pro vyuziti vysledki v jejich praxi - pritom prioritu
uvedli primérné pro 7 z celkem 17 sluzeb?. VSichni aktéfi se absolutné shodli na potfebé
zahrnuti regulace mnozstvi a odtoku vody do hodnoceni; dalsi ¢asto preferované sluzby jsou
regulace kvality vody, regulace klimatu a vytvareni a udrzovani habitata.

V rozhovorech byla zjistovana znalost konceptu ES u respondent( a takeé jestli tento koncept
v néjaké podobé jiz vyuzivaji ve své praxi (vétsina jej nepouziva). Respondentlim predstaveny
koncept ES pouzivany v ramci projektu vidi témér vsichni respondenti (az na jednu vyjimku)
jako vyuzitelny, pricemz poukazali na nékolik oblasti, kde by podle nich mohl byt
implementovan (napf. v politikach, legislativé, rozhodovaci praxi, Uzemnim planovani,
rozhodovani o zpisobech hospodareni v krajiné nebo o vyuziti Uzemi, zhodnoceni vlivu dotaci
na ES, platby za ES, vzdélavani, vysvétlovani prinosd chranénych uzemi). Zaroven uvedli
vnimané prekazky vyuziti konceptu v praxi (napr. nedostatecné kapacity, slozitost hodnoceni
ES, nesoulad s platnou legislativou) a vyjadrili nékteré obavy ohledné jeho pouzivani v praxi,
napr. z komodifikace ES nebo mozZnosti zneuziti hodnoceni ES a jejich vysledkl. Respondenti
se v rozhovorech vyjadrovali také k tomu, jaci jini aktéri a politiky jsou podle nich vyznamné
pro spravu ES a jaké pripadné konflikty a mocenské vztahy ve vztahu k ES vnimaji. Ohledné
nastaveni NPES poskytli respondenti mnoho cennych podnétl pro obsahové i organizacni
pojeti platformy. Z vysledkd rozhovort byla vytvorena souhrnna doporuceni pro zalozeni
NPES, ktera vznikne v dalsi fazi projektu a v ramci niz se bude spoluprace s aktéry dale
prohlubovat.

Seminare probéhly ve dvou kolech. Pro prvni kolo seminara byli vybrani stejni aktéri jako ti,
kteri se zucastnili rozhovor(. Pro druhé kolo byl zamér zahrnout do konzultaci vsechny dalsi
aktéry, kteri jsou primarnimi uzivateli vystupt projektu (tykajicich se hodnoceni ES). Cilem
bylo tedy alespon na jeden seminar pozvat co nejvice relevantnich aktéri jako zastupct
instituci, které jsou primarnimi uzivateli vystupt projektu (hodnoceni ES) a maji vliv na

2 Klasifikace ES pouzivana v projektu je zaloZena na konceptudlnim ramci Nature’s Contributions to People /
Piinosy pfirody lidem, ktery vychdzi z Diaz a kol. (2018) a je adoptovan IPBES (Intergovernmental Science-Policy
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services; Mezivladnim panelem pro biologickou rozmanitost a
ekosystémové sluzby).
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rozhodovani nebo aktivity v soustavé Natura 2000. Seminari se dohromady zuc¢astnilo 53
zastupcu z celkem 44 instituci statni spravy, statnich podnika, samosprav, zastupct zajmovych
svazl a neziskovych organizaci.

Cilem participativnich seminari bylo prispét ke sjednoceni vnimani vymezeni ES, které bude
zakladem pro vzajemné porozumeéni v NPES.

V ramci seminard byly podrobnéji predstaveny dvé ES (a. regulace klimatu a b. fyzické a
dusevni zazitky). Podle ohlast zjistovanych v ramci seminard si drtiva vétsina zucastnénych
dovede predstavit, jak konkrétné by ve svoji praxi dokazali vyuzit vysledky hodnoceni alespon
jedné z téchto dvou ES. NejCastéji zminovanym pouzitim vysledkd hodnoceni bylo u regulace
klimatu poskytnuti argumentt pro ochranu urcitych ekosystémua nebo uzemi; u fyzickych a
dusevnich zazitkl pak usmérnéni ¢i vhodnéjsi distribuce navstévnosti. Vnimané bariéry pro
vyuziti hodnoceni u obou prinost zahrnuji nejcastéji narocnost provedeni hodnoceni a také
nedostupnost kvalitnich a detailnich dat pro celé tzemi CR, které ovliviiuji podobu i
vyuzitelnost vysledki hodnoceni.

Ué&astnici seminaft také prioritizovali dalsi ES pro zpracovani hodnoceni - vybirali pfitom ze
zbyvajicich 15 sluzeb (zahrnutych v celkovém konceptu hodnoceni), které by byly relevantni
pro jejich praxi. Otazka byla pritom nastavena jako vybér dalSich maximalné péti sluzeb pro
zpracovani hodnoceni. Nejvice ucastnikd zvolilo sluzbu regulace mnozstvi a odtoku vody,
tésné nasledovano dalsi regulacni sluzbou vytvareni a udrzovani habitatl. Vyznamna je pro
zuc¢astnéné také sluzba udrzovani budoucich moznosti, ktera se umistila na tfetim misté.

Seminare dale poskytly podklady pro identifikaci moznosti pro implementaci konceptu ES do
rdznych oblasti politiky, rozhodovani nebo praxe. Nikdo z Ucastnikd neuvadél ze by se koncept
ES v nékteré konkrétni oblasti nemél vyuzivat. Implementaci konceptu ES v praxi respondentt
by podle nejcastéjsich reakci ucastniki pomohla lepsi informovanost verejnosti, odborna
osvéta Ci samotna existence metodickych postupt hodnoceni.

Vsechny stanovené specifické cile aktivity A3 se podafilo splnit, prestoze bylo nutné zmeénit
a prizpusobit formu i obsah jednotlivych konzultaci v disledku probihaji pandemie COVID-19.
Pripravna faze reseni projektu umoznila skrze realizované uvodni konzultace s klicovymi
aktéry predevsim rozbéhnout smysluplnou vyménu riznych perspektiv ohledné prinosi
poskytovanych soustavou Natura 2000, jejich vymezeni a blizsi specifikace.

Poznatky o potrebach a preferencich zucastnénych zastupct raznych instituci ziskané v
ramci konzultaci budou dale vyuzZity v projektu pro informovanéjsi nastaveni dalSiho
vyzkumu v oblasti ES (vyzkum bude zpracovan také s ohledem na dalsi stanovené cile
projektu). Vysledky analyzy vSech podnéta z rozhovord i seminard jsou cennym podkladem
pro zaloZeni a fungovani NPES, jejiz hlavni roli bude umoznit koordinaci hodnoceni ES a
sdileni zkusenosti s vyuzitim konceptu ES v praxi napric odborniky, ochranou prirody a aktéry
ovliviujicimi hospodareni s prirodnimi zdroji. Dale budou vysledky konzultaci vyuzZity v pristich
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1. Cile konzultaci

Obecnym vyzkumnym cilem konzultaci je identifikovat moznosti prizptisobeni hodnoceni
ekosystémovych sluzeb (ES) potrebam cilovych uzivatela (klicovych aktért) a zaroven zacit
komunikovat s potencialnimi cleny budouci Narodni platformy pro ekosystémové sluzby (dale
NPES). Aktivita A3 je v tomto smyslu pripravnou aktivitou pro aktivitu Cé6 projektu Jedna
priroda, v ramci které pak probiha samotné hodnoceni ES, a ktera po skonceni aktivity A3
prebira jeji vysledky pro dalsi pripravu a ustanoveni NPES3. Samotné konzultace s aktéry maji
formu rozhovorlG a seminarti a nutnym predpokladem jejich provedeni je identifikace a
analyza klicovych aktéra.

Mezi specifické cile konzultaci patfi:
a. Identifikovat politiky, strategie a rozhodovaci procesy, které ovliviuji ES
b. Identifikovat prioritni ES pro hodnoceni v projektu Jedna priroda
c. Identifikovat vztahy a postoje k ES (potreby, znalosti a zkusenosti aktéru s
konkrétnimi ES)
d. Identifikovat moZnosti implementace konceptu ES do riznych politik (strategii a
rozhodovacich procesu)

Pro dosazeni téchto cill je pri interakci s vétsinou aktérd velmi prinosna iterativni debata mezi
vyzkumniky vytvarejicimi vystupy hodnoceni ES v projektu Jedna Priroda a aktéry -
potencialnimi uzivateli vystupd hodnoceni. Debata nad dosavadni zkusenosti aktérd s
hodnocenim ES je dokonce nezbytna pro spoluvytvareni novych ocekavani, potreb i znalosti;
s ohledem na to, co soucasny stav svétového védeckého poznani mize nabidnout.

Daraz na konkrétni cile je rdzny napric¢ jednotlivymi formami konzultaci (rozhovory Cci
participativni seminare) a koly konzultaci (jednotlivymi koly konzultaci rozumime sérii
rozhovorld a jednotliva po sobé jdouci kola ¢i série seminart). Jednotlivé formy a kola
konzultaci na sebe navazuji a jsou vZdy prizpisobovany vysledkim zjisténi z predchozich kol
(napr. data z rozhovor( jsou vyuzita pro planovani a prizpisobeni obsahu navazujicich
seminard; data z prvniho kola seminard jsou vyuzita pro prizptisobeni obsahu navazujicich
seminard podle podnétl ucastnikl i zjisténi vyzkumného tymu napr. ohledné vhodného
zaramovani i hloubky probiranych témat).

V souladu s Koncepcnim ramcem hodnoceni ES aktivity C6 (12/2019) pouzivame v nékterych

pripadech pro ES aktualnéjsi pojem “prinosy prirody lidem”. V textu této zpravy jsou oba
pojmy pouzivany se stejnym vyznamem, ktery odpovida klasifikaci prinosd dle Diaz a kol.
(2018).

3 Vyzkum v aktivité A3 predstaveny v této zpravé se podafilo navrhnout tak, Ze jeho vysledky jsou ve skutecnosti
pomérné komplexnim podkladem vhodnym ke zohlednéni i ve vicero dalSich aktivitach projektu Jedna pfiroda
(minimdIn& D2 a E2). Podrobnosti uvadime v Zavéru tohoto dokumentu.
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1.1. Zaméreni rozhovoru

Rozhovory bylo mozné diky svému formatu zamérit na vsechny 4 vyse uvedené specifické cile
konzultaci. V Uvodu rozhovoru byl zjistovan vztah mezi instituci reprezentovanou aktérem k
Uzemi soustavy Natura 2000, a to predevsim z hlediska prinost, které tato soustava poskytuje
spolecnosti. Navazujicim tématem byly potreby jednotlivych aktéri ohledné vystupl
hodnoceni ES v projektu Jedna priroda. Zjisténi reakci je nutnym predpokladem pro
prizplsobeni vystupl projektu aktérim, a je dale rozpracovano v dalsi fazi konzultaci -
seminarich. Dalsim tématem rozhovoru bylo zjistovani preferenci a postojl aktért k procesu
budovani a nasledného fungovani NPES, vcetné diskuse priorit, doporuceni, ale i bariér a
hrozeb ohledné formy, obsahu a participace aktérd. Tato témata smérovala ke zjisténi
informaci vedoucich ke zvyseni budouciho zajmu stakeholder( o dalsi setkavani.

1.2. Zaméreni seminaru

Na rozdil od rozhovori byly seminare zaméreny z hlediska specifickych cilG konzultaci
zejména na identifikaci prioritnich ES pro hodnoceni a zjistovani postojd a vztaht k vybranym
ES. Cilem seminarl bylo predstavit ucastnikim koncept hodnoceni ES a zpusob, jak s nim v
projektu Jedna priroda pracujeme. Participativni aktivity seminard se zamérovaly na
ocekavani, obavy a bariéry ohledné hodnoceni ES. Podobné jako v rozhovorech byly i na
seminarich zjistovany potreby jednotlivych aktérd ohledné vystupt hodnoceni ES v projektu
Jedna priroda a moznosti jejich vyuziti, avsak v jiném formatu a detailn&jsim kontextu (pro
dvé konkrétni ES).

Konzultace (zejména rozhovory, ale i ucast zastupcl jednotlivych aktérl na seminarich)
rovnéz slouzi k dalsimu doplnovani relevantnich kontaktG v databazi klicovych aktérd
vytvorené v predchozim kroku metodou snéhové koule (Bieranacki a Waldorf, 1981).

Pracovni postup konzultaci byl rozdélen do tfi hlavnich krok:

e identifikace a analyza klicovych aktéru
e rozhovory s klicovymi aktéry
e participativni seminare

Tyto kroky detailné predstavuje kapitola 2 této zpravy. Obrazek 1 zobrazuje navaznosti mezi
jednotlivymi kroky postupu zpracovani a vyse uvedenymi specifickymi cili konzultaci.

11
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Obrdzek 1 - Ndvaznosti mezi jednotlivymi kroky zpracovani a specifickymi cili konzultaci.

