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1 ABSTRACT

Access to adequate environmental amenities is fuadtal for the sustainability and quality of huniide,
requiring a better understanding of ecologicalgrat and processes in the places most peopleara#f.As
more people will live in cities than in rural enmitments, this means that the daily interaction wéture for
most people will come from their everyday urbancpfa including urban green infrastructure. The Lrowe
Austrian "Wohnbauforschung" has funded our pilatjget in Laa an der Thaya to investigate ecosystem
services of urban green infrastructure. This atificuses on our identification of cultural ecosyst
services.

In itself, green infrastructure represents a cordpen of ideals, seeking to improve human well-beamgl
living conditions. Included in those ideals are t@ncepts of ecosystem services, restoration afralat
habitats, improving biodiversity, human well-beiagd adaptation to climate change. One of the most
important challenges of the 21st century is toanghe functions of ecosystems and to supportystes
services for those issues. Urban green infrastreigiu intrinsically a heterogeneous landscape afroni
infrastructure networks set in a culturally-detered ecosystem. Sustaining and co-ordinating theipteul
benefits from an urban network of neighbourhoodegrafrastructure will require an integrated laragse
framework, a coherent approach to governance atidbooative adaptive management. Urban green
infrastructure is considered more and more asangtsustainable tool in adressing those challengksl
paradigm shift at multi-scalar levels requires aman green infrastructure strategy that integratese of
the fundamental concerns of urban citizens in treieryday lives. These include quiet places for
contemplation and restoration of their health aredl-veing, environmental security, and the culiivatand
culture of food. In these everyday gestures camelagionship between people and nature be restored

The value of ecosystem services in the form of mrigeeen infrastructure has become increasingly
recognised in the policy agenda (Carpenter eR@D9), supported by a growing number of studiesheir
benefits and costs. But the gap to implementatéonains to be bridged over. As the ecosystem sardte
green infrastructure are still not well recognigsedhustrian municipal councils, we initiated a ptaoased
approach to the perception of green infrastrucainet climate change in Laa an der Thaya. This pioject
aims on the one hand to enhance the understantiBmpsystem service benefits of green infrastrectund

on the other to strengthen the potential for thelémentation of green. Urban green infrastructnoduded

all public spaces, urban forests and parks. Weideresd green infrastructure as a network integgaéin
broad range of quality green places, designed aadaged to enhance the character of place, while
providing multiple benefits of ecosystem servid®sir investigations at selected places represemacep
based scale where it is possible for humans toeper@and understand effects of climate change,edisas

the benefits of urban green infrastructure. Witthiis approach the perceived cultural ecosystermicaof

the stakeholders were incorporated with a survegxifting ecosystem services (£€orage, rainwater
management and urban heat island effects) to dstitha benefits from green infrastructure. This lou
lead to the intitial development of modules to iempkent and enhance the urban green infrastructuraan

To overcome the barriers to implement green infuattire an integrated approach has been developed
together with a core stakeholder group. The "caltservices"2 were investigated in a public pgrttion
process, the Moved Planning Process or "MPP" (Ribéteher 2009), in conjunction with a SWOT analysis
to strengthen reflection and appreciation of theunah benefits of urban green infrastructure systeim a

! see European Calls (e.g. FP7-ENV-2013- Urban bédity and green infrastructure) and policies .(Egropean
Commission, D. G. Environment (2012). Science foviEmment Policy. In-depth report on “The Multifufanality of Green
Infrastructure”. http://ec.europa.eu/environmentingecosystems/docs/Green_Infrastructure.pdf

2 "Cultural services are primarily regarded as the veonmental settings, locations or situations thge rise to
changes in the physical or mental states of peoptel whose character are fundamentally dependentivamg
processes’. Over millennia these environmentairggtthave been co-produced by the constant interactbetween
humans and naturg(Church et al., 2011; Haines-Young and Potschii32in: CICES going local).
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dialogue about cultural ecosystem services andmibkiple benefits of green infrastructure we define
together "special " areas, i.e. areas that arepafticular value, eg. for recreation, as meetiiaggs, but also
available places wherein green infrastructure @imiplemented.