2. Design, prubéh a vysledky jednotlivych kroku zpracovani

2.1. Identifikace a analyza kli¢ovych aktéru

Cilem analyzy klicovych aktéru bylo vytvorit databazi klicovych aktéra pusobicich na narodni
Ci regionalni Urovni v soustavé Natura 2000. Vytvoreni databaze aktéra je prvnim krokem v
nastaveni participativniho pristupu ke tvorbé vysledka projektu LIFE a k nastaveni komunikace
téchto vysledkt napric aktéry tak, aby mohly byt |épe zaclenény do jejich rozhodovaci praxe i
politik ovlivaujicich soustavu Natura 2000. Analyza a identifikace aktér( je vyznamnou
prerekvizitou pro zvyseni spolecenské relevance vystupl projektu a zajisténi jejich
udrzitelnosti. Primarné se zamérujeme na aktéry, ktefi jsou predpokladanymi uzivateli
vysledki hodnoceni socio-ekonomickych prinost ze soustavy Natura 2000 (predevsim prinosu
ve formé ekosystémovych sluzeb — ES) a/nebo maji primy vliv na rozhodovani nebo aktivity v
soustaveé Natura 2000.

12
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Zpracovani této aktivity metodologicky vychazi z metod integrovaného zapojeni stakeholdert
(Gramberger a kol., 2015) a zaroven z analytické kategorizace aktért (viz napr. Reed a kol.,
2009; Raum, 2018). Nejprve byla definovana kritéria pro identifikaci klicovych aktéru
v soustavé Natura 2000. Nasledné probéhla nékolikakolova explorace moznych aktéru a jejich
zaznam do databaze s vyuZitim smisenych metod sbéru dat zahrnujicich analyzu dokumentu
a sekundarnich zdroji dat (literatury i on-line zdroja) a konzultaci v resitelském tymu
(zejména s vyznamnymi aktéry AOPK a MZP). Na zavér probéhlo expertni vyhodnoceni priorit
pro zahrnuti jednotlivych aktért do analyzy podle predem definovanych kritérii. Vysledkem
analyzy stakeholderu je kategorizace aktérd do matice typu , interest-influence matrix“ podle
typu vlivu a sily vlivu na soustavu Natura 2000 a prioritizace pro prenos poznatkt z hodnoceni
ES. Tato matice byla zakladem pro dalsi postup aktivity A3 (nastaveni konceptu seminari a
vybér aktérd pro jednotlivé seminare).

2.1.1. Celkovy ramec a postup analyzy aktéru

1. Vymezeni aktéru a stanoveni kritérii

V souladu s cilem identifikace a analyzy klicovych aktért bylo definovano jejich vymezeni z
hlediska méritka jejich plsobeni a formy jejich organizace jako:

e aktéri fungujici primarné na narodni Urovni, prip. regionalni,
e institucionalni aktéri (organizované skupiny) — sdruzeni, spolky ci svazy, které zastupuji
a prosazuji zajmy jednotlivych aktér( na narodni, prip. regionalni urovni.

Vzhledem k velikosti soustavy Natura 2000 existuje v podstaté nezmérné mnozstvi
jednotlivych aktéra (fyzickych i pravnickych osob), které se soustavou Natura 2000 Cdi
jednotlivymi lokalitami interaguji. Cilem analyzy stakeholderi neni identifikovat veskeré
jednotlivé aktéry vcetné téch pusobicich na mistni Urovni, a to z nasledujicich davoda: a)
mistnich aktérl je velmi mnoho a maji ¢asto velmi omezenou prostorovou relevanci; b) v case
se jejich seznam dynamicky méni; c) tvorba a pribézna aktualizace kompletniho seznamu
stakeholdera vcetné téch na mistni urovni by byla neimérné casové a financné nakladna.
EfektivnéjSim zplUsobem zajisténi zastoupeni vsech relevantnich typl aktéru je identifikace
organizaci (sdruzeni, spolkl Ci svazl), v nichZ jsou mistni aktéri organizovani a které jejich
zajmy zastupuji a prosazuji na narodni, prip. regionalni drovni.

Na uvod analyzy bylo nutné stanovit kritéria na dvou urovnich:

e kritéria pro zahrnuti relevantnich aktért do databaze
e kritéria hodnoceni jednotlivych aktérd

Za Ucelem nastaveni téchto kritérii se uskutecnilo nékolik schiizek — konzultace s AOPK, MZP
(6. 8. 2019); konzultace Fesitelti A3 CzechGlobe, COZP (6. 9. 2019, 8. 10. 2019). Do databaze
pak byli zahrnuti aktéri, ktefi jsou:

13
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a) predpokladanymi uzivateli vysledki hodnoceni socio-ekonomickych prinost ze
soustavy Natura 2000 (predevsim prinosu ve formé ES) nebo

b) ES v soustavé Natura 2000 vyznamné ovliviuji (realné + i vlivem na instituce v SirSim
slova smyslu) a/nebo ES poskytované soustavou Natura 2000 vyuzivaji.

Aby bylo mozné jednotlivé aktéry mezi sebou rozlisit a prioritizovat dulezZitost konzultace
s nimi, a také |épe odlisit mozny koncept konzultaci/seminard u jednotlivych aktérad, byla
vytvorena nasledujici kritéria jejich hodnoceni:

e Vliv na rozhodovani (Ma aktér vliv na tvorbu pravidel, ktera realné/fakticky ovliviuji
ekosystémy v soustavé Natura 2000 a jejich schopnost poskytovat ES?)

e Sila vlivu (Expertni hodnoceni sily/velikosti vlivu aktéra na rozhodovani nebo aktivity v
soustavé N2K s ohledem na celé Uzemi soustavy Natura 2000 v CR)

e Primarni uzivatel hodnoceni ES (Kdo jsou nejdualezitéjsi aktéri, kteri by méli vyuzivat
vysledki hodnoceni socio-ekonomickych prinost ze soustavy Natura 2000, predevsim
prinost ve formé ES?)

e Nejvyznamnéjsi aktivita (Jaké konkrétni aktivity provadi aktéri v soustavé Natura 2000,
kterymi ovliviuji nebo vyuZivaji ES poskytované soustavou?)

Podrobné znéni kritérii a postupu pro hodnoceni jednotlivych aktérd je popsano v
dokumentu Priloha | - A3 analyza aktérd - Instrukce pro hodnoceni klicovych aktéra.

2. Vytvoreni databaze relevantnich aktéru a jejich hodnoceni

Byla vytvorena sablona databaze (tabulky) relevantnich aktérd kvyplnéni zahrnujici jak
jednotliva kritéria, tak prostor pro poznamky zdivodnujici expertni hodnoceni jednotlivych
aktérd. Nasledné probéhla nékolikakolova explorace moznych aktérd a jejich zaznam do
databaze s vyuzitim smisenych metod sbéru dat zahrnujicich analyzu dokumentd a
sekundarnich zdrojl dat (literatury i on-line zdroja) a konzultaci v resitelském tymu (zejména
s vyznamnymi aktéry v soustavé Natura 2000: AOPK a MZP). Jednotlivi aktéfi byli v ramci
téchto kol iterativné hodnoceni z hlediska predem definovanych kritérii.

Prvni navrh aktéra (prvni kolo zaznamu do databaze aktérd) byl vytvoren resiteli A3 na zakladé
vlastnich znalosti vyznamnych aktérd v oblasti ochrany pfirody v CR, zku$enosti z pfedchozich
projekti a reSerse internetovych zdroji. Zaroven byla vyuZita tzv. historicka data AOPK
z projednavani a vyhlasovani soustavy Natura 2000 ve formé prikladového seznamu subjektu,
se kterymi bylo reseno vyhlasovani a doplnovani lokalit soustavy Natura 2000. Doplnéni ze
seznamu fungovalo castecné jako kontrolni metoda, abychom nevynechali Zadné klicové
subjekty, kteri ale splnuji stanovena zakladni kritéria vymezeni klicovych aktéra.

Nasledné byla diskutovana nejvhodnéjsi metoda sbéru dat pro doplnéni a hodnoceni
jednotlivych aktért s AOPK jako klicovym aktérem a zaroven nositelem detailnich informaci a
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zkuSenosti s dalSimi aktéry vzhledem k soustavé Natura 2000. Jako nejvhodnéjsi se ukazalo
usporadani tzv. hodnoticiho panelu expertt, pri kterém bylo moiné v realném case
monitorovat shody/neshody pfi hodnoceni jednotlivych kritérii, a ktery také zajistoval
vysokou kontrolu nad samotnym procesem hodnoceni. Pfipadnou neznalost konceptu ES* by
bylo mozné vyresit uvedenim do tématu na misté ze strany resiteld aktivity (CzechGlobe a
COZP).

S ohledem na to, 7e dva nejvyznamnéjii aktéri (AOPK a MZP) jsou zaroven fesitelé projektu,
byla usporadana dvé kola hodnoticich panelti za ucelem dalsi explorace moznych aktérd,
jejich zaznamu do databaze a hodnoceni aktérl s ohledem na jednotliva predem definovana
kritéria — nejdfive s experty z MZP (25. 11. 2019) a nasledné s experty z AOPK (10. 12. 2019).
Téchto schizek k hodnoceni se zUcastnilo 4-5 experta z prislusné instituce, kteri tak svymi
znalostmi pokryli pomérné velkou c¢ast jednotlivych (pod)skupin aktérd. Presto zUstali
neohodnoceni nékteri specificti aktéri napr. ze sektoru zemédélstvi nebo vodohospodarstvi,
kteri byli nasledné ohodnoceni dalSimi experty z AOPK formou per rollam. Vramci
hodnoticich panell experti poskytli také mnoho dalsich cennych informaci napt. pro rozdéleni
aktéra do skupin nebo jejich shlukovani.

Neshody ohledné nastaveni urovné kritérii se vyskytovaly pouze u nékolika hodnocenych
aktérd, atozejména v pripadé, kdy hodnotici instituce zaroven indikovala nizsi znalost daného
aktéra, a sama odkazovala na nutnost prezkoumani jejiho navrhu hodnoceni jinou instituci,
ktera ma s danym aktérem v ramci N2K vice zkusenosti.

Pro ucely mozného vyuziti v nasledné prioritizaci jsou aktéri v tabulce aktérd (viz Priloha |l -
A3 analyza aktéru - Tabulka aktérd) barevné oznaceni dle jejich prostorového plisobeni na:

a) narodni plisobnost — aktér nema nijak vymezenou regionalni/lokalni pisobnost, mlze
plsobit na kdekoliv na izemi €R, napf. MZP, Sprava jeskyni, CzechGlobe),

b) regionalni pisobnost — aktér ma vyslovené stanovenou regionalni, prip. lokalni pdsobnost
— napf. Sprava povodi Labe, Spolek Actaea (,Plsobime predevsim v oblasti Jesenikd a
Beskyd“).

Je nutné uveést, Zze zhodnoceni kritérii jednotlivych aktért je v této chvili urCeno castecné
expertné, se zastoupenim znalosti a zkusenosti AOPK, MZP, CzechGlobe a COZP ohledné
vazeb jednotlivych aktérd a soustavy Natura 2000. MZP a AOPK nicméné patfi mezi klicové
stakeholdery a jejich aktivni zapojeni v ramci hodnoticich panelt i konzultaci odpovida spolu
s expertnim hodnocenim mezi pouzivané metody identifikace a kategorizace stakeholderu
(Chevalier a Buckles, 2008; Reed a kol., 2009). Toto plné postacuje pro prvotni prioritizaci a
rozliseni aktér do skupin pro nastaveni konceptu seminarti. Dosavadni hodnoceni sily vlivu
je mozné konfrontovat Ci zpresnovat v ramci dalSiho reseni aktivity na zakladé doplnujicich
informaci zjisténych v ramci rozhovora a seminart od dalsich zatim neoslovenych aktéru.

4 Tato eventualita v praxi véak nenastala.
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3. Analyticka kategorizace aktérd

Vzhledem k velkému mnoizstvi identifikovanych relevantnich aktérd a omezenému poctu
potencialnich Ucastnikl naslednych konzultaci bylo nutné kategorizovat jednotlivé aktéry
s ohledem na prioritu prenosu poznatk(l a také pro shlukovani aktérd do skupin podle
konceptu seminara. Pro tyto Ucely byla pouzita osvédcena metoda umisténi aktért do matice
typu ,interest-influence matrix“ (viz napr. Raum, 2018), ktera byla vytvorena s pomoci
zvolenych kritérii hodnoceni aktéru.

Vysledkem analyzy je kategorizace aktért podle typu vlivu (kritérium: vliv primy ¢i neprimy) a
expertné ohodnocené sily vlivu na soustavu Natura 2000, s ohledem na prioritizaci prenosu
poznatkl z hodnoceni ES ze strany resitelského tymu (kritérium: primarni uzivatel hodnoceni
ES). Zvlastni skupinu v matici tvori aktéri, kteri na rozhodovani o soustavé Natura 2000 nemaji
vliv, avsak jsou primarnimi uzivateli hodnoceni ES — jedna se o aktéry, kteri mohou vysledky
vyuzit ve své praxi Ci je snadno komunikovat dalSim skupinam aktérd (a pomoci tak zajistit
udrzitelnost vysledkd projektu).

Kompletni podoba matice aktérd viz Priloha Il - A3 analyza aktéru - Matice aktéru.

2.2. Rozhovory a seminare
2.2.1. Metodologické zakotveni konzultaci formou rozhovorl a seminara

Systematické zahrnuti konzultaci s uzivateli vysledkd projektu od jeho samotného pocatku v
riznych podobach je nezbytné nejen pro spoluvytvareni nové znalosti ve vsech fazich
projektu, ale také pro budovani dlouhodobé fungujiciho vztahu védeckych pracovnikl a
aktéra z politické sféry a praxe zaloZzeném na oboustranném dialogu a davére (Reed a kol.,
2014). V obecné roviné odpovidaji konzultace (rozhovory i seminare) snaze o budovani
funkcéniho rozhrani védy a politiky (science-policy interface - viz napr. Turnhout a kol., 2014),
prip. také védy a praxe, v oblasti vyzkumu a implementace konceptu ES a jejich hodnoceni.
Konzultace jsou pritom prvnim krokem k nastaveni dlouhodobé fungujiciho rozhrani védy a
politiky v tématu ES a jejich hodnoceni v €R (na narodni Grovni).

Zaroven je cilem konzultaci spoluvytvareni nové znalosti (co-production of knowledge, viz
napr. Reed a Abernathy, 2018), a to ohledné:

e 7adouciho ucelu, rozsahu, postupt, metod, nastaveni detailu, vyuziti a komunikace
vysledkl hodnoceni ES, véetné identifikace moznych presahl ¢i kompromist mezi
rdznymi ucely hodnoceni;
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e vhodného nastaveni a funkcénosti NPES jakoZto platformy pro dlouhodobou spolupraci
v tomto tématu napfi¢ aktéry v CR , kterd vytvofi vhodné prostiedi pro inovace
smérem k udrzZitelnému vyuzivani prinosu prirody skrze zapojeni relevantnich aktéru.

Koncept konzultaci vychazi z nékolika strategii pro spoluvytvareni znalosti (viz napr. Reed a
Abernethy, 2018), a to:

e prenos znalosti (knowledge translation), kdy je kladen diraz na syntézu, vyménu a
aplikaci znalosti jednotlivych aktérd (zejména smérem od vyzkumniki k praktikim i
uzivatelim vysledku) spolecné srozumitelnym jazykem a tak, aby jednotlivi aktéri byli
schopni vysledky identifikovat, pochopit a pouzivat optimalné a efektivné pro své
ucely (Straus, Tetroe & Graham, 2011);

e socialni uceni (social learning), kdy jednotlivci i skupiny s rlznymi znalostmi,
zkusenostmi, perspektivami, hodnotami a kapacitami pracuji spolecné a skrze
iterativni reflexi se uci Iépe pochopit a vyporadat se s vyzvami na rozhrani Zivotniho
prostredi a lidské spolecnosti (Borja a kol., v recenznim rizeni); strategie socialniho
uceni podporuje pochopeni pohledu na svét jinych aktért, budovani davéry napric
ucastniky a maze vést k postupné zméné norem a hodnot. NPES ma byt formou
partnerstvi zalozeném na socialnim uceni.

Pti navrhu konzultaci (rozhovor( i seminard) jsme vychazeli z aspektl a zjisténi dosavadniho
mezinarodniho (predevsim evropského) vyzkumu zabyvajiciho se témito koncepty. Predevsim
se jednalo o ramec pro efektivni zapojeni aktérd ve vyzkumu ES navrzeném Schoonoverem a
kol. (2019), principy kultivace komunit praxe (Metzger a kol., 2019), doporuceny postup pro
zajisténi vysoké urovné zapojeni aktérd (Luyet a kol., 2012), pristup CRELE (kredibilita-
relevance-legitimnost) navrieny Durhamem a kol. (2014) pro zajisténi prijeti vysledkd
vyzkumu aktéry skrze jednani s jeho moznymi uZzivateli a zkusenosti tymu Saarikoski a kol.
(2018) s aplikaci ES do politik v projektech realizovanych napric¢ 22 evropskymi zemémi.

U skupiny aktérd vhodnych pro rozhovory i seminare je podle vysledkd analyzy klicovych
aktéra Zadouci vysoky stupen zapojeni v projektu (a rovnéz lze ex ante predpokladat jejich
zajem o intenzivnéjsi zapojeni do projektu), coz umoznuje zameérit se na Sirokou skalu urovni
participace pro tyto aktéry (Luyet a kol., 2012):

e Informace: vysvétleni cild projektu aktérim

e Konzultace: prezentace projektovych témat, shromazdéni naméta aktérd, rozhodnuti
zohlednuijici také vstupy od aktéra

e Spoluprace: prezentace projektovych témat, shromazdéni naméta aktérd, rozhodnuti
berouci v vahu vstupy od aktéra

e Spolurozhodovani: spoluprace s aktéry smérujici ke shodé pro reseni ¢i implementaci
projektu
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e Zmocnovani (empowerment): delegace rozhodovaci pravomoci nad vyvojem projektu
a jeho implementaci aktérdm

V ramci rozhovort i seminard jsme se zamérovali zejména na dosazeni tfi prvnich vyse
uvedenych urovni participace (Informace-Konzultace-Spoluprace).

2.2.1.1. Specifika pro rozhovory

Sbér dat o preferencich a postojich aktérd probéhl metodou polostrukturovanych
hloubkovych rozhovorl, které umoznuji pokryt témata a vyzkumné otazky vnesené do
rozhovoru tazatelem, zaroven ale poskytuji dostatecny prostor pro volné vypovédi
respondentd (Bryman, 2016). Vyzkum vcéetné metody sbéru dat, zplsobu jejich uchovavani a
znéni informovaného souhlasu byl schvalen etickou komisi COZP UK.

2.2.1.2. Specifika pro seminare

Vysledky z analyzy aktért a predbézného vyhodnoceni rozhovort s prioritizovanymi aktéry
umoznily charakterizovat jednotlivé aktéry pro zakladni porozuméni jejich specifickym
zajmUm v projektu a potencialni Urovni zapojeni aktérd, jejich dosavadnim zkusenostem a
budoucim zajmim v aplikaci metod hodnoceni ES v jejich praxi. Data z rozhovord pak
umoznuji porozumét vzajemnym vztahim (power relations) s ostatnimi aktéry s ohledem na
potencialni koalice i konflikty mezi aktéry a jejich cili (Luyet a kol., 2012).

Tyto zakladni charakteristiky umoznily rozdélit aktéry do skupin s podobnymi zajmy, podle
nichz byly seminare v 1. kole strukturovany. Rozdéleni bylo provedeno s cilem vytvorit pro
pocatecni spolecnou diskusi konceptu ES a jeho vyuziti v praxi bezpecné a komfortni prostredi,
které je nezbytnym predpokladem pro ziskani informaci od vSech zucastnénych (s ohledem
na moznou nizkou pocatecni Uroven znalosti jednotlivych Ucastnikl, ktera by v méné
bezpecném prostredi mohla negativné ovlivhovat motivaci k Ucasti v diskusi). Cilem tohoto
usporadani aktér do skupin s podobnymi zajmy bylo také zajistit, aby témata diskutovana
samotnymi aktéry byla inspirujici ¢i jinak relevantni pro vétsinu zacastnénych, a abychom
podporili vzajemnou vymeénu takovych zkusenosti s hodnocenim ekosystémovych sluzeb a
jeho pouzitim mezi aktéry. Nasi snahou bylo vytvorit podminky pro spoluvytvareni celkové
pozitivni sdilené zkusenosti, ktera mize aktéry podporit k zajmu o dalsi Gcast v projektu a k
dalSimu zajmu o vyménu zkusenosti nejen s vyzkumniky, ale i mezi sebou navzajem (tedy tak,
aby odpovidala cilim ustanoveni NPES v projektu). Podle vysledkid evaluace seminare
samotnymi aktéry jsme v tomto byli pravdépodobné uUspésni - zicastnéni aktéri pozitivné
hodnotili jak uZitecnost informaci, které se dozvédéli od vyzkumnikd (clend tymu), tak i
uzite¢nost informaci, které se dozvédéli od ostatnich ucastniki béhem diskuse. V ramci
moznosti pouzité online platformy se tedy podarilo nastartovat proces socialniho uceni jiz v
tomto prvnim kole seminaru.
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2.2.2. Koncept a realizace vyzkumnych rozhovort

2.2.2.1. Vybeér a osloveni respondenti rozhovort

Aktéri byly do vzorku zarazeni na zakladé analyzy klicovych aktért zpracované v roce 2019.
Pro rozhovory byly vybrany instituce, které Ize charakterizovat jako “nejvyznamnéjsi” aktéry
(dle vysledku analyzy klicovych aktért se jedna o skupinu aktérd na narodni urovni s primym
nebo neprimym vlivem a vysokou silou vlivu na rozhodovani nebo aktivity v soustavé Natura
2000, kteri jsou zaroven identifikovani jako predpokladani primarni uzivatelé vysledki
hodnoceni ES - podrobnéji viz kapitola Identifikace a analyza klicovych aktéra). Tabulka 1
uvadi seznam aktér( (instituci) pro rozhovory a jejich rozdéleni do skupin dle jejich zaméreni.

Tabulka 1: Instituce vybrané pro rozhovory.

Skupina Instituce Datum rozhovoru
"Naturové" organy Ministerstvo iivotnﬂ;\’o prostfed_i. 23.9.2020 .
ochrany pfirody Agentura ochravny prirody a krajiny 29.7.2020 (18.6. pilot)

Asociace krajt CR 22.10.2020

Ministerstvo zemédélstvi 7.9.2020
Statni sprava — ostatni | Ministerstvo kultury -> Narodni pamatkovy ustav | 19.10.2020

Povodi Vitavy 9.11.2020
Uzemni a mistni Svaz mést a obci CR 11.9.2020
samosprava

Zemédélsky svaz CR 11.8.2020
Zemédélstvi, rybarstvi | Agrarni komora CR 27.10.2020

Rybarské sdruzeni CR 30.10.2020

Lesy CR 14.10.2020

Vojenské lesy a statky 26.10.2020
Lesnictvi, myslivost Sdruzeni vlastniki obecnich a soukr. lest v CR

- Komora obecnich lest 12.10.2020
- Komora cirkevnich lest 16.10.2020

Ceska spolecnost ornitologicka 22.9.2020
Neziskové organizace | Cesky svaz ochranct pfirody 23.9.2020

Hnuti duha 12.10.2020

Osloveni byli pritom oficialni zastupci dané organizace, anebo pracovnici, ktefi maji nejvétsi
vécny presah s danou problematikou (bylo vyuzZito jak kontaktd, které byly ziskany v ramci
analyzy klicovych aktér(, tak oficialnich informaci z webovych stranek a dokumentu
samotnych organizaci). Oslovovani respondentl probihalo nejdfive emailem pomoci
oslovovaciho dopisu (viz Priloha |V - A3 rozhovory - oslovovaci dopis) a nasledné telefonicky,

pokud bylo treba upresnit termin, misto nebo formu rozhovoru. Oslovovaci dopis byl odeslan
jednotlivé kazdému potencialnimu respondentovi zvlast tak, aby jiz tato prvotni komunikace
podporila zajem aktérl o participaci. Proces oslovovani konkrétnich zastupct vybranych
instituci se ukazal jako velmi Uspésny, vsechny instituce se nakonec rozhovoru zucastnily nebo
v nékolika malo pripadech doporucily oslovit namisto nich jinou, podle jejich nazoru vhodnéjsi
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osobu Ci instituci. V jednom pripadé se jednalo o doporuceni oslovit osoby zastupujici rizné
sekce dané organizace, jejichz zkusenost s tématem se navzajem lisi (a. Komora obecnich lest
a b. Komora cirkevnich lest Sdruzeni vlastnik obecnich a soukr. lesd v CR, namisto Ustredi
této organizace). V dalSim pripadé byla uUcast v rozhovoru delegovana na podrizenou
organizaci zabyvajici se danou agendou (Ministerstvo kultury -> Narodni pamatkovy ustav).

Jako tazatelé se rozhovor( zt&astnilo celkem pét vyzkumnikd, tfi za CzechGlobe a dva za COZP
UK. Organizacné bylo oslovovani respondentt rozdéleno do dvou fazi a bylo koordinovano
tak, aby u kazdého rozhovoru byly dva tazatelé a mohli se pripadné uskutecnit i dva paralelni
rozhovory.

2.2.2.2. Obsah a pribéh rozhovort

Rozhovory probihaly jako osobni setkani Ci online setkani. PGvodnim zamérem bylo vést
vSechny rozhovory osobné, ale vzhledem k omezenim plynoucim z opatreni proti Sireni
nemoci COVID-19 byly rozhovory ¢astecné provedeny online. Forma se odvijela od aktualné
platnych opatreni a preference respondentl. V pripadé osobniho setkani se rozhovory
vétsSinou uskutecnily v misté vykonu prace respondenta, které bylo shodné se sidlem prislusné
instituce. Nékolik rozhovori se uskutecnilo i na jiném vhodném misté navrzeném
respondentem, napr. na zahradce restaurace nebo ve volné ucebné univerzity. Vidy bylo
cilem maximalné vyhovét pozadavkim respondentt a vytvorit tak klidné a prijemné prostredi
pro rozhovor.