2 DEFINITIONS

2.1 Urban Green Infrastructure

Green infrastructure is defined as an interconmkegégwork of green space that conserves naturalystem
values and functions to provide associated benadittuman populations. "The underlying principle of
Green Infrastructure is that the same area of tamdfrequently offer multiple benefits. By enhamgc{@reen
Infrastructure, valuable landscape features camaéimtained or created, which are not only valudbte
biodiversity but also contribute to the deliveryesfosystem services such as the provision of cheser,
productive soil, attractive recreational areas ab as climate change mitigation and adaptatioraddition,
Green Infrastructure can sometimes be a cost-aféealternative or be complementary to grey infradure
and intensive land use change." (31.7.12: httpdigopa.eu/environment/nature/ecosystems)

Different studies and reports present a varietglafinitions of green infrastructure. These defong differ

in their emphasis on the various components, featand characteristics of green infrastructure. &Som
definitions stress the importance of biodiversitphgervation, through the role in connecting ecaaki
networks and contributing to landscape scale comtien. Others focus on the functionality of green
infrastructure and stress its importance in praxgdecosystem services, comparing its role to madema
infrastructure such as engineered drainage sysaech$lood defences. In other context, the empliasis
the benefits of green infrastructure to communitieeenhancing the built environment and providing a
resource for recreation, supporting human healkthimproving quality of life.

Urban green infrastructure is primarily set withilnuman ecosystem that is defined by gradientaatfife”,
and its 'domesticated’ ecosystem functions, ses\aoel biodiversity. This matrix represents theti@tahip
between humans and nature whose cultural landstape unique signature of ecosystem services.
Furthermore, humans privilege certain green infuastire forms and processes over others, to magimis
benefits possibly at the expense of ecosystem ifurgtand intrinsic values. In negotiating a framegwio
recognise the potential for socio-cultural adaptetj we require a dialogue to explore the relaligns
between people and their urban nature. This igdclr a more durable stewardship of natural prosdhsae
would manage trade-offs among ecosystem servickes. green infrastructure paradigm in urban areas
requires the restoration of natural processes andtibns to a meaningful degree, relative to tleation,
type and scale of the problem (Convention on Biediity, 2000). Urban green infrastructure can reitie

a “return to the wild” nor the dissembling objectithat nature is simply a cultural artefact. Indteaban
green infrastructure should provide a significastoration of natural processes to a meaningfdibpaance

of urban ecosystem services starting with a diaaghout their cultural ecosystem services.

2.2 Ecosystem services

Ecosystem Services ("ESS") derive from ecologigaicesses or functions that are essential for human
wellbeing and have a value to individuals or sgcedtlarge. The terms ecosystem function and etesys
service have been used interchangeably, creatmigigion that still exists. Ecosystem function isined as

the "capacity or capability of the ecosystem tesdmething that is potentially useful to people" ¢amza et

al., 1997). The capacity to deliver a service axistlependently of whether anyone wants that servibis
capacity becomes a service when benefits can Intifidd. “Put simply using ecosystem-based appreach
means working with nature for human well-beidg."

% In May 2011, the European Commission adopted ibdigersity Strategy which aims to halt the lossbifdiversity
in the EU by 2020. Target 2 of this Strategy stdked "by 2020, ecosystems and their services ai@tained and
enhanced by establishing green infrastructure astbring at least 15% of degraded ecosystems. fiewacthis target
three closely related actions are foreseen:

. Improve knowledge of ecosystems and their sesvin the EU (Action 5)
. Development of a Green infrastructure Strategtibn 6)
. Ensure no net loss of biodiversity and ecosysteniices (Action 7)"
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We consider that the sustainable use of ecosystmvices, delivered in the form of urban green
infrastructure, is a cost-effective solution inigdting the anthropogenic impacts of urban regions.
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Fig.1 The ecosystem service cascade modelyishothe relationship between biophysical cines and processes, functions,
services, and benefits as well as values for hur@ibeing (Potschin and Haines-Young, 2011)

2.2.1 Valuing ecosystem services of urban green infrasire

For an integrated cultural ecosystem services agpri is particularly important to assess locabwledge
and place-based values in conjunction with bioptatgparameters associated with the range of e@ayst
services available. In urban centres, where humathstheir cultural diversity are an integral ecsgm
component, such services are indispensable touaktygof urban life. However these services haeerb
the most impacted from degradation.