Celkem bylo v obdobi cerven az listopad 2020 provedeno 18 rozhovort - 10 rozhovort bylo
provedeno osobné, zbyvajicich 8 se uskutecnilo online prostrednictvim videohovoru. Prvni
rozhovor (se zastupcem AOPK) se uskutecnil jako pilotni za ucelem testovani designu a
navrzenych otazek. Diky zpétné vazbé z tohoto testovaciho rozhovoru byl aktualizovan
protokol a nékteré dalsi materialy. Vzhledem k narocnosti témat se potvrdila nutnost Ucasti
dvou tazatell. Délka rozhovort se pohybovala od 38 do 99 minut.

Na zacatku kazdého rozhovoru byl respondentim strucné predstaven projekt Jedna priroda
a cile a prabéh vyzkumného rozhovoru. Nasledné byl predstaven a predan k podpisu
Informovany souhlas s Gcasti ve vyzkumu a se zpisobem ulozZeni a zpracovani ziskanych dat
(viz Priloha V - A3 rozhovory - Informovany souhlas). Po souhlasu respondenta bylo zapnuto

zarizeni pro zaznam zvuku. Vyzkumnici méli pred sebou dokument “Protokol rozhovoru” (viz
Priloha VI - A3 rozhovory - protokol) s predtisténymi otazkami a mistem na psani poznamek,

dilezitych jmen, mist apod. zminénych respondentem.

Respondenti byli v pribéhu rozhovoru dotazovani formou otevienych otazek smérovanych
na nasledujicich pét témat:

1. Identifikace aktéra vzhledem k soustavé Natura 2000
2. Ekosystémoveé sluzby
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3. Prizptsobeni hodnoceni ES potrebam cilovych uzivateld
4. Narodni platforma pro ekosystémoveé sluzby
5. ldentifikace dalSich klicovych aktérua

K tématu 2. Ekosystémové sluzby byl respondentim predstaven konceptualni ramec a
klasifikace prinosu prirody lidem dle Diaz a kol. (2018) (viz Priloha VIl - A3 rozhovory - Diagram

NCP cz beta). Predstaveni konceptualniho ramce a jednotlivych kategorii ES bylo nutné pro
naslednou prioritizaci prinost pro hodnoceni. To se ukazalo jako klicové predevsim u téch
respondentq, kteri dosud znali koncept ES spise obecné Ci povrchné, bez konkrétni predstavy
o rozsahu skaly prinosu ¢i znalosti odborné terminologie jednotlivych prinost. K tématu 3.
Prizpisobeni hodnoceni ES potfebam cilovych uzivatelG byly respondentim predstaveny
ukazky hodnoceni ES (Priloha VIl - A3 rozhovory - Ukazky vystupd hodnoceni). Jedna se o

ukazky vystupl realizovanych vyzkumnymi tymy CzechGlobe a COZP v jiz ukonéenych
projektech, z nichZ jsme pfi navrhu reseni hodnoceni ES v projektu Jedna priroda vychazeli
(vystupy v projektu Jedna priroda jsou planované aZ na pozdéjsi roky reseni).

K tématu 5. Narodni platforma pro ekosystémové sluzby byl respondentim predstaven
nasledujici text se zakladnimi charakteristikami platformy:

“Ndarodni platforma pro ekosystéemové sluzby (NPES), zrizena Ministerstvem Zivotniho
prostredi, bude slouZit k setkavani a komunikaci vyzkumniki, odborniki a konecnych uZivatelt
hodnoceni ekosystemovych sluZeb a dalsich spolecenskych prinost chranénych uzemi soustavy
Natura 2000. Cleny platformy budou jmenovdni zéstupci orgdnti ochrany pfirody, vyzkumnych
a statnich instituci, neziskovych organizaci nebo zajmovych svazi zastupujicich viastniky a
uZivatele pozemka.

Platforma bude usilovat o zlepseni spoluprdace a prohloubeni vzajemného porozuméni mezi
odborniky a dalsimi klicovymi aktéry rtznych oblasti zajmu, kteri rozhoduji o zachovani a
udrZitelném vyuzivani ekosystéemu v soustave Natura 2000 a z nich plynoucich prinost. NPES
predstavuje prostor pro sdileni a diskusi znalosti, zkusenosti, potfeb a moznosti vyzkumu pro
podporu udrzitelné spravy ekosystemu soustavy Natura 2000.

Platforma vznikne nejpozdéji v roce 2022 a bude ji predchazet série participativnich seminara
(prvni seminar se uskutecni v roce 2020). Stane se dlouhodobé fungujici platformou, ktera
bude fungovat i nadadle po skonceni tohoto projektu.”

2.2.2.3. Metoda analyzy rozhovori

Zvukové nahravky rozhovort byly doslovné prepsany a spolu s poznamkami tazatelG tvorili
datové podklady pro kvalitativni analyzu, ktera probéhla metodou zamérené (directed)
obsahové analyzy (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) s prvky tematické analyzy (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Vzhledem k tématu rozhovora byl kladen dliraz na analyzu manifestnich sdéleni a Sifi
informaci zjisténych od respondentt. Nejprve byly prepisy rozhovort okddovany primarnimi
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kody. V dalsich krocich byly tyto primarni kédy seskupovany do kategorii vétsiho rozsahu a
byly konstruovany vztahy mezi jednotlivymi kategoriemi (Saldana, 2016). Tyto kategorie byly
inspirované také teoretickymi vychodisky, napr. pro zminky o konkrétnich ES (pristup "shora
dol"). Kategorie byly v kazdém kroku revidovany v duchu iterativniho pfistupu a
porovnavany s primarnimi kody s ohledem na zachovani zakotvenosti analytickych kategorii.
Nékteré vystupy byly také kvantifikovany (napr. zminky o preferované podobé NPES). Analyzu
provadeél vyzkumny tym v analytickém softwaru MAXQDA (maxqgda.com) a vsechny kroky byly
prabézné diskutovany a reflektovany prostrednictvim vyzkumného deniku.

2.2.3. Vysledky rozhovoru
Koncept ES

Vétsina respondentt koncept ES zna, ale ne vSichni se dosud setkali presné s timto pojmem.
Nékteri pak znaji néjaky analogicky pristup, specificky pouzivany ve svém oboru (napfr.
mimoprodukéni funkce). Asi polovina respondentl rozumi konceptu ES prevazné jako
ekonomickému pristupu, kdy je potreba vyjadrit hodnotu sluzeb v ekonomickych jednotkach.
S pomoci penézniho vyjadreni ES by pak bylo mozné mluvit reci ekonomd: ,Ze bysme méli s
ekonomy se naucit, nebo zkusit teda mluvit jako s nimi jejich reci a zkusit prosté ocenit ty
prirodni statky”.

Respondenti shledavaji az na jednu vyjimku koncept ES jako dobry a vyuzitelny v jejich praxi.
V jednom pripadé respondent vyjadril obavu ze zneuziti, podobné jako tomu bylo pri
argumentaci pro projekt Dunaj-Odra-Labe. Pouze nékolik malo respondentt uvedlo, zZe jejich
instituce tento koncept vyuzZiva v praxi. Jedna se prevazné o vyuziti v koncepcnich
dokumentech, jako podpora argumentace nebo ve vyzkumnych projektech. Dva respondenti
uvedli, Ze koncept ES vyuzili v ramci priprav programu a opatreni (v oblasti zemédélstvi) nebo
jejich ex post hodnoceni z hlediska vlivu na vybrané ES. Dalsi respondent ze sektoru lesnictvi
uved|, Ze tradicné pouzivaji koncept mimoprodukcnich funkci lesa, ktery vnimaji jako: “urcitou
podmnozinu téch ekosystémovych sluzeb”. Zadny respondent neuved|, ze by byl koncept ES
explicitné vyuzivan pfi rozhodovani.

V ekonomickém chapani konceptu ES respondenti zddraznili moznosti jeho vyuziti pro
zhodnoceni vlivu dotaci na ES nebo zavedeni plateb a kompenzaci za sluzby ekosystému
(napriklad jako dalsi mimoprodukéni funkce lesa), které neprinasi vlastnikovi zisk, i kdyz na
Uzemi hospodari: “...chcem aby vzniknul systém, kterej bude co nejdriv realizovanej a kterej
skutecné bude kompenzovat néjakou tu zatéz viastniki lesa, to co jsem vam rikal, Ze ma
obrovsky naklady s tou udrZbou lesnich cest, omezovani svyho hospodareni...”. Dalsim z
prikladd muaze byt hodnoceni kirovcové kalamity vzhledem ke ztraté ES: “.. se vycisluje
néjaka obnova drevni hmoty, ale Ze se vlastné vibec nevycisluje pravé ztrata na tech
ekosystemovych sluzbach”.

Nékteri respondenti vidi potencial vyuziti konceptu ES v politikach, legislativé, rozhodovaci
praxi, uUzemnim planovani, rozhodovani o zplsobech hospodareni v krajiné (napr.
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hospodareni s vodou, lesni hospodarské plany) nebo o vyuziti Gzemi. Mezi konkrétni priklady
patri navrhy retence vody v krajiné, ¢i planovani vodnich staveb z hlediska vlivu na ES.
Moznosti vyuziti konceptu ES jsou dale shledavany ve vzdélavani nejen v ramci skol ale i Siroké
verejnosti a statni spravy, napr. ve vysvétlovani prinosi chranénych GUzemi a vzdélavani
personalu, ktery vykonava management primo v krajiné “TakZe urcité se to vyuzit da i z toho
praktického hlediska a hlavné pro tu informovanost toho provozniho persondlu, protozZe ten
skutecné vnima tu krajinu jako celek @ mnohdy mu ani nedojde veskery ty zaleZitosti, protoze
bere upiné automaticky, Ze ta krajina pini skutecne dalsi a dalsi sluzby a ma dalsi funkce, ktery
fakt bereme jako automat...”.

Jako prekazky moziného vyuziti konceptu ES nékteri respondenti vyjadrili obavu z
~ekonomizace” a mozné komodifikace sluzeb - nékteré sluzby mohou byt ohodnoceny
v neodpovidajicich jednotkach, nebo by ekonomické hodnoceni mohlo vést k ,,ekonomizaci”
sluzeb, které podle nich nemaji ekonomickou hodnotu a nedaji se vycislit penézi. Vyznamnym
faktorem byla rovnéz zminéna nedostatecna kapacita vlastnich instituci k zavadéni hodnoceni
ES do svych agend. Dalsi prekazku predstavuje slozZitost kvantifikace nékterych sluzeb nebo
nejednotnost pristupt k hodnoceni, kdy rizné typy hodnoceni davaji razné vysledky: “ty
rozdily jsou samozrejmé od nékolika prosté miliont po iks miliard pri potom vycisleni téch
zemedeélskych aktivit”. Z dalSich prekazek byly v rozhovorech zminény: nesoulad s platnou
legislativou (lesnictvi), nedostatecna informovanost pracovniki provadéjicich samotné
hospodareni nebo mozné zneuziti hodnoceni zplisobem, Ze v pripadném sporu si obé strany
mohou nechat vytvorit hodnoceni dle rozdilnych metodik tak, aby kazdé strané hodnoceni
vice vyhovovalo.

Prioritizace ES

Prioritizace prinost (pro hodnoceni) Casto odrazela zaméreni instituce, kterou respondent na
rozhovoru zastupoval. Pocet konkrétnich ES, které respondenti vybrali jako prioritni, se
pohyboval od 3 do 14 z celkovych 17. V priméru potom kazdy respondent vybral 7
konkrétnich prinost. Ackoli respondenti pochazeli z rdznych instituci pestrého zaméreni,
jejich prioritou jsou ¢asto obdobné ES (Obrazek 2). Absolutni shoda se ukazala na prinosu
regulace mnozstvi a odtoku vody, kterou jako prioritni zvolilo vSech 17 respondentt. Nasleduji
dalsi tfi regulacni prinosy, jako je regulace kvality vody, regulace klimatu a vytvareni a
udrzovani habitatl. Témér polovina respondentd potom vybrala prinos fyzické a dusevni
zazitky, ktery se ukazal jako nejvyznamnéjsi z nematerialnich prinosd. Nejvyznamnéjsi z
materialnich prinost byla Energie, kterou vybralo celkem 6 respondentd. Vysledky této
prioritizace jsou jiz reflektovany ve vybéru konkrétnich ES pro detailni hodnoceni v ramci
aktivity C6.
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Prioritizace pfinost (pro hodnoceni) ze viech 17 kategorii
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Obrdzek 2 - Prioritizace ES jako odpovédi na otdzku: “Na jaké konkrétni ES bychom se méli zamérit, aby byly
vystupy projektu (hodnoceni ES) pro Vids a Vasi instituci (pfip. aktéry, které zastupuje) co nejvice vyuZitelné?”
Vybér ze vsech 17 kategorii piinosti pfirody lidem. (pocet respondentti: 17, celkovy pocet hlasti neomezen).

Narodni platforma pro ekosystémoveé sluzby

Ustaveni NPES bylo mnoha respondenty oznaceno jako vitany krok pro lepsi vzajemnou
informovanost a moznost diskutovat stanoviska nazory, napr. za ucelem zjisténi nebo
pochopeni postoje druhé strany: “No, tak je to vZdycky uzitecny, kdyZ se dozvime, co si mysli
druha strana.”. Respondenti identifikovali radu konkrétnich témat i cila, ke kterym by NPES
dle jejich nazoru méla smérovat, stejné jako radu doporuceni pro format a Siri jejiho zaméreni
nebo zastoupeni jednotlivych aktérd (kompletni seznam témat viz Priloha IX - A3 rozhovory -

NPES doporuceni aktérd).

Jednim z cilG NPES by mohlo byt Sifreni povédomi o ES a podpora implementace konceptu ES
do praxe: ,Jo, a to ta platforma je dalsi véc, ktera by méla resit, vlastné kam vsude by to mélo
pronikat. Co vsechno by... Kde vsude ten nastroj ma... jako by mél byt uplatnény. Jo a klidné
muzZe treba dojit k tomu, Ze to bude soucast hodnoceni SEA treba.”. Koncept nebo samotné
hodnoceni ES by mohlo byt vyuzito pri posuzovani politik a dalSich strategickych zalezitosti
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nebo primo jako podklad pro tvorbu strategii: “No, takhle, vvména informaci urcité je zaklad
a... Ale v zasadeé jako pokud by to mélo smérovat k tomu, Ze ku pfikladu jako ta platforma
prispéje k formulaci néjakyho navrhu, jak a co promitnout tfeba do téch strategickych
dokumenti — jo, identifikovat néjaky sméry”. Respondenti rovnéz vidi potencial NPES pri
vyhlasovani nebo budoucim vyvoji zvlasté chranénych Gzemi a to jak obecné tak i primo v
kontextu soustavy Natura 2000: ,budouci vyvoj ty Natury, to znamend néjaké rozsifovani,
néjakej néjakej vubec harmonogram, a to, jak tfeba Ministerstvo Zivotniho prostredi vidi, Ze
by se mély vyvijet ty aktivity. Treba zprisnovani nebo prosté néjaky jiny typy managementu ve
vazbé na néjakej dlouhodobej monitoring.”. \yznamnym souvisejicim tématem je dle
respondentu legislativa ochrany prirody a NPES by mohla poskytnout prostor pro navrhy na
upravy zakona 114/1992 Sb. a napomoci sjednoceni legislativy ochrany prirody napfic sektory.
Dalsi téma, které primo souvisi s cili projektu Jedna priroda, je tvorba metodik hodnoceni ES,
které by mohly prispét k vytvoreni standardnich postupt statni spravy, predevsim organd
ochrany prirody: ,,..aby ta platforma zastresila tu oblast jako takovou a z té platformy...
nebyla to jenom platforma na povidani, ale aby to byla platforma, ze které budou praktické
vystupy zapracovdany do béinych prosté postupt jak statni spravy, tak organi ochrany
pfirody...”.

Nékolik aktéru, kteri predstavuji vlastniky nebo hospodarici subjekty, vidi NPES jako vhodny
prostor pro diskuzi o ocenéni hospodaru, pripadné o navrhu plateb za ES nebo kompenzaci za
urcita omezeni hospodareni kvili ochrané prirody: “z hlediska naseho, kdyz ted budu miuvit
vlastné za ty vlastniky pozemkl v podstate, tak urcité lepsi informovanost a vétsi ucta celé
spolecnosti k tomu, Ze v podstate tim, Ze se ti hospodari— at jsou to lesaci, at jsou to rybari, at
jsou to dalsi — takzZe se v podstaté pro celou spolecnost vlastné, v uvozovkdch, ,,obétuji” i za
cenu treba téch restriktivnich opatreni, které treba jsou spojené, jo, které pfinasi prosté ta
ochrana prirody. TakZe v podstaté to brimé oni nesou a rad bych, aby v podstate, pokud
tadleta platforma ma vzniknout, aby pomohla... dopomohla k tomu, aby prosté todleto
povédomi bylo mnohem vic respektovano a aby se hlavné o ném v té spolecnosti védélo a aby
odpovidajicim zplisobem také bylo ocenéno.”. Z pohledu hospodart by bylo vhodné rovnéz
diskutovat nékteré dotacni nastroje a nastavovani ekonomickych nastroj obecné v kontextu
ES. Mezi dalsimi tématy vhodnymi k diskuzi v ramci NPES byla zminéna napf. ochrana rek a
vodohospodarstvi v chranénych uzemich nebo energetika a zména klimatu.

Nastaveni fungovani NPES muze cerpat z mnohych dalSich doporuceni, ktera vychazi mj. ze
zkusenosti aktérd z jinymi podobnymi platformami. Kromé ¢asto zminované nezavislé pozice
poradatele NPES kladli respondenti ddraz napf. na jasna pravidla a uzce vymezené cile,
dosazitelny vysledek a na akceschopnost a efektivitu setkavani. Z hlediska zastoupeni riznych
typlG aktérl je pak Zadouci dodrzovat jejich vzajemnou vyvazenost a podporovat respektujici
komunikaci. Méné ucastnik(i nebo castéjsi setkavani by mohlo facilitovat ‘akénost’ platformy.
Respondenti vidi smys| NPES nejen na narodni urovni, ale i pfi regionalnim zaméreni na urcita
témata nebo pro ukazku reseni konkrétniho problému na lokalni trovni.
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Respondenti se v rozhovorech vyjadrovali také k tomu, jaci jini aktéri a politiky jsou podle nich
vyznamneé pro spravu ES a jaké pripadné konflikty a mocenské vztahy ve vztahu ke spravé ES
vnimaji. Mezi casto zminované klicové aktéry patrila ministerstva, predevsim Ministerstvo
Zivotniho prostredi a Ministerstvo zemédélstvi, dale statni organizace zodpovédné za spravu
lesti a povodi (tedy zejména Lesy Ceské republiky a podniky Povodi). Néktefi respondenti v
této souvislosti zminovali také to, Ze mimo konkrétnich statnich instituci je dudlezita i
dlouhodoba koncepce a vzajemna koordinace téchto statnich instituci. Z dalSich aktéru byly
jmenované také samospravy, zejména kraje, pro jejich vliv na regionalni urovni, a Evropska
unie, ktera ma vliv na tvorbu legislativy a politik. Zminovanym aktérem byli i vlastnici a
uzivatelé pozemkd, jejichz hospodareni ma na spravu ES také dulezity dopad.

Mezi zasadni politiky podle nasich respondentl patri predevsim strategie z oblasti
zemédélstvi, jmenovité evropska Spolecna zemédélska politika (SZP). Zminovan byl také
konkrétné Program rozvoje venkova, ktery je jednim z pilira SZP. Z dalsich vyznamnych politik
bylo jako dulezité vnimano i Uzemni planovani. Co se tyce urovné politik, které maji klicovou
roli na spravu ES, respondenti zminovali predevsim evropské strategie, zasadni pro tvorbu
strategii a politik na narodni trovni.

Respondenti z rad zastupcl vlastnikd a uzivateld pozemki zminovali ddlezitou roli financni
motivace (dotaci) jako mechanismu pro zavadéni konkrétnich opatreni. Dotacni opatreni byly
zminované jako zdroj prijmu dulezity pro hospodareni zemédélct a lesnikd v situaci, kdy
nejsou schopni dosahnout financni udrzZitelnosti pouze konvencni produkci. V jinych
pripadech mélirespondenti povédomi o prinosech, které jejich pozemky prinaseji spolecnosti,
a navrhovali zavedeni financnich prispévk( za tyto prinosy, ve smyslu konceptu plateb za
ekosystémoveé sluzby.

V souvislosti s konflikty, které mohou vznikat v oblasti spravy ES, uvadéli respondenti jako
Castou pric¢inu rozdilné zajmy rGznych aktérd z rad podnikajicich vlastnikG a uzZivateld
pozemkdu, statnich instituci nebo ochranarskych neziskovych organizaci (napr. v oblasti
omezeni tézby a hospodareni na lesnich pozemcich). Dalsi zminovanou pricinou konfliktu byla
“dvojkolejnost” agendy - rozdéleni vécné gesce (strategickych, rozhodovacich i spravnich
pravomoci) k problematice spravy ¢i ochrany prirody tykajici se Natury 2000 mezi vicero
organu statni spravy, coz byva zdrojem nesouladd nebo prilisSné byrokracie, jak ¢asto uvadéli
zastupci vlastnikd a uzivatelt pozemkd.

Rozdéleni pravomoci mezi subjekty s riznou vécnou gesci bylo zmifovano i jako mozny zdroj
konflikta vyplyvajicich z vymezovani vlastnich mocenskych pozic, ackoli podle respondentt
probiha v praxi spoluprace bez vétsich rozepri. Dalsi mozZnou stépnou linii mGze byt rozdéleni
agendy mezi statni instituce ochrany prirody a zastupce regiond.
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2.2.4. Koncept a realizace seminaru

2.2.4.1. Vybeér a osloveni ucastnikii seminart

Pro prvni kolo seminaru byli vybrani stejni aktéri jako ti, kteri se zucastnili rozhovora (v ramci
rozhovoru byla zjistovana jejich ochota zUcastnit se navazujicich seminara). Pro druhé kolo
byl zamér zahrnout do konzultaci vsechny dalsi aktéry, ktefi jsou primarnimi uzivateli vystupt
projektu (hodnoceni ES) bez ohledu na to, jakou maji silu vlivu a jestli je jejich vliv primy nebo
neprimy (viz Priloha X - A3 seminare - matice aktérd pro konzultace). Cilem bylo tedy alespon

na jeden seminar pozvat co nejvice relevantnich aktért jako zastupct instituci, které jsou
primarnimi uzivateli vystupt projektu (hodnoceni ES) a maji vliv na rozhodovani nebo aktivity
v soustavé Natura 2000.

Vybrani aktéri byli v predstihu obeslani emailem s pozvankou na webinar (viz Priloha XI - A3
seminare - pozvanka). Registrovanym ucastnikiim byly nasledné zaslany technické pokyny pro

ucast na webinari (viz Priloha Xl - A3 seminare - technicky manual pro webinar) a byli

jednotlivé kontaktovani ti ucastnici, kteri v registraci uvedli, Ze maji malou, nebo Zadnou
zkusenost s vyuZitim platformy Zoom. MozZnost vyzkousSeni pfipojeni ve dnech pred
webinarem nikdo nevyuzil, ale Ucastnici vyuzili mozZnost vyzkouset si pripojeni pul hodiny pred
zacatkem webinare.

Pro prvni kolo seminard byli pozvani aktéri rozdéleni do dvou typové podobnych skupin s
ohledem na podobné zajmy (Tabulka 2).

Tabulka 2: Rozdéleni klicovych aktérti do skupin pro 2 webindre v prvnim kole. Sedym pozadim oznaceni aktéri,
ktefi se nezticastnili (ale byli osloveni, pfipadné se i registrovali). Barevné jsou vyznaceny instituce spadajici do
typové podobné skupiny aktéra.

Prvni kolo seminait

Organy ochrany pfrirody (OOP), statni sprava, . er .
Lesy, zemédélstvi, voda

neziskové organizace (NO) (26.11.2020 od 13h)
A1, o

(26.11.2020 od 9h)

1 [mzp MZe
2 |Ceska spole¢nost ornitologicka (CSO) Lesy CR (LCR)
3 |Cesky svaz ochranct pfirody (CSOP) Vojenské lesy a statky (VLS)
4 |Asociace kraji CR Povodi Vitavy
5 |Svaz mést a obci CR Agrarni komora CR
6 |Hnuti DUHA Rybafské sdruzeni CR
AOPK SVOL Komora obecnich lest
NPU (delegovano z MK) SVOL - Komora cirkevnich lest / ALSOL

Zeméd#lsky svaz CR

Zucastnilo se 7 zastupci 3 instituci Zucastnilo se 8 zastupch 7 instituci

Pro druhé kolo seminara byli pozvani aktéri rozdéleni do ctyr typové podobnych skupin s
ohledem na podobné zajmy (Tabulka 3). Takovéto rozdéleni reagovalo na pribéh prvniho
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kola, kdy se pri formatu webinare osvédCilo zvolené homogenni slozeni aktéri -

predpokladame, Ze Gcastnici se citi komfortnéji mezi “svymi” a jsou vice ochotni vystupovat v

diskuzi béhem online videohovoru. Dalsim divodem pro toto rozdéleni jsou nékteré neshody

a konflikty, které byly identifikovany na zakladé rozhovort. Pouze posledniho webinare se

zUcastnili i aktéri z jinych skupin, kteri se nemohli zucastnit nékterého z predchozich webinari

a byli tak pozvani opakované.

Tabulka 3: Rozdé&leni klicovych aktérii do skupin pro 4 webindfe v druhém kole. Sedym pozadim oznaceni aktéri,

ktefi se nezucastnili (ale byli osloveni, pfipadné se i registrovali). * Oznaceni aktéri, ktefi byli pozvdni jiZ na prvni

kolo semindrti, ale nezucastnili se jej. Barevné jsou vyznaceni aktéri spadajici do typové podobné skupiny aktért;

v pripadé neucasti ve své tematické skupiné 12. 5. byli aktéfi pozvani na ndsledujici semindr 19. 5., kde v pfipadé

ucasti jsou v tabulce oznaceni barvou puvodni skupiny.