Integrating cultural ecosystem services into denignaking and planning processes incorporatesreifte
societal concepts of world views, meanings andhtteent to place and include values associatedplaite.
The concept of values (natural character valuegreén infrastructure and character values of ptage
identification and attachment) describes the pmadsevaluation by which people and their commaensiti
attach importance or significance to a natural @sscor natural resource within their neighbourhood
locality. Character values of place are definedplace quality parameters (design analysis) andhiey t
attachment to place. The dynamic relationship betwide biophysical and cultural worlds play a role
facilitating place makingand place meanimgPeople come to identify with nature and place iwithn
integrated process. Personal knowledge about placived from experiences is incorporated into the
cultural framework dealing with social relationshigircumstances, patterns and other codes of candu
These structures and social realities are recartsttyconfirmed and extended with everyday expeegn
with place. Simultaneously the modalities of petimgporientate individual feelings, emotions anahiing
patterns. The capacities for environmental conaerime context of place making lie in how we peveei
feel, discover and invent place, and how we intiegoar concern into to everyday actions.

There have been investigations concerning the obleultural values, meanings and place attachment
(Hoppner et.al.2008), how they determine self-affic and outcome-efficacy in place-based partiaypati
processes. This then can be further developed tungning adaptation of actions necessary to impheme
and maintain green infrastructure. These feedbeakseduce policy resistance as it requires usachew

our actions feed back to shape our environmentr{fate 2008). Adaptive management provides a useflll a
widely applicable approach:

e can be applied at different scales (regional, natiand local) and benefits can be realised ovent sh
and long term time periods;

* may be more cost-effective than measures basedrdnrfrastructure and engineering;
e can integrate local traditions and cultural values.

The TEEB synthesis report (2010) identified aspettsultural ecosystem services (e.g. spiritualiga) as
non-use values that are not associated with aogebut stem from people’s knowledge that naturstsex

* The concept of place making describes the processthe values are manifested in ongoing behaeiogagement
and maintenance of place.

® Meaning of places represents various phenomeramotional relationships to places (positive andatieg). The
range reaches from concepts of rootedness, of gieignprotection, appropriation, the sense of pesisa and control
over a place, of comfort, to humans”experiencels matture and wilderness.
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(‘existence value’) or because they wish it to ks future generations (‘bequest value’) or fohers in
present generations (‘altruist value’). Generdligse are important values and are rarely valuesbimetary
terms.

2.2.2 Frameworks for classifications- from MA to CICES

As there are a diversity of approaches and multfassifications, comparisons of assessments Hreutti
Often used classification systems are the Millenfssessment (2005) ("MA™") and Common International
Classification for Ecosystem Services (2012) ("CBCE According to the complexity of the topic argbt
different ideals staying behind it seems reasonablmtegrate these classification models withitistic
planning frameworks and adaptive management.

A need was recognized to design a "common baseippfoach that enables comparison between ESS
assessments at different places (Haines-Young Rotschin, 2009). This approach should be specific
enough to relate to the several context, while reimg relevant to a multitude of objectives for wini
frameworks and adaptive implementations can beldped (Nahlik et al., 2011).

CICES in comparison to MA refers to the final oupfrom ecosystems. Following common usage in the
ESS literature, the classification recognises ttmgputs to be provisioning, regulating and maiatere,
and cultural services, but it does not cover "sujppg services" used in the MA. As the supportiegvices
are only indirectly consumed or used, they arete¢dbas part of the underlying structures and pgEethat
characterise ecosystems. CICES was initiated by Bbepean Environment Agency (EEA) and is
coordinated by the University of Nottingham (Haisung and Potschih One of the advantages of the
CICES approach is that it allows adjustment tollgoaditions.

The latest CICES classification for cultural ecasys services was applied to focus areas in Laagusin
participation and negotiation process, while inéigg the benefits of regulating services.