Druhé kolo seminaru

0O0P, NO Statni sprava a dalsi Univerzity, vyzkum Lesy, zemédélstvi, voda
(12.5.2021 od 9h) (12.5.2021 od 13h) (19.5.2021 od 9h) (19.5.2021 od 13h)
1 |AOPK* MMR Jihoteskd univerzitav CB  |Sprava povodi Labe
2 |Sprava NP (5 Statni pozemkovy Grad CZU v Praze Sprava povodi Ohfe
3 |Sprava NP Podyji Ndrodni pamatkovy astav  |MENDELU PEFC CR
4 |Sprava NP Sumava |MSMT UK v Praze FsC CR
; Asociace soukromého
5 |Sprava NP KRNAP MO UPOL £ 55
zemédélstvi CR
. Asociace majitelt hradi a .. e .
6 |Arnika L, Ostravska univerzita Zemédeélsky svaz CR*
zamku
Beleco Svaz mést a obci CR* UJEP Ceskd Krajina
Zeleny kruh Asociace kraji* AVCR - Biologické centrum |CzechTourism
) . L Asociace majitelt hradi a
9 |Férum OP MD AVCR - Botanicky ustav L,
zamku
10 |Ujezdni Gfad Hradisté |MPO AVCR - CzechGlobe Svaz mést a obci CR*
.. . . . . Ceskomoravsky svaz zem.
11 |Ujezdni Gfad Boletice |CzechTourism UZEI . .
podnikatela
12 |Ujezdni Gfad Libavd  |Svaz primyslu a dopravy CR |VUKOZ Cesky svaz véelaft
o L . Ceska botanicka Svaz vodniho hospodarstvi
13 |Alka Wildlife Hospodarska komora CR . .
spoletnost CR
14 |Spolek Ametyst Ceska Komora Architektt Masarykova Univerzita Sdruzeni vodohospodari CR
15 |Ceska Krajina UHOL
16 |Nadace Partnerstvi Sprava povodi Dyje
17 |Hnuti DUHA* Sprava povodi Moravy
18 Ceskd asociace podnikatel
v lesnim hospodafstvi
Zacastnilo se 10 Zuc&astnili se 4 zastupci 3 Zucastnilo se 13 zastupcti  |Zucastnilo se 11 zastupcl
zastupctli 9 instituci  |instituci 12 instituci 10 instituci
Seminard se dohromady zucastnilo 53 zastupcl z celkem 44 instituci statni spravy, statnich

podnikd, samosprav, zastupcl zajmovych svazl a neziskovych organizaci.
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2.2.4.2. Format a technické provedeni seminar

Vzhledem k aktualné platnym omezenim proti ifeni COVID-19 v CR byl zvolen online format
seminare (webinar), ktery byl oproti ptivodné planovanému osobnimu setkani kratsi a mensi
co do poctu ucastniki (podobné jako tzv. focus group diskuze). V prvnim kole byly
naplanovany 2 webinare s predpokladanym poctem 7-8 ucastnikd, abychom pokryli vSechny
klicové aktéry (instituce) jako v rozhovorech. Zvoleny format se ukazal jako vyhovujici a byl
pouzit i pro druhé kolo, kdy byly podobné naplanovany dalsi 4 webinare.

Cilem prvniho i druhého kola seminaru bylo prispét ke sjednoceni vnimani vymezeni ES, které
bude zakladem pro vzajemné porozuméni v NPES. Webinare byly rozdéleny do nasledujicich
témat (kompletni program viz Priloha XI - A3 seminare - pozvanka):

Predstaveni projektu (vcetné NPES);
Predstaveni konceptu ES;
Predstaveni aktivit a planovanych vystupl projektu na hodnoceni/valuaci ES a
navazujici participativni cviceni;
e Predbézné vysledky z rozhovoru a navazujici participativni cviceni

Technickému provedeni a zabezpeceni webinari bylo nutné vénovat podstatné vétsi
pozornost neZ pri standardnim osobnim seminari. Zaroven bylo nutné pouzit takové
platformy pro participativni cviceni, aby byla nalezena rovnovaha mezi intiutivnosti
(jednoduchosti) pouzivani a inovativnimi prvky pro udrzeni zabavnosti cviceni, zajmu a
pozornosti UcastniklG - bylo kombinovano ucastnikim znamé prostredi s inovativnimi
(Metzger a kol., 2019). Pro intuitivni pribéh seminare byly vyuzity dva programové nastroje:
1. platforma Zoom pro skupinovy videohovor a chat s Ucastniky; 2. Platforma Padlet jako
zakladni “rozcestnik” pro sdileni klicovych odkazu, pro zobrazeni programu a harmonogramu
seminare a pro zobrazeni kontaktl na poradatele a technickou podporu (viz Priloha XIII - A3

seminare - Padlet rozcestnik webinare).

Pro usnadnéni pribéhu webinard byl pripraven pracovni material pro ucastniky se
schématem a priklady ekosystémovych sluzeb (Obrazek 3; dokument v tiskové kvalité viz
Priloha XIV - A3 seminare - Prinosy prirody lidem - schéma a priklady). Tento dokument byl

registrovanym ucastnikim zaslan emailem nékolik dni pred terminem konani webinare a
zaroven umistén na domovskou stranku webinare - Padlet. Pro usnadnéni organizace
webinare na dalku (poradatelsky tym nemohl byt v dobé webinare na jednom misté), byla
pripravena podrobna osnova pribéhu jednotlivych aktivit, ktera slouzila i jako sdileny prostor
pro zaznamenavani aktualni participace ucastnikd. Pro komunikaci clent poradatelského
tymu v pribéhu webinare na jiné platformé, nez je chat v samotném Zoomu byla pouzita
skupinova diskuse v aplikaci Whatsapp. Poradatelsky tym byl sloZzeny z 8 vyzkumniku, aby
kazdy ukol (prezentovani, facilitace, technicka podpora, zapisovani), mél zalozniho
nahradnika pro pripad vypadku internetového pripojeni nékterého z nich. Soucasti pripravy
webinare bylo mj. i kvali pouziti nékolika rdznych platforem provedeni tzv. webinare
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nanecisto, pri némz se zkousely rlizné varianty priibéhu webinare a resily komplikace, které

by mohly pripadné nastat.
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Obrdzek 3 - Ndhled dokumentu - Konceptudini schéma a pfiklady pfinosi pfirody (ekosystémovych sluZeb),

upraveno dle Diaz a kol. 2018.

Participativni cast webinare obsahovala dvé aktivity, vidy navazujici na predchazejici

prezentaci. Pro prvni aktivitu a zaroven pro evaluacni dotaznik byla pouzita webova aplikace

Google Forms (google.com/forms/about/) pro hlasovani a sbér kvalitativnich i kvantitativnich

dat. Pro druhou aktivitu byla pouzita participativni platforma Mentimeter (mentimeter.com),

ktera umoznuje pokladat otazky ucastnikim formou interaktivni prezentace a generovat

kvantitativni i kvalitativni data v redlném case.

2.2.4.3. Obsah a pribéh seminaru

Kazdy webinar (v prvnim i druhém kole) mél totozné zaméreni a obsahoval tri hlavni okruhy

vécnych témat podrobné popsanych dale v textu. V Uvodnim bloku kazdého seminare byly

ucastnikim predstaveny organizacni informace a byl prezentovan informovany souhlas s

Ucasti ve vyzkumu a nahravanim webinare (viz Priloha XV - A3 seminare - Informovany

souhlas) a poté probéhlo kratké predstaveni organizator( a vsech Gcastnikd.

Shrnuti jednotlivych vécnych témat seminare:
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A. Celkovy koncept hodnoceni ES/pFinosi prirody lidem

Predstaveni projektu jako celku a role vyzkumu hodnoceni ES/pfinost prirody
lidem v ném (R. Broumovd/P. Gruntorad, prezentace viz Priloha XVI - A3 seminare -
ppt MZP)

Predstaveni planovanych vystupi projektu v oblasti hodnoceni ES (J. Osuchova, K.

Kaprova; prezentace viz Priloha XVII - A3 seminare - ppt C6)

Predstaveni konceptu hodnoceni prinost a zakladnich vychodisek (pro vsechny ES;
podrobnéji, nez v rozhovorech)
Predstaveni palety ES/prinost prirody lidem a jejich prikladi v souladu s cili:
* Prispét ke sjednoceni vnimani vymezeni prinosu prirody lidem napfic aktéry,
které bude zakladem (stavebnim kamenem) pro vzajemné porozuméni v NPES
* Podpofrit prenos znalosti skrze zaramovani (Schoonhover a kol., 2018)

Spolecna diskuse
Cile:

* Prenos znalosti (Schoonhover a kol., 2018): Prispét ke sjednoceni vnimani
vymezeni prinostd prirody lidem napric aktéry, které bude zakladem
(stavebnim kamenem) pro vzajemné porozuméni v NPES

* Qvéreni vhodného zaramovani a hloubky probiranych témat

» |dentifikace reakci na pojmy, dosavadnich zkusSenosti v pouziti, bariér pouziti
(Saarikoski a kol., 2018) formou otevieného dialogu vnitfnich a vnéjsich
perspektiv (Metzger a kol., 2019)

e

B. Detailnéjsi priklady konceptu hodnoceni

Predstaveni vzorového detailniho konceptu hodnoceni pro dvé vybrané
ekosystémové sluiby: Fyzické a dusevni zazitky; Regulace klimatu (Sekvestrace
uhliku)
Cile:
* Podnét pro diskusi nad konkrétni ES a pojetim jejiho hodnoceni
* |terace diskuse smérem od obecné (rozhovory) pres podrobnéjsi (prezentace
celkového konceptu hodnoceni na seminari) po aktualné nejpodrobnéjsi
dostupnou (toto téma v seminari) pro spoluvytvareni znalosti na vsech
urovnich detailu metodického konceptu hodnoceni
Motivace:
=V této chvili neni hotovy Zadny “produkt” - mapa nebo metodika hodnoceni
pro danou sluzbu (mozné typy vystupl: mapy/cisla/tabulky, detailni i obecné,
byly predstaveny podrobnéji v predchozim kole konzultaci - rozhovorech)
* Predstavené koncepty jsou jeden mozny zpUsob, jak by tyto konkrétni sluzby
mohly byt v projektu pojaty
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= Zaroven predstaveny postup na konkrétnim prikladé ukazuje nasi dosavadni
ramcovou predstavu, jak hodnoceni proveést i pro dalsi ES

=V této fazi projektu jsou sbirany reakce od potencialnich uzivatelt hodnoceni,
abychom se mohli nasledné posunout dale ve zpracovani téchto dvou i dalsich
hodnocenych prinosu v aktivité C6

e Participativni aktivita: Spolecna interaktivni diskuze nad vybranymi typy hodnoceni
ES
e Obsah:

* Vybér té relevantnéjsi/uchopitelnéjsi z predstavenych dvou sluzeb, reakce na
otazku: moznost pouziti k néjakému svému konkrétnimu ucelu - pokud ano, k
jakému; jaké jsou pripadné bariéry, které jim v pouziti brani

* Samostatné zodpovézeni otazek + nasledné skupinova diskuse nad vysledky

e Cile:

* Prenos znalosti (Schoonhover a kol., 2018): Prispét ke sjednoceni vnimani
vymezeni prinostd prirody lidem napric aktéry, které bude zakladem
(stavebnim kamenem) pro vzajemné porozuméni v NPES

» |dentifikace reakci na pojmy, dosavadnich zkusSenosti v pouziti, bariér pouziti
(Saarikoski a kol., 2018) formou otevieného dialogu vnitfnich a vnéjsich
perspektiv (Metzger a kol., 2019)

C. Prioritizace prinost prirody lidem pro hodnoceni

e Shrnuti predbézného vyhodnoceni rozhovori se zamérenim na vysledky prioritizace
ES (J. Danék; prezentace viz Priloha XVIII - A3 seminare - ppt A3)

e Cile:

* Predstaveni celkového ramce a cil konzultaci

* Predstaveni konceptu rozhovorti vcetné vybranych respondentd (klicovych
aktéra) a jednotlivych témat rozhovoru (predevsim pro ty ucastniky webinar,
kteri se rozhovord nezucastnili)

* Predstaveni vybranych predbéznych vysledkd rozhovorl - znalost konceptu
ekosystémovych sluzeb; prizpisobeni hodnoceni ekosystémovych sluzeb z
hlediska méritka, typu hodnot apod.; prioritizace ES pro hodnoceni;
doporuceni pro NPES

e Participativni aktivita: Spolecna interaktivni diskuze nad vysledky rozhovori
e Obsah:
* Prioritizace péti nejdulezitéjsich ES pro kazdého ucastnika samostatné, pro néz
bychom poskytli (detailni) hodnoty, a zdGvodnéni volby?

SDvé z ES (Regulace klimatu a Fyzické a dudevni zaZitky) byly z prioritizace vyiiaty, aby byla zachovana logicka
navaznost jednotlivych aktivit v rdmci celkového obsahu semindife - u téchto dvou sluzeb byl G&astnikiim
seminafe detailnéjsi koncept hodnoceni v navazné aktivité predstavovan resitelskym tymem - viz ddle v textu.
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* (Predstaveni palety ES/prinosu prirody lidem probéhlo v prvni ¢asti webinare;
ucastnici méli navic po celou dobu k dispozici informacni material - Priloha X1V
- A3 seminare - Prinosy prirody lidem - schéma a priklady)
* Spolecna diskuze vsech ucastniki o preferovanych ES a moiném vyuziti
vystupu z jejich vyzkumu
e Cile:

* |terace postupného spoluvytvareni znalosti v projektu prostrednictvim
prioritizace ES na zakladé novych znalosti o konceptu hodnoceni, prinosu
prirody lidem a detailnim obsahu a vymezeni palety prinost predstavené na
zacatku seminare, ziskanych v ramci seminare

* Podle predbéziného vyhodnoceni rozhovord méli razni respondenti
rozhovort rtiznou vychozi pozici pro sdéleni svych idealnich predstav o
prioritizaci zaméreni projektu na konkrétni ES tak, aby pro né byly co
nejvice vyuzitelné, v zavislosti na rtizné udrovni obeznamenosti s
problematikou ES (nebo vychozich predstavach o nich); spoluvytvareni
znalosti s aktéry je nezbytné provadét postupné (v iteracich) po dobu
trvani projektu

*  Priblizeni moznosti projektu uc¢astnikim seminard z hlediska hodnoceni ES, a
prioritizace v navaznosti na pribézné identifikované moznosti “maximalnich”
a “minimalnich” variant zpracovani hodnoceni ze strany resitelského tymu
projektu Jedna priroda

= zatimco v rozhovorech, které seminarim casové predchazely, mohli
respondenti identifikovat neomezeny pocet sluzeb (celkem 17) a detail
hodnoceni nebyl nijak definovan, ucastnici seminari odpovidali na uzsi
otazku prioritizace zamérenou na vybér max. péti relevantnich ES ze
zuzeného vybéru 15 sluzeb, které budou hodnoceny detailné

» |dentifikace reakci na pojmy, dosavadnich zkusSenosti v pouziti, bariér pouziti
(Saarikoski a kol., 2018) formou otevieného dialogu vnitfnich a vnéjsich
perspektiv (Metzger a kol., 2019)

Kazdy webinar byl zakoncen volnou diskuzi na téma vseho, co jesté nepadlo a ucastnici
povaiuji za dulezité zminit. Uéastnikim by zaslan evaluaéni dotaznik, hodnotici pribéh
seminare a zjistujici néktera dalsi doplnujici témata. Vsem ucastnikim bylo podékovano a
vyslovena nadéje, ze pristi setkani uz probéhne osobné. Dosazena uroven participace
Ucastniku ve vsech trech castech seminaru byla dle Luyet a kol. (2012): Informace-Konzultace-
Spoluprace.

2.2.5. Vysledky seminaru

Vyuziti hodnoceni konkrétnich ES

Podle ohlast zjistovanych v ramci seminari si drtiva vétsina zucastnénych (49 z 50) dovede
predstavit, jak konkrétné by ve svoji praxi dokazali vyuzit vysledky hodnoceni alespon jedné
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ze dvou jim detailnéji predstavenych ES, kterymi byly Regulace klimatu a Fyzické a dusevni
zazitky. U prinosu regulace klimatu bylo nejcastéji zminované téma vyuziti argumenty pro
ochranu (n=6) (Obrazek 4), napfr.: , nejvice asi jedna z moznosti obhajoby / vysvétleni divodi
prioritni ochrany (nebo jejiho posileni) urcitych ekosystémi” nebo jako “antropomorfické
vysvétleni diivodu existence chranénych uzemi laikiim”. Ochrana Uzemi byla také spojovana
se zménou klimatu: “Podpora ochrany konkrétniho tuzemi za ucelem adaptace na klimatickou
zménu, a to v kombinaci s ochranou biodiverzity/prirody.” nebo “Prinos rezervaci nejen pro
ochranu biodiverzity, ale i ochrany klimatu”. Hodnoceni regulace klimatu by mohlo dale
objasnit vliv typu hospodareni nebo managementu na tento prinos (n=2), stejné jako dopady
riznych zameérd (n=2), napr.. “Porovnani vlivu velkych zaméri nebo opatreni ze
statnich/regiondlnich strategii/koncepci na prfirodu a krajinu z hlediska zvyseni/sniZeni
ekosystemovych sluzeb”. Vsechna ostatni zminéna témata jsou shrnuta v Obr. 4.

V ramci diskusi ucastnici upresnili, Ze aplikace konceptu ES v oblasti Regulace klimatu mohou
ukazat, jak konkrétni opatreni mohou byt prospésna pro sekvestraci uhliku - ddraz na
prospésna opatreni v optice konceptu ES mize byt ve verejné diskuzi vhodnym doplrnkem k
dlrazu na sniZovani emisi.

5 Sledovani viivu globalnizmény
s Plathy za ekosystémové sluzby

Ocenéni zpiisobu hospodaieni :
Planovani zelené infrastruktury _Strategicke dokumenty PRSI AT

Ochrana biodiverzity Dopady zamérii na ES Sifeni povédomi

Argumenty pro ochranu

cost-enefitanaliza Mistni hodnoceni ES ViV hospodaieni na ES
Ekosystémové tcéetnictvi Obhajoba cilii a podpor SZP

& i Mistni management
nrlamace ha zmenu klimatu Hodnoceni stavu ekosystémii

Podpora planovani managementu

Obrdzek 4 - Word cloud prezentujici nakédované moznosti vyuZiti hodnoceni pfinosu regulace klimatu
(sekvestrace uhliku) v praxi respondent( jako odpovédi na otdzku: “Dovedete si pfedstavit, 7e tento typ
hodnoceni pouZijete ke konkrétnimu ucelu? Napiste prosim k vybranému pfinosu stru¢né 1-3 moZné tcely vyuZiti
hodnoceni.” Velikost textu zndzorriuje cetnost jednotlivych kédi, maximdini cetnost je 6 u kédu “Argumenty pro
ochranu”. Barva textu nemd viiv na cetnost ani dileZitost jednotlivyich kddi. (celkem odpovédi: 23; pocet
validnich odpovédi: 22)

U prinosu fyzickych a dusevnich zazitkl bylo nejcastéji zminované téma regulace navstévnosti
(n=5) (Obrazek 5), napr. jako “Snaha o lepsi distribuci navstévniki v NP” nebo v souvislosti s
“Limity uzemi - stanoveni miry navstévnosti = zvyseni udrZitelnosti daného mista”. Hodnoceni
fyzickych a dusevnich zazitki by mohlo slouzit pro nastaveni managementu uzemi (n=3):
“cileny management ochrany prirody dle konkretnich lokalit (velké méritko)” nebo jako
argumenty pro ochranu (n=2): ,Zdravotni a dusSevni/estetické prinosy... umoZnuji Siroce
komunikovat (z pozice organu statni spravy) smysluplnost ochrany prirody obecné i v
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konkrétnich uzemich a jsou srozumitelné jak SirSi verejnosti, tak napr. samospravam nebo
podnikatelskym subjektim zapojenym do sektoru sluzeb.”. VSechna ostatni zminéna témata
jsou shrnuta v Obr. 5.

V ramci diskusi konkretizovali Gc¢astnici mozZnosti vyuziti, které uvadéli v dotazniku. U fyzickych
a dusevnich zazitkd se vicekrat objevil nazor, ze pro dobré vyuziti by mélo smysl pojeti této ES
rozsirit a zohlednit také vliv na zdravi. Z hlediska regulace navstévnosti a nastaveni
managementu Uzemi bylo zdlraznéno, Ze tato témata souviseji s aktualnim tématem
zvysujiciho se zatiZzeni prirodnich uzemi turismem (navstévnosti). V ramci argumentace pro
ochranu zminovali, Ze koncept ES mulzZe byt uzitecny pfi komunikaci obecné s laickou
verejnosti a konkrétné s mistnimi komunitami, obcemi nebo podnikateli v turistickém ruchu
za Ucelem dosazeni udrzitelného turismu.

M Databaze rekreacénich lokalit
Ekonomické pFinosy péce o ekosystém
E"m'uminﬁf’ﬁé ﬁﬁé‘éﬁmﬁﬁ pro regulaci navstevnosti
Nastavenin 1anagementu uzemi

Hnﬂnncemnausteuunsn izemi PR daného izemi Komunikace se stakeholdery

Regulace navstevnosti

Podkiad pro samespravu Posouzovani dopadi navStévnosti Ekonomicke hodnoceni
Argumenty pro ochranu Turisticka infrastrukiurg Platby za ekosystémoveé sluihy

Hodnoceni krajiného razu Hudnncem lokality
Hodnocen vice ES Rekreacni potencial riiznych oblasti

VyuZiti dat v jinych studiich

Obrdzek 5 - Word cloud prezentujici nakédované moznosti vyuZiti hodnoceni pfinosu fyzickych a dusevnich zdZitka
(rekreace v prirodé) v praxi respondenttl jako odpovédi na otdzku: “Dovedete si predstavit, Ze tento typ hodnoceni
pouZijete ke konkrétnimu ucelu? Napiste prosim k vybranému pfinosu strucné 1-3 moiné ucely vyuZiti
hodnoceni.” Velikost textu zndzorriuje Cetnost jednotlivych kédi, maximdini Cetnost je 5 u kédu “Regulace
ndvstévnosti”. Barva textu nemd vliv na etnost ani dileZitost jednotlivych kodu. (celkem odpovédi: 26; pocet
validnich odpovédi: 25)

Bariéry pro vyuziti hodnoceni konkrétnich ES

Z hlediska vnimanych bariér pro vyuziti hodnoceni prinosu regulace klimatu (sekvestrace
uhliku) ucastnici nejcastéji uvadéli narocnost samotného provedeni hodnoceni (n=4) a také
dostupnost kvalitnich dat (n=4) (Obrazek 6). Vyznamnéji se v odpovédich objevila také obava
z neakceptace konceptu ES (n=2): “pfistup vyuZivajici ES bude nutné patrné vysveétlit a obhdjit
jako odborné robustni pred verejnosti” a nutnost zohlednéni vlivu hospodareni nebo
managementu na ES (n=2): “V popisu konceptu neni zohlednéno viastni hospodareni na ptdeé
(aktivity prispivajici k sekvestraci - bezorebné technologie a naopak)”. V diskuzi casto ucastnici
zminovali, Ze uvedené bariéry jsou provazané - mala dostupnost kvalitnich nebo dostatecné
detailnich dat a narocnost hodnoceni mlize produkovat méné divéryhodna cisla, coz sniZuje
celkovou akceptaci hodnoceni a konceptu ES.
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Obrdzek 6 - Word cloud prezentujici nakédované bariéry pro vyuZiti hodnoceni pfinosu regulace klimatu
(sekvestrace uhliku) v praxi respondenti jako odpovédi na otdzku: “Vnimdte také néjaké bariéry tohoto vyuZiti
pro Vasi praxi? NapiSte prosim k vybranému prinosu strucné 1-3 Vdmi vnimané prekdzky vyuZiti.” Velikost textu
zndzorriuje cetnost jednotlivych kodid, maximdini ¢etnost je 4 u kéd( “Ndrocnost hodnoceni” a “Dostupnost dat”.
Barva textu nemd vliv na cetnost ani dileZitost jednotlivych kédi. (celkem odpovédi: 20; pocet validnich
odpovédi: 17)

Z hlediska vnimanych bariér pro vyuZiti hodnoceni prinosu fyzickych a dusevnich zazitka
(rekreace v prirodé) ucastnici nejcastéji uvadéli problémy tykajici se nedostatku presnych dat
(n=3): “Samotnd vstupni data - jen pro malou ¢éast uzemi CR Ize takové hodnoceni podepfit
exaktnimi daty”, jejich dostupnost a format nebo také financni narocnost jejich sbéru
(Obrazek 7). Uzce souvisejici s daty je i vnimana prekazka nelplnosti hodnoceni (n=2):
“Hodnoceni nezohledriuje dostupnost uzemi, blizkost mést ¢i naopak odlehlost”. Nékteri
Ucastnici pak vyjadrili obavy z relevance ES ke stavajicim politikam: “ustredni organ statni
spravy lest (MZE) vnima udrZitelné obhospodarovani lest jako hospodareni podle stavajiciho
lesniho zakona, kdy tzv. mimoprodukcni sluzby jsou poskytovany samovolné” nebo procesim:
“Rekreacni sluzby realizovanych spolec¢nych zarizeni v ramci pozemkovych uprav (polni cesty,
ekologicka, hydrologicka a protierozni opatreni) jsou pouze vedlejsim, doplnujicim efektem
procesu pozemkovych uprav.”. Narozdil od prinosu regulace klimatu zde nékolik Ucastnika
uvedlo (n=3), Ze Zzadné bariéry pro vyuziti v praxi nevidi. V diskuzi se objevil i nazor, Ze i pri
kvalitné zpracovaném hodnoceni muze byt koncept ES v kontextu rekreace pro nékteré
stakeholdery (napr. lesni hospodare) neprijatelny kvali nerelevantnosti nebo zazitym
predsudkim vici zptsobu hodnoceni této sluzby.
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Obrdzek 7 - Word cloud prezentujici nakédované bariéry pro vyuZiti hodnoceni pfinosu fyzickych a dusevnich
zdZitka (rekreace v pfirodé) v praxi respondentii jako odpovédi na otdzku: “Vnimdte také néjaké bariéry tohoto
vyuZiti pro Vasi praxi? Napiste prosim k vybranému prinosu strucné 1-3 Vdmi vnimané prekaZky vyuZiti.” Velikost
textu zndzorriuje Cetnost jednotlivych kédd, maximdlini cetnost je 3 u kédi “Nedostatek presnych dat”. Barva
textu nemd vliv na ¢etnost ani dileZitost jednotlivych kéda. (celkem odpovédi: 25; pocet validnich odpovédi: 21)

Prioritizace ES

Kromé toho zucastnéni hodnotili dilezitost zpracovani hodnoceni pro zbyvajicich 15 ES (tedy
vsech sluzeb zahrnutych v celkovém konceptu hodnoceni kromé v projektu jiz rozpracovanych
sluZzeb Regulace klimatu a Fyzické a dusevni zazitky) pro jejich praxi. Otazka byla pritom
nastavena jako vybér dalSich maximalné péti sluzeb pro zpracovani hodnoceni.