2.2.3 Cultural Ecosystem Services

All cultural service classes in CICES refer to a-physical setting that can provide cultural seesidDirect
benefits we can derive from cultural services are:

e recreation — physical, social, spiritual and mentll-being;

e nature exploration, contemplation;

« living in an attractive and healthy environment;

¢ nature education;

« motoric and creative development for children;

* ongoing cognitive recreation, reflection and depelent (not in CICES).

Benefits for wellbeing are mentioned in the laduom of CICES. There also benefits like the satitste
and mental well-being from outdoor work are menrgithn

Our Investigation in Laa focused on regulating entiliral services.

1 2
ECOSYSTEM SERVICES
in Laa/Thaya
REGULATING SERVICES CULTURAL SERVICES

; 3 4 Aesthetics

Climate Recreation

Heat sland effect Reflection

Water Cycle Iclentity

Co2 Storage

Fig.2 Focus of work /Regulating- and Cultural EcosysServices

® Haines-Young and Potschin are mainly responsini@daptations of the CICES classifications.
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For surveying cultural services we combined theeméclassification of CICES-BgTurkelboom et al.
2013) with insights from environmental studies abmuman health and well-being in the context ofamrb
green infrastructure and the Moved Planning Pro@é$¥). Our goal was to enhance the classificatsn,
well as to develop an implementation and managenamework, using the dynamics of the community to
express their identification with the cultural egstem services. We also assessed degraded or gnissin
services in order to identify opportunities for ditahal green infrastructure.

The relationships between nature, environmentaigbsand human health are complex because they ofte
can be perceived and experienced indirectly, digglan space and time. Human health ultimately aépe
on ecosystem benefits, which are essential foodymtive livelihood. The diversity of interactiohstween
climate change, changing conditions for urban \atget as well as health and well-being is not yet
integrated in planning frameworks. Longer hottenmsers can cause an increase of greenhouse gaskis, he
effects due to the heat, an increase in energy chst to the increased demand for air conditioaind a
deterioration of the conditions of urban vegetation

Well-being in residential environments is basedaooontinuum of available identification and fielfis
expressions and activities, each dependent on cowith green places in their seasonal rhythms.|\Wel
being also identifies several components for a dded such as freedom and choice, health, goodkoc
relations and personal safety.

Research results about the relationship human@auggest that parks and other natural environnmeays

a crucial role in human health and well-being améns also have psychological, emotional and sglritu
needs (Wilson 1984, Frumkin 2001, Wilson 2001). iAeresting overview about research and assessment
methods on nature experience, cognitive functioth mental health is given by Bratman, Hamilton and
Daily (2012), who differenciate which elements lo¢ thatural environment may have impacts on cognitiv
function and mental health and what may be the rafisttive type, duration, and frequency of contact
Nature contact can happen in various forms:

e Stay in a park can reduce stress, the experiengeeeh spaces support recreation and relaxation,
stress reduction and mental health.

* Natural environments also have a restorative fanctUlrich (1984) for example, examined that
hospital patients with views of trees and naturigant of their windows experience faster healing;

Chiesura (2003) has shown that natural environmeitisvegetation and water cause relaxation - uting
natural elements for calming in urban areas isi@sing - as stress is a growing aspect of dadyiitowns.

In addition to aesthetic, cognitive, and healthdfigs, natural features can also bring social benefuch as

a diverse use of open space, which can increasal sotegration and interaction among neighbors: Fo
example, national and international initiatives fmban community gardening that provide a cogerdrmae
to strengthen integration of immigrant communifies.

3 STRATEGY

Collaborative adaptive management provides a giat@pproach to realise the potential of sustamabl
ecosystem services in mitigating the impacts froban settlements and development.

3.1 Collaborative Adaptive Management CAM

The collaborative adaptive management approachnisingplementation framework for urban green
infrastructure that facilitates and enhances conitywuparticipation, collaboration, monitoring, nadlir
character assessments, best practice guidelineliccoesolution and negotiation with policy impeeents.

It represents a flexible platform for citizen saienand support for communities of practice. Adaptiv
management is a paradigm that assumes urban grfeastriucture policies and actions are not statit,are
adjusted based on learning from actions affectoaggstem functions and services. A collaborativepéide
management approach incorporates and links knowladd credible science with the experience andesalu
of stakeholders for more effective management aetimaking.