Ackoli participanti pochazeli z riznych instituci pestrého zaméreni, jejich prioritou jsou casto
obdobné ekosystémové sluzby (Obrazek 8). Nejvice relevantni je regulace mnozstvi a odtoku
vody, nasleduji dalsi regulacni sluzby, jako je napriklad vytvareni a udrzovani habitatt nebo
ochrana pudy. Vyznamné je pro zuéastnéné také udrzovani budoucich moznosti. U&astnici
béhem prioritizace ES hlasovali dohromady 215x. Na zakladé sebranych poznatki bude
probihat dalsi vyzkum v oblasti ekosystémovych sluzeb s ohledem na cile projektu i potreby a
preference raznych aktéra.
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Obrdzek 8 - Prioritizace ES jako odpovédi na otdzku: “Pro detailni hodnoceni a zpracovani metodiky byly zatim
vybrdny dva pfinosy piirody (Regulace klimatu, Fyzické a dusevni zdZitky). Na které dalsi pfinosy (max. 5) bychom
se méli v projektu zamérit, aby pro Vds a Vasi instituci byly vystupy co nejvice vyuZitelné ve Vasi praxi?” (celkovy
pocet hlast: 215).

Koncept ES

Soucasti evaluacniho formulare v druhém kole seminard® byly dvé otazky zamérené na
identifikaci mozZnosti pro implementaci konceptu ES do raznych oblasti politiky, rozhodovani
nebo praxe. Cilem prvni otazky bylo zjistit konkrétni oblasti, které by dle respondenti mély
nebo naopak nemély vyuzivat koncept hodnoceni ES. Na otazku odpovédélo celkem 26
respondentl, z toho 20 odpovédi obsahovalo validni informace, které byly induktivné
nakédovany do prislusnych témat (Obrazek 9). V datech se nevyskytuje zadna odpovéd, zZe by
se koncept ES nemél vyuzZivat. Nékolik respondentd (n=3) uvedlo, Ze je zadna oblast
nenapada. Nejcastéji bylo zminéno, zZe by koncept ES mély vyuzivat vSsechny oblasti politiky,
rozhodovani nebo praxe (n=5). Druhé nejcastéji zminované pak byly zemédélské politiky (n=4)
a uzemni planovani (n=4), nasledovano vodohospodarstvim (n=3) a zemédélskymi dotacemi
(n=3).

6 U aeastnikd prvniho kola seminaft byly tyto informace zjistovany jiz v ramci rozhovor.
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Obrdzek 9 - Word cloud prezentujici nakédované oblasti pro implementaci konceptu ES jako odpovédi na otdzku:
“Napadaji Vds nékteré oblasti (politiky, rozhodovdni, praxe), které by MELY nebo naopak NEMELY vyuZivat
koncept hodnoceni ekosystémovych sluzeb? Pokud ano, tak které to jsou a proc¢?” Velikost textu zndzornuje
Cetnost jednotlivych kédd, maximalni Cetnost je 5 u kédu “Vsechny oblasti”. Barva textu nemd vliv na cetnost ani
dileZitost jednotlivych kédu. (pocet validnich odpovédi: 20)

Cilem druhé otazky bylo zjistit jaké konkrétni podminky by mohly facilitovat implementaci
konceptu ES v praxi respondentll. Tato otazka je podobna jako pri zjistovani bariér pro
implementaci konceptu ES, ale je specificky zamérena na Zadouci cilovy stav. Na otazku
odpovédélo celkem 27 respondentd, z toho 26 odpovédi obsahovalo validni informace, které
byly induktivné nakdodovany do prislusnych témat (Obrazek 10). Nejcastéji bylo zminéno, ze
by vyuzivani konceptu ES usnadnila lepsi informovanost verejnosti (n=12). Také odborna
osvéta (n=6) a rovnéz existence metodickych postupli hodnoceni ES (n=3) je podle
respondentd dulezZitou prerekvizitou.

Akceptace konceptu ES veFejnosti
Nevhoilnost ekonomického hodnoceni
Ukazat spolecnosti vSechny pfinosy Dobra praxe

Informovanost politiky Siednotit odhornou verejnost

Informovanost médii Relevantni lokalni hodneceni Kapacita PR Dotaéni politika
Lepsi data Ukazky implementace konceptu ES

Informovanost verejnosti

Osnovyvzdélavani Vyuiivanive stimnispravé  ppstupnost dat

Legistativni podpora ﬂ[“]ﬂ"lé osveta

1ahrnout celostaini méfitko =g -
) g d Metodicke postupy
kumné poradenska podpora i L
VIS D AR B Piekonat neduvéru k penéinimu oceiovani
Ldiiraznit pfinosy hospodaieni $etrného k ES

Obrdzek 10 - Word cloud prezentujici nakédované odpovédi na otdzku: “Co by se muselo zménit, aby bylo mozZné
(vice nebo lépe) vyuZivat koncept hodnoceni ekosystémovych sluzeb ve Vasi praxi?” Velikost textu zndzoriiuje
Cetnost jednotlivych kédii, maximdini cetnost je 12 u kédu “Informovanost verfejnosti”. Barva textu nemd vliv na
Cetnost ani dileZitost jednotlivych kodd. (pocet validnich odpovédi: 26)
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“Ekosystémoveé sluzby” (n=22) nez “Prinosy prirody lidem” (n=4) , 10 respondentt povazovalo
oba terminy za rovnocenné. Dva respondenti navrhli, Ze pouziti termint by mélo byt zavislé
na kontextu (napf. pro odbornou komunitu pouzivat Ekosystémoveé sluzby, ale pro komunikaci
s verejnosti spiSe Prinosy prirody lidem). Oznaceni ES je tedy vnimano jako nejvhodnéjsi,
patrné proto, Ze jde o termin, ktery je déle pouzivany a tedy nejspise pro aktéry znaméjsi.

Evaluace

Podle zpétné vazby od ucastnikd jim seminar prinesl nové poznatky v oblasti ES jak od
organizatori seminard, tak od ostatnich Géastnik v ramci diskusi (Obrazek 11a). U&astnici
uvadéli, Ze jim seminar napomohl v porozuméni tomu, jak na koncept ES nahlizeji jini aktéri
(Obrazek 11b). Ze slovnich reakci jsme zaznamenali radu pozitivhich komentard k
inovativnimu vyuziti online platforem, ale také zajem o delsi osobni setkani ucastniku, které
by umoznilo “si vice do hloubky predstavit, kdo co déla, s ¢im se potyka” a “rozvest diskusi o
projektu vice do hloubky” Ci vyménit zkusSenosti o soucasnych projektech Gcastnika
zamérenych na ES. | pres podminky ztizené online formatem setkani se tedy podarilo
nastartovat smysluplnou vyménu riznych perspektiv, ktera bude dale pokracovat v
nasledujicich letech v ramci dalSich aktivit smérovanych k vytvoreni Narodni platformy pro
ekosystémoveé sluzby.

B Zprostiedkoval novy pohled na plincsy pfirady (E5)
siech prirody (ES)

Umnoalnid pachopit pohled ostatnich adastnikc na pfinosy plirody (ES)

B Umolnil prohloubit mnalest] o p

B Cd organizdtort

B Od Géastnikd
Uréité ano
Rorhadng and
Spile ano
Spite ano
Nevim Nevim b
Rozhodné ne
Urcite ne
[} 5 10 15 40 25
Polet odpavidi o s 10 15 20

Polet odpovidi

Obrdzek 11 graf vlevo: Odpovédi na otdzku - “Naucil/a jste se v pritbéhu webindie néco nového, zajimavého?”
(celkovy pocet odpovédi: 38). 11 graf vpravo: Odpovédi na otdzku - “Rekl/a byste, Ze webindi Vém: ...” (viz. otdzky
v grafu) (celkovy pocet odpovédi: 39).

3. Zaver

Pripravna faze reseni projektu skrze aktivitu A3 umoznila predevsim rozbéhnout smysluplnou
vymeénu ruznych perspektiv ohledné prinost poskytovanych soustavou Natura 2000, jejich
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vymezeni a blizsi specifikace. V ramci konzultaci (rozhovort i seminard) byla shromazdéna
vychodiska pro nastaveni systému hodnoceni téchto prinost tak, aby byly vysledky hodnoceni
vyuzitelné pro Siroké spektrum aktérd. Rovnéz byla na zakladé zkusenosti, které s resitelskym
tymem jednotlivi aktéri sdileli, vytvorena souhrnna doporuceni pro zalozeni NPES, v ramci niz
se bude spoluprace s aktéry oslovenymi v ramci aktivity A3 dale prohlubovat.

Vsechny stanovené specifické cile aktivity A3 se podafrilo splnit, prestoze bylo nutné zménit a
prizpUsobit formu i obsah jednotlivych konzultaci v dasledku probihaji pandemie COVID-19.
Na zakladé dat z rozhovort byli identifikovani aktéri, politiky a strategie i rozhodovaci procesy,
které ovliviuji ekosystémy a poskytovani ES. Soucasné byly identifikovany nékteré vyznamné
mocenské vztahy a konflikty navazané na ES. VSichni respondenti rozhovortd i Ucastnici
seminara vyjadrili své preference ve smyslu prioritnich ES pro hodnoceni a rovnéz
specifikovali svij vztah a postoj ke konkrétnim vybranym sluzbam. V neposledni radé se
podarilo identifikovat moznosti pro implementaci konceptu ES do raznych politik (strategii a
rozhodovacich procest) vcetné existujicich bariér nebo naopak prilezitosti, jak vyuziti
konceptu ES v praxi facilitovat.

Vysledky aktivity A3 budou v nasledujicich letech vstupovat do dalSich aktivit projektu Jedna
priroda. Zejména byly navrzeny a zpracovany jako prerekvizity nutné pro k nastaveni systému
hodnoceni prinost prirody a k vytvoreni NPES (aktivita C6). Dale budou také vstupem do
hodnoceni dopadd projektu (D2), jelikoz vysledky konzultaci reflektuji stav znalosti a
preferenci konceptu ES mezi prioritnimi aktéry, na néz se projekt bude zamérovat, na zacatku
projektu. Zkusenosti z konzultaci budou rovnéz dale vyuzity pri tvorbé komunikacnich vystupt
projektu smérovanych k odborné verejnosti (zejména aktivita E2; dale také informacni Ci
propagacni materialy zpracovavané napric aktivitami, v nichz se uplatnuje koncept ES ¢i jiné
pribuzné téma resené v ramci probéhlych konzultaci aktivity A3).
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Seznam priloh

Priloha | - A3 analyza aktéru - Instrukce pro hodnoceni klicovych aktéra

Priloha Il - A3 analyza aktéru - Tabulka aktérd

Priloha Ill - A3 analyza aktérd - Matice aktértd

Priloha IV - A3 rozhovory - oslovovaci dopis

Priloha V - A3 rozhovory - Informovany souhlas

Priloha VI - A3 rozhovory - protokol

Priloha VII - A3 rozhovory - Diagram NCP cz beta

Priloha VIII - A3 rozhovory - Ukazky vystupli hodnoceni

Priloha IX - A3 rozhovory - NPES doporuceni aktéru

Priloha X - A3 seminare - matice aktért pro konzultace

Priloha XI - A3 seminare - pozvanka

Priloha Xl - A3 seminare - technicky manual pro webinar

Priloha XllI - A3 seminare - Padlet rozcestnik webinare

Priloha X1V - A3 seminare - Pfinosy prirody lidem - schéma a priklady

Priloha XV - A3 seminare - Informovany souhlas

Priloha XVI - A3 seminare - ppt MZP

Priloha XVII - A3 seminare - ppt C6

Priloha XVIII - A3 seminare - ppt A3
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