" CICES-Be (Belgium) is a recent development of Gh€ES framework that provided a more refined catisgtion of
cultural services that was more amenable to oyeprin Laa.
8 see research results on https://communitygardgiesiources/research/, from 3.3.2014.
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According to Sterman (2008), complexity in a wa(ilé. ecosystem) that is dynamic, evolving and
COLLABORATIVE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT (CAM) FOR URBAN Gl

assessment by volunteers

(——— monitoring ﬁ

Community of Practice

evidence (CoP) implementation
a N
poied INSI'GHTS Planning deSign FEASIBILITY AND 'SCALING
RESEARCH RESULTS .
» maintenance
RECOMMENDATIONS ! by volunteers
.m»-'”"

Fig.3 CAM Collaborative Adaptive Management to intggrlearning and acting

interconnected reduces our ability to discoverithgacts of interventions. This hinders the impletagaon
of policies on the basis of evidert&ven when strong evidence is available, commontahenodels and
judgemental bias lead to erroneous but self-coirfignmferences:

overconfidence in our judgments (underestimatingedainty);
wishful thinking (assessing desired outcomes agrikely than undesired outcomes);
confirmation bias (seeking evidence consistent withpreconceptions).

There is a tendency to think in short, causal chaassuming each effect has a single cause. Ignorinot
recognising feedbacks in policy design can legablicy resistance. Given the inherent ecologica social
uncertainty in complex urban decision making, adaptnanagement recognises that it is not always
possible, a priori, to identify the "best" managemalternative. Therefore, an experimental appraach
warranted, and learning about the system beconu=dilzerate goal. In the Laa project we try to ice
public knowledge by initiating an iterative leargiprocess or ‘spiral’ through the reflection oftumall
ecosystem services. This then will be embeddectllaborative adaptive management program.

3.2 Communities of Practice

The concept of communities of practice ("CoP")asdd on social learning theories and practicesddoess
complex systems and challenging environmental gssligere is a dynamic connection between identity a
practice. Developing a practice requires the foromadf a community whose members can engage wigh on
another. They deal with shared interests as wallithsthe group dynamic of shared practice, andefffects

of belonging to the group through the way they gega action with one another and relate to ondhemo
The challenge is to foster CoP development witlsteag neighbouhood groups in Laa.

In this sense, the formation of a community of ficacis also the negotiation of identities:

« Identity as negotiated experience. We define whoane by the ways we experience ourselves
through participation.

e Identity as community membership. We define whoaneby the familiar and the unfamiliar.

* Identity as a learning trajectory. We define who ave by where we have been and where we are
going.

« Identity as a relation between the local and tlubagl We define who we are by negotiating local
ways of belonging to broader constellations anchahifesting broader discourses (Wenger 2010).

We investigated methods of stakeholder and commupdtticipation using the Moved Planning Process
(MPP) combined with targeted focus group interviesalsng with participatory mapping of community and
place character values. These initiatives are dedigo link local perceptions of place to environta¢
values, providing an important contribution of Ibkaowledge. Similarly the aim is to raise awarenefkthe

° “Creating a healthy, sustainable future requirdaralamental shift in the way we generate, leaomfrand act on
evidence about the delayed and distal effects oftechnologies, policies, and institutions. Deearge in mental
models arises when evidence not only alters ouisides within the context of existing frames, blgoafeeds back to
alter our mental models. An iterative learninggass in which we replace a reductionist, narrowrtstun, static view
of the world with a holistic, broad, long-term, dynic view, reinventing our policies and instituttoaccordingly."
(Sterman 2008).

m REAL CORP 2014:
PLAN IT SMART




Christine Rottenbacher, Tim Cassidy

green infrastructure policy, as well as opportesitior implementation and innovation. These ingasibn
methods also provide insights into attachment sxelin conjunction with green infrastructure fuocs,
spatial structures and services. The place- angl@dmsed approach is used to directly investitratal
knowledge and local perceptions of individuals gnolups, collecting and sharing narratives. Basethen
concept that places can retain a position of damice for individuals because they are repossoak
personalised memories and centres of everydaynesjtive assume they are distinguished by the umégse
of personal place attachments. At the same timieative sentiments too can accord meaning to place
Social places are similarly textured by layers\argday meanings and representations of narrativéen
personalised and collectivised meanings intergdgte meanings are augmented, by:

« Developing place meanings as a successor of inmeirtierplays between time and setting, varying
with individuals and the conditions in which themmd themselves, as well as with groups of
individuals.

» Identifying places through their character and peatity that distinguish them from other places.
People identify with a place, to feel a sense tdriiging and attachment to it (Manzo 2005).

Each community develops its practice by sharing dedeloping the knowledge of the participants.
Elements of a practice include its repertoire afldp methods and stories as well as activitiestedldo
learning and innovation (Wenger 2010).

The MPP also supported the dynamics of existingghimurhood groups. Walking as a group was
undertaken at selected sites to help express emabtielationships (attachment to place), to usedgmamic

of mutual experiencing of meanings within the groife walked together through the places and coeduct
different place/nature experience questionnaires. ilagination and understanding emerge from our
embodied experiences, the walk of the group, th@ifbanovement and interaction integrate recurring
patterns of perception and develop new ones (Rmdtgrer 2009). The coexistence of shared graspidg an
deciphering contain already prearrangements abeutiared "lebensraum”, and can lead to monit@nna
maintaining activities.

The results were developed into insights about:

Invisible Parameters of Place Values Visible Paterseof Place Values

(investigated by questionaires, narratives, MPP) (investigated by questionaires, narratives, MPP)
Place identity Architectural Analysis of Place

Sense of place/spiritual places Natural Character of Place

Place attachment of individuals
Community attachment
Tab.1 Differentiation of visible and invisible pamaters of place values

4 INVESTIGATION IN LAA

To reach the public on several levels we startdtl wipress conference and developed a TV videotabou
ecosystem services in Laa, writing as well in theal newspapers and starting to work together tigh
town renewal initiative. There we built a core saélder group consisting of interested parties fthm
public and employees of the municipality.

The following steps were:

« We investigated cultural ecosystem services togetlith affected people, integrated perceptions
and defined shared values together with the caiesBblder group.

* We related our expert knowledge with the everydagwedge of the neighborhood groups during
the assessments and reviewed it together withatestakeholder group.

« We developed modules for implementaions accordinthé different local built qualities and the
existing impediments with neighborhood groups.

4.1 Investigation of cultural ecosystem services togeth with stakeholders

Based on the mentioned SWOT analysis and the mgultlues attached to it the interview guide was
developed, which was reflected together with thigheorhood groups in the selected areas. Thisatédle
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included an inventory of the ecosystem servicesadsas perceptions of natural processes and fumgtind
how climate change in the cultural city landscapeurrently observable. The questions in the iiarv
guide dealt for example with: the accessibilitytleé amenities, the security, sustainable availabtgices,
how often those amenities are used, who else bses, thow are qualities of natural services expegdn
(also questions about noise, temperature, smedt),dwhere are degraded services and about sawhl a
cultural qualities. Spiritual places were investighas personal or shared "Kraftplatze" besidgiolsly
occupied places.

The interview guide was presented to the neighlmmtgyoups, where the individual participants wesiced

to move around the place for experiencing placearsivering the questions. Afterwards, all weretéauv

to walk together to show each other mutually tpeirceptions and meanings. In a further evaluationgss
the results and surveys by experts have been mekgedral character values were attached by the cor
stakeholder group and external experts accordinggeether predefined criteria and selected indrsato

Selected Green Infrastructure and Existence Health/Well- Security Social Meaning Of
place Natural Character Being Relations Place
Sealed/degraded environment good air physical health | differentiation: definition  of | differentiation
plaster-sealing-pot plants good drinking| mental /spiritual| personal different of:
plaster and water-bound areas |awater health security qualities for | historical
well as minimal greenery (grass,good food accessibility meeting places,| meanings,
annuals) free of noise amenity retreat places, | aesthetic
also use of perennials + natives | free of light sustainability gardening valuation
trees along streets facilities maintenance, naming of
parks places together| places and
urban forests narratives

Tab.2 Example for classification of place charautdues

4.2 Merging expert knowledge with local knowledge

The concept that expert knowledge has to be mevgtdthe everyday knowledge of the residents to
develop sustainable local solutions, takes int@aethow people identify with place and nature.stipport
the CAM and CoP strategy this identification pracés crucial for an ongoing stewardship. Personal
knowledge of the place is derived from perceptiand experiences and incorporated in the given m@iltu
framework and the social relations and rules. Thesgal realities of the communities can be reqootd,

be confirmed or rejected and expanded. The capBwmityxpansion, e.g. a paradigm shift to use udraen
infrastructure, lie in how we attach meanings ®phaces that constitute our identities (Manzo 2005

Main meanings and character values that could tEeddo are:

Many public green areas in Laa bring the counteysido the city and are easily accessible from atnadi
population groups, such as the green belt along'Mighlbach"- the "jungle” (also spiritual placelnd
"Thaya Park", the "Schubert and Schiller Park”, @estle Square, Church Park, the paths through the
"Wehr"gardens, and the place at the tower (alsatsgl place), these generate identity and charabteng

the landscape into the city, provide a good conoeclor recreation and cause cooling and a pleasant
microclimate. The city is trying to close a greesit laround new settlement areas and to achievtractave
corridor throughout those areas which was attaeheidh value.

As degraded areas mainly the commercial centrgssdmled parking areas, some new dwelling areas wer
identified as "non" places, with nearly no charaetad natural character values.

In Laa several initiatives started feeding into @%&M and CoP concept, like planting communitiestfees,
tree sponsorships, neighborhood groups plantingnaaidtaining street amenity beds, swales and ragwa
storing ponds in the commercial area, and initegtiof schools.

4.3 Participatory mapping and identifying places to imgement green infrastructure

The identified place character values were relatetthe map of Laa to support the process of bugldive
CAM as an ongoing implementation framework:

Iﬁ
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Christine Rottenbacher, Tim Cassidy

Fig. 4. Place character values

Based on this map we developed place-related patgod®r interventions in accordance with the
requirements of the various sites.

e ™
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Fig. 5: Example for proposed implementations adogrtb previously investigated place values

5 CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

An integrated cultural ecosystem services apprexperiences several challenges in reflecting piesed
values together with stakeholders. The processafiation by which single individuals and commugsti
attach importance to a cultural service and natpratess can create a dynamic impulse for groups to
immediately seek to enhance the amenity of plaChese measures have to be embedded in a planning
framework that considers costs and time for impletaiton to maintain the community momentum.

A further decision criteria will be the calculatiai existing ecosystem services (CO2 storage, ratiem
management and urban heat island effects). A numbéactors have been identified so far, which can
support or hinder a successful implementation b&nrgreen infrastructure in Laa an der Thaya.

Impeding factors:

« One major barrier is the differing priorities andimis of view amongst stakeholders and the
resultant competing interests and fears. For exantime groundwater level in some areas still
changes quite unpredictably, therefore the impldatem of rainwater management modules will be
difficult. Though there are enough data uncertamiin performance and cost still are strong. Farthe
“trust building” activities are needed.
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e A guideline to select techniques and support tHeEygoal of the council is missing, this will be
developed and negotiated with the council and &sréxperts.

* Fragmented responsibilities and the lack of integtananagement will not be resolved yet, as it is
only possible to work on the level of the couneite main impediment we experienced was the lack
of coordination of the energy and water infrastnoet e.g. often the hole street was used for the
infrastructure and no place could be identifieddianting trees.

e Lack of funding and effective market incentives-Liaa neighborhood groups started to organise
events for collecting money for green infrastruetumplementations.

e Practitioners and authorities require a demonstmatif successful implementation in their own
communities before they are willing to adopt anyhaf ecosystem service tools available.

Enabling Factors:

e Special meanings, relationships play a strongirokaluing cultural ecosystem services benefits as
well as certain groups and individuals overtook/aasinic role in communicating and acting.

At the moment Laa has about 80 volunteers plartimymaintaining public places.
